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PART    V. 

PRACTICE,  PROCESS  AND  PLEADING. 

CHAPTER  I. 

JUSTICES    OF    THE    PEACE,    AND    JUSTICES'    COURTS. 

Section  1.  Election  and  term  of  office  of  justices  of  the  peace. 

The  Constitution  of  this  State  provides  that  "  the  electors  of  the 
several  towns  shall,  at  their  annual  town  meeting,  and  in  such  manner 
as  the  legislature  may  direct,  elect  justices  of  the  peace,  whose  term  of 
office  shall  be  four  years.  In  case  of  an  election  to  fill  a  vacancy  occur- 
ring before  the  expiration  of  a  full  term,  they  shall  hold  for  the  residue 
of  the  unexpired  term.  Their  number  and  classification  may  be  regu- 
lated by  law.  *  *  *  Justices  of  the  peace  and  District  Court  jus- 
tices shall  be  elected  in  the  different  cities  of  this  State,  in  such  man- 
ner, and  with  such  powers,  and  for  such  terms  respectively,  as  shall  be 
prescribed  by  law."     Art.  6,  §  18. 

The  Revised  Statutes  provide  for  the  election  of  four  justices  of  the 
peace  in  each  town,  each  of  whom,  except  when  elected  to  fill  a  vacancy, 
or  on  the  erection  of  a  new  town,  is  entitled  to  hold  the  office  for  four 
years,  unless  sooner  removed.  1  R.  S.  95,  §§  1  and  35.  But  as  the 
Constitution  of  the  State  permits  the  number  of  justices  of  the  peace 
to  be  regulated  by  law,  the  legislature  have  from  time  to  time 
changed  the  number  in  certain  towns  and  cities  by  special  statutes,  or 
city  charters.  See  Laws  of  1848,  chap.  155 ;  Laws  of  1851,  chap.  40  ; 
Laws  of  1852,  chaps.  7  and  16 ;  Laws  of  1853,  chap.  3 ;  Laws  of 
1854,  chaps.  20,  31,  44,  94;  Laws  of  1856,  chap.  12;  Laws  of  1857, 
chaps.  130  and  665  ;  Laws  of  1880,  chaps.  255  and  256 ;  Laws  of 
1881,  chaps.  9,  65  and  575. 

Under  the  general  statutes  justices  of  the  peace  in  eacb  town  are 
divided  into  four  classes,  so  that  one  justice  of  the  peace  in  each  town 
is  annually  elected  at  the  time  that  the  supervisor  and  other  elective 
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town  officers  are  chosen,  to  hold  the  office  for  four  yeai-s,  commencing 
on  the  first  day  of  January  next  succeeding  his  election.  1  E.  S.  Ill, 
§  35  ;  Laws  of  1829,  chap.  356,  §§  1  and  3.  In  case  of  a  vacancy  or 
the  erection  of  a  new  town,  two  or  more  justices  may  be  balloted  for 
at  the  same  town  meeting  as  the  case  may  require. 

Within  ten  days  after  each  town  meeting  the  clerk  of  the  meeting 
makes  and  files  with  the  clerk  of  his  county  a  certificate  of  the  result  of 
the  election,  and  this  certificate  is  made  by  statute  evidence  of  the  facts 
therein  certified.     Laws  of  1829,  chap.  356,  §  2. 

In  case  of  the  election  of  two  or  more  justices  of  the  peace  to  supply 
a  vacancy  or  vacancies  existing  at  the  time,  or  in  case  of  the  election  of 
two  or  more  justices  in  any  new  town,  the  jjerson  or  persons  so  elected 
may  enter  at  once  upon  the  duties  of  the  office  upon  taking  the  oath 
and  filing  the  reqmsite  bond.  Laws  of  1830,  chap.  290,  §  1.  "When 
more  than  one  justice  is  elected  at  the  same  town  meeting  upon  the 
erection  of  a  new  town  the  class  to  which  each  justice  belongs,  and 
upon  which  the  length  of  his  term  depends,  is  determined  by  lot. 
Duplicate  certificates  of  the  result  of  the  drawing  are  then  made  by 
the  supervisor  and  town  clerk,  if  both  were  present,  or  by  the  one  in 
attendance,  if  the  other  was  not  present  at  the  drawing ;  and  these  cer- 
tificates are  filed,  one  with  the  town  clerk,  and  the  other  with  the 
county  clerk,  and  are  recorded  by  said  clerks  in  the  books  in  which  the 
canvasses  of  the  votes  have  been  recorded.  These  certificates  are  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  respective  classes  to  which  the  persons  so 
elected  justices  belong.  1  E..  S.  Ill,  112,  §§  35-i6.  See  Laws  of 
1829,  cliap.  356,  §  3 ;  Laws  of  1830,  chap.  290,  §  2. 

Such,  in  brief,  is  the  mode  prescribed  by  statute  for  the  election  and 
classification  of  justices  of  the  peace,  and  the  statutory  evidence  of 
their  official  character  and  the  duration  of  their  terms. 

The  manner  in  which  the  office  of  justice  of  the  peace  may  be  for- 
feited or  declared  vacant,  and  the  manner  of  filling  the  vacancy  will  be 
noticed  hereafter. 

By  a  special  statute,  the  additional  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town 
of  Allegany  in  the  county  of  Cattaraugus  enters  upon  the  duties  of  his 
office  on  the  first  day  of  March  next  after  his  election,  and  holds  his 
office  for  two  years.  Laws  of  1881,  chap.  65,  §  3.  There  may  be 
other  statutory  exceptions  to  the  general  rule. 

§  2.  Qualifications.  No  person  is  capable  of  holding  a  civil  office, 
who  at  the  time  of  his  election  or  appointment  was  not  twenty-one 
years  of  age  and  a  citizen  of  this  State.  1  E..  S.  116,  §  1,  A  justice 
of  the  peace  must  reside  in  the  town  for  which  he  was  chosen,  and 
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must  be  an  elector  of  the  town.  1  E.  S.  102,  §  12  ;  id.  343,  §  11. 
The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provided  that  no  person  could  hold  the 
ofBce  of  the  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  sixth  judicial  district  of  the  city 
of  Brooklyn,  unless  he  had  been  regularly  admitted  to  practice  as  an 
attorney  and  counselor  at  law  in  the  courts  of  record  of  the  State.  Code 
of  Civil  Pro;,  §  3116 ;  vol.  1,  p.  77.  But  the  city  has  since  been  divided 
into  three  judicial  districts,  and  any  person  is  qualified  and  eligible  for 
election  to  the  ofiice  of  justice  of  the  peace,  in  either  of  such  districts, 
who  is,  at  the  time  of  such  election,  a  resident  and  an  elector  in 
the  judicial  district  in  which  such  election  is  held.  No  other  person 
is  eligible.  Laws  of  1880,  chap.  256,  §  5.  See  Laws  of  1881,  chap. 
14:1.  No  person  is  eligible  to  the  office  of  a  justice  of  the  justice's 
court  of  the  city  of  Troy  who  is  not  an  elector  of  said  city  and  who  is 
not  an  attorney  and  a  counselor  at  law,  duly  admitted  to  practice  in  the 
courts  of  record  of  this  State.  Laws  of  1S80,  chap.  255,  §  2.  So  no 
person  is  eligible  to  the  office  of  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  city 
of  Albany,  unless  he  is  a  resident  elector  of  that  city  and  has  been  regu- 
larly admitted  to  practice  as  an  attorney  at  law,  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  this  State,  at  least  three  years  previous  to  his  election.  Laws  of 
1881,  chap.  438,  §  3  ;  vol.  1,  p.  180. 

The  Constitution  of  this  State  provides  that  "  no  person  shall  hold  the 
office  of  justice  or  judge  of  any  court  longer  than  until  and  including 
the  last  day  of  December  next  after  he  shall  be  seventy  years  of  age." 
Art.  6,  §  13.  But  this  does  not  apply  to  justices  of  the  peace. 
Dohrvng  v.  PeopU,  2  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  458  ;  S.  C.  affirmed,  59  N.  T. 
374. 

§  3.  OfBcial  oaths  and  bonds.  When  bond  required.  In  the 
year  1845  an  act  was  passed  requiring  justices  of  the  peace  to  give  an 
official  bond.  Laws  of  1845,  chap.  180,  §  34.  This  act  was  soon  after 
repealed  ;  Laws  of  1846,  chap.  144,  §  4 ;  and  for  a  period  of  more  than 
thirty  years  a  justice  of  the  peace  was  not  required,  by  any  general 
statute,  to  give  a  bond  before  entering  upon  the  dxities  of  his  office. 
But  in  the  year  1878,  an  act  was  passed  requiring  every  justice  of  the 
peace  elected  or  appointed  in  any  of  the  towns  or  cities  of  this  State, 
excepting  the  city  of  New  York  and  those  cities  in  which  the  giving  of 
the  bond  is  required  by  the  charter,  to  execute,  before  entering  upon 
the  duties  of  the  office,  an  instrument  in  writing,  with  two  sureties, 
conditioned  for  the  payment  on  demand  to  the  officer,  person  or  per- 
sons entitled  to  the  same,  all  moneys  received  by  the  justice  by  virtue 
of  his  office.     Laws  of  1878,  chap.  107,  §§  1  and  3 ;  id.,  chap.  367. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  already  in  office,  except  in  the  cities  above 
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mentioned,  was  also  required  to  execute  and  file  a  similar  bond  within 
sixty  days  after  written  notice  from  the  county  clerk  of  the  passage  of 
the  act. '  Laws  of  1878,  chap.  107,  §§  2,  3. 

This  act  was  so  generally  disregarded  by  the  justices,  that  the  legis- 
lature in  the  following  year  passed  another  act,  providing  that  justices  of 
the  peace  who  were  required  by  the  act  of  1878  to  execute 'a  bond,  but 
had  omitted  to  do  so,  should  be  entitled  to  hold  their  offices  and  dis- 
charge the  duties  thereof  during  the  remainder  of  the  terra  for  which 
they  were  elected  or  appointed,  upon  executing  and  filing  the  proper 
bond  within  the  next  sixty  days  ;  and  that  all  their  official  acts  should 
be  as  valid  and  of  the  same  effect  as  though  they  had  executed  and 
filed  the  bond  within  the  time  stated  in  the  act  of  1878.  This  act, 
however,  did  not  affect  suits  pending  at  the  time  of  its  passage.  Laws 
of  1879,  chap.  201.  Similar  acts  have  been  subsequently  passed. 
See  Laws  of  1881,  chap.  19  ;  Laws  of  1882,  chap.  52. 

Approval  and  filing.  After  the  bond  has  been  executed  by  the 
justice  and  his  sureties  it  must  be  approved  by  the  supervisor  of 
the  town,  or  by  the  town  clerk  if  the  justice  is  also  the  supervisor,  or 
by  the  common  council  of  the  city  in  which  the  justice  resides.  Laws 
of  1878,  chap.  107,  as  amended  by  chap.  367,  Laws  of  1878,  and  chap. 
123,  Laws  of  1881.  The  person  to  whom  the  bond  is  presented  for  ap- 
proval, if  satisfied  with  its  form  and  amount  and  tlie  sufficiency  of  the 
sureties  therein,  should  indorse  upon  it  his  approval  and  return  it  to  the 
justice,  who  should  thereupon  file  it  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  city 
or  town  in  which  he  resides.  The  justice  should  then  obtain  from  the 
clerk  a  certificate  that  the  justice  has  filed  the  bond  required  by  statute, 
and  should  file  this  certificate  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk  at  or 
before  the  time  of  presenting  himself  to  be  sworn  into  office.     lb. 

The  statute  requiring  a  bond  of  a  newly-elected  justice  of  the  peace 
merely  required  that  the  bond  should  be  filed  by  him  before  entering 
upon  the  duties  of  his  office.  The  Revised  Statutes,  however,  provided 
generally  that  "  whenever  any  officer  is  required  by  law  to  execute  any 
official  bond,  he  shall  cause  the  same  to  be  filed  in  the  proper  office 
within  the  time  herein  prescribed  for  filing  his  oath  of  office,  unless 
otherwise  provided  by  law."  1  H.  S.  120,  §  26.  The  statute  required  the 
oath  of  office  to  be  filed  within  fifteen  days  after  the  officer  had  re- 
ceived notice  of  his  election  or  appointment,  or  within  fifteen  days 
after  the  commencement  of  his  term  of  office.  Id.,  §  21.  Both  statutes 
are  in  force,  and  no  difficulty  can  be  experienced  in  complying  with  the 
requirements  of  either. 
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Effect  of  the  bond.  The  Revised  Statutes  provide  that  every  bond 
executed  by  any  officer  pursuant  to  law,  for  the  faitkf ul  discharge  of 
the  duties  of  his  office,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  in  force  and  obligatory 
upon  the  principal  and  his  sureties  therein  so  long  as  such  officer  shall 
continue  to  discharge  the  duties  of  his  office  and  until  his  successor 
shall  be  appointed  and  duly  qualified.  But  the  sureties  in  any  such 
bond  shall  be  exonerated  from  all  liability  by  reason  thereof,  for  all 
acts  or  omissions  of  their  principal  after  he  shall  have  duly  renewed 
any  official  bond  pursuant  to  law.     1  R.  S.  121,  §§  29,  30. 

The  obligation  entered  into  by  the  justice  and  his  sureties  is  that  lie 
shall  pay  over  on  demand  to  the  officer,  person  or  persons  entitled  to 
the  same,  all  moneys  received  by  him  in  virtue  of  his  office.  This 
does  not  cover  moneys  which  may  come  into  his  hands  by  a  trespass. 
And  if  a  jiistice  fails  to  pay  on  demand  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  under 
execution  issued  upon  a  void  judgment,  his  sureties  will  not  be  liable, 
as  such  moneys  come  into  his  hands  by  a  trespass  and  not  by  virtue  of 
his  office.  Barnes  v.  Whitaker,  45  Wis.  204.  So  if  he  collects  money  as  a 
mere  agent,  without  suit,  his  sureties  will  not  be  liable  by  reason  of  his 
failure  to  pay  it  over  on  demand.  Commonwealth  v.  Kendig,  2  Barr, 
448.  See  MoCormiGTc  v.  Thompson,  10  Neb.  484.  But  if  a  justice, 
in  his  official  capacity,  receives  a  demand  for  collection,  and  after 
collecting  it,  appropriates  the  proceeds  to  his  own  use,  his  sureties  will 
be  liable  on  their  bond.  Widener  v.  State,  45  Ind.  244;  Bessenger  v. 
Bicherson,  20  Iowa,  260 ;  Latham  v.  Brown,  16  id.  118. 

In  all  cases  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that  there  has  been  a  demand 
and  refusal  to  pay,  or  some  omission  of  official  duty  before  an  action 
can  be  maintained  against  the  sureties  on  the  official  bond  of  the  justice. 
Price  V.  Farrar,  5  111.  App.  536. 

Ollicial  oath.  Every  justice  of  the  peace,  before  entering  upon  the 
duties  of  liis  office,  is  ]-equired  to  take  the  following  oath  or  affirmation  : 
"  I  do  solemnly  swear"  or  "  affirm,"  as  the  case  may  be,  "that  I  will 
support  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Constitution  of 
the  State  of  New  York,  and  that  I  will  faithfully  discharge  the  duties 
of  the  office  of  justice  of  the  peace  according  to  the  best  of  my 
ability."  1  R.  S.  119,  §  20.  This  oath  must  be  taken  before  the  county 
clerk,  and  subscribed  and  deposited  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk 
within  fifteen  days  after  the  justice  has  received  notice  of  his  election 
or  appointment,  or  within  fifteen  days  after  the  commencement  of  his 
term  of  office.  Id.,  §§  21,  23,  24.  Before  taking  the  oath  the  justice 
must  file  with  the  clerk  a  certificate  showing  that  he  has  filed  the  bond 
required  by  the  act  of  1878.     See  Laws  of  1881,  chap.  123.    And  no 
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justice  of  the  peace  can  properly  be  sworn  into  office  until  he  has  filed 
such  certificate.  Id.  The  clerk  is  not  entitled  to  any  fee  for  admin- 
istering the  oath  of  office  to  any  town  officer.  Code  of  Civil  Pro., 
§  3289. 

Effect  of  waut  of  oificial  oath  or  bond.  The  Eevised  Statutes 
provide  that  if  any  person  shall  execute  any  of  the  duties  or  functions 
of  any  office  without  having  taken  and  subscribed  the  oath  of  office 
required  by  law,  or  without  having  executed  and  filed  in  the  proper 
office  any  bond  required  by  law,  he  shall  forfeit  the  office  to  which  he 
may  have  been  elected  or  appointed,  and  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  punishable  by  fine  or  imprisonment.     1  E.  S.  121,  §  31. 

Under  this  statute  it  is  clear  that  a  failure  to  file  the  bond  or  take 
the  oath  of  office  is  a  cause  of  forfeiture.  The  office  in  that  case  does 
not  become  ijpso  facto  vacant,  but  there  must  be  a  direct  judicial  or 
other  authorized  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  proper  authority  to 
enforce  the  forfeiture.  Foot  v.  Stiles,  57  N.  Y.  399  ;  Cronin  v.  Gundy, 
16  liim,  520  ;  Hall  v.  LutJier,  13  Wend.  491 ;  Hamlin  v.  Dingman, 
5  Lans.  61 ;  Mayor  of  New  York  v.  Tucker,  1  Daly,  107  ;  People  v. 
Hopson,  1  Denio,  574 ;  Weeks  v.  Ellis,  2  Barb.  320.  And  see  Sprowl 
v.  Lawrence,  33  Ala.  674-689 ;  State  v.  Toomer,  7  Rich.  216 ;  KatU 
man  v.  Ayer,  3  Strobh.  92 ;  Crawford  v.  Howa/rd,  9  Ga.  316  ;  Snyder 
V.  Schram,  69  How.  404.  A  justice  of  the  peace  who  has  been  duly 
elected,  and  who  has  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties  without 
having  first  taken  the  oath  prescribed  by  law,  is  rightfully  in  office, 
and  the  failure  to  take  the  oath  does  not  go  to  his  jurisdiction.  He  is 
not  in  terms  prohibited  from  holding  the  office  before  taking  the  oath, 
but  is  required  to  take  the  oath  before  entering  on  the  duties  of  his 
office,  and  the  consequences  of  his  omission  to  do  so  are  declared  to  be 
a  forfeiture.  He  is  a  rightful  officer  holding  by  a  defeasible  title ; 
and  his  acts  are  in  all  respects  lawful  until  the  statute  interferes  by  a 
proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto.  See  Foot  v.  Stiles,  57 
N.  Y.  399.  His  acts  are  as  binding  between  the  parties  to  an  action 
and  as  to  third  persons  as  though  he  were  an  officer  de  jure.  Green- 
leafY.  Low,  4  Denio,  168;  Weeks  v.  Fllis,  2  Barb.  320.  And  this 
is  the  rule  even  as  to  ministerial  officers,  for  it  will  be  no  defense  to 
an  indictment  for  an  assault  upon  a  constable  in  the  discharge  of  his 
duties  that  he  did  not  take  the  oath  of  office.  People  v.  Hopson,  1 
Denio,  574.  And  see  Bentley  v.  Phelps,  27  Barb.  524.  It  is  un- 
doubtedly true  that  if  a  person  comes  into  court  and  seeks  to  recover 
money  or  property  by  virtue  of  his  office,  he  cannot  recover  if  he  is  a 
mere  officer  de  facto  in  the  true  sense  of  that  term.     He  must  show  an 
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unquestionable  right,  and  be  an  officer  de  jure,  having  a  right  to  act. 
People  V.  Nostrand,  46  N.  Y.  375.  The  acts  of  a  mere  officer  de  facto 
are  only  valid  as  to  the  public,  and  as  to  third  persons,  and  cannot  be 
sustained  as  to  himself.  But  if  a  justice  has  taken  the  oath  of  office,  but 
has  failed  to  file  the  proper  bond,  he  is  not  a  mere  officer  de  facto  / 
and  until  the  State  enforces  the  forfeiture,  he  has  the  same  rights  and 
is  subject  to  the  same  responsibilities  as  if  he  had  given  the  statutory 
bond.'    See  Foot  v.  Stiles,  57  N.  Y.  399. 

The  effect  of  a  failure  to  file  a  statutory  bond  or  to  take  the  statutory 
oath  of  office  prior  to  the  2d  day  of  March,  1881,  has  been  conclusively 
settled  by  statute,  except  so  far  as  suits  or  proceedings  there  pending 
might  be  affected  thereby.  In  that  year  the  legislature  declared  that 
"  the  official  acts  of  every  justice  of  the  peace  heretofore  done  and  per- 
formed, duly  elected  or  appointed  to  the  office,  so  far  as  such  official 
acts  may  be  affected,  impaired,  or  questioned  by  reason  of  the  failure 
of  the  justice  to  take  and  subscribe  the  official  oath,  or  to  give  an 
official  bond  as  required  by  law,  are  hereby  legalized,  ratified  and  con- 
finned,  and  any  justice  of  the  peace,  heretofore  elected  or  appointed  to 
the  office,  who  has  neglected  to  file  an  official  bond  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  law,  may  file  such  bond  within  twenty  days  from  and 
after  the  passage  of  this  act,  and  the  same  shall  have  all  the  force  and 
effect  and  vahdity  as  if  said  bond  had  been  filed  within  the  time 
required  by  law."  Laws  of  1881,  chap.  19,  §  1.  See,  also.  Laws  of 
1882,  chap.  52 ;  Laws  of  1879,  chaps.  201,  360  ;  Laws  of  1880,  chaps. 
221,  341. 

§  4.  Yacancies,  how  created  and  filled.  The  Eevised  Statutes 
declare  that  every  office  shall  become  vacant  on  the  happening  of  either 
of  the  following  events  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  such  office  : 
1.  The  death  of  the  incumbent ;  a.  His  resignation ;  3.  His  removal 
from  office ;  4.  His  ceasing  to  be  an  inhabitant  of  the  State,  or  if  the 
office  is  local,  of  the  district,  county,  town  or  city  for  which  he  shall 
have  been  chosen  or  appointed,  or  within  which  the  duties  of  his  office 
are  required  to  be  discharged ;  5.  His  conviction  of  an  infamous  crime, 
or  of  any  offense  involving  a  violation  of  his  oath  of  office  ;  6.  His  re- 
fusal or  neglect  to  take  the  oath  of  office  within  the  time  required  by 
law ;  or  to  give  or  renew  any  bond  within  the  time  prescribed  by 
law ;  7.  The  decision  of  a  competent  tribunal  declaring  void  his  elec- 
tion or  appointment.  1  E.  S.  122,  §  34.  The  governor  may  also  de- 
clare vacant  the  office  of  every  officer  required  by  law  to  execute  an 
official  bond,  whenever  a  judgment  shall  be  obtained  against  such  officer 
for  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  such  bond.  Id.,  §  40. 
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A  justice  of  the  peace  may  resign  his  office  by  tendering  his  written 
resignation  to  the  supervisor  of  the  town.  1  R.  S.  121,  §  33.  The  mo- 
ment the  resignation  is  received  by  the  supervisor,  the  office  of  the 
justice  becomes  vacant  without  any  formal  acceptance.  See  Olmsted  v. 
Dennis,  77  IST.  Y.  378  ;  Gilbert  v.  Zuce,  11  Barb.  91. 

Justices  of  the  peace  may  be  removed,  after  due  notice,  and  an  op- 
portimity  of  being  heard,  by  the  Supreme  Court  at  General  Term,  for 
causes  to  be  assigned  in  the  order  of  removal.  Const.,  art.  6,  §  18; 
Laws  of  1847,  chap.  280,  §  25 ;  Laws  of    1880,  chap.  354. 

Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor  who  (1)  issues  and  delivers  to  an  officer  to  be  exe- 
cuted any  mandate  no)t  signed  by  him,  or  not  entirely  filled  up,  but  in 
which  he  has  left  a  blank,  either  in  the  date  or  otherwise,  except  for 
the  names  of  witnesses  in  a  subpoena  ;  or  (2)  who  is  directly  or  indi- 
rectly interested  in  buying  a  note  or  other  demand  or  cause  of  action 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  an  action  or  instituting  a  special  proceeding 
before  a  justice  founded  thereupon;  or  (3)  who  either  before  or  after 
an  action  or  special  proceeding  is  commenced,  lends  or  advances  or 
agrees  to  lend  or  advance,  or  procures  to  be  lent  or  advanced,  any 
money  or  other  valuable  thing  to  any  person  in  consideration  of  or  as 
a  reward  for,  or  an  inducement  to  the  placing  or  having  placed  in  his 
hands  a  debt  or  other  demand  or  cause  of  action  for  prosecution  or 
collection;  or  (4)  who  neglects  or  refuses,  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
demand  to  pay  any  money  collected  by  him  in  his  official  capacity,  to 
the  person  entitled  thereto.  And  a  conviction  of  the  justice  for  the 
misdemeanor  operates  as  a  forfeiture  of  his  office.  See  vol.  1,  pp.  83, 
87,  §§  3135,  3137,  3138,  3153 ;  Penal  Code,  §§  138,  141. 

Whenever  a  vacancy  occurs  in  the  office  of  justice  of  the  peace  of 
any  town  in  this  State,  the  supervisor,  town  clerk  and  remaining  jus- 
tices of  the  peace,  or  a  majority  of  such  officers,  may  by  a  warrant 
under  their  hands  and  seals  appoint  a  suitable  person  to  fill  tlie  va- 
cancy. The  person  so  appointed  holds  the  office  until  the  next  regular 
annual  town  meeting  in  the  town,  unless  he  was  appointed  to  fill  the 
vacancy  of  an  officer  whose  term  of  office  would  have  expired  on  the 
thirty-first  day  of  December  next  succeeding  his  appointment,  in  which 
case  his  term  of  office  expires  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  December  suc- 
ceeding his  appointment.  The  appointee  may  at  once  qualify  and  enter 
upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  his  office.  Laws  of  1859,  chap.  476 ; 
Laws  of  1875,  chap.  166.  The  warrant  must  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
town  clerk,  and  a  copy  must  also  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  county 
clerk,  before  the  justice  is  authorized  to  act.  lb.     The  justice  must 
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also  file  his  bond,  with  the  town  clerk,  file  a  certificate  of  that  fact 
with  the  county  clerk,  and  take  the  oath  of  office.     See  ante,  3. 

For  the  statutes  governing  the  election  of  justices  of  the  peace  to 
fill  vacancies,  see  Laws  of  1830,  chap.  290 ;  Laws  of  1833,  chap.  270. 

§  5.  Courts  of  justices  of  the  peace.  How  and  where  held.  The 
justices'  court  of  the  city  of  Albany  is  a  court  of  record.  Code  of 
CivU  Pro.,  §  2.  But  courts  of  justices  of  the  peace  in  each  town  and 
in  certain  cities  and  villages ;  the  District  Courts  in  the  city  of  New 
York ;  the  justices'  court  of  the  city  of  Troy ;  the  municipal  court  of 
the  city  of  Rochester  ;  and  certain  other  inferior  courts  are  not  courts 
of  record.  Id.  §  3  ;  Laws  of  1882,  chap.  410,  §  1279. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  is  prohibited  from  holding  court  for  the  trial 
of  any  civil  cause  in  any  town  other  than  that  in  which  he  resides 
except  in  cases  otherwise  provided  for  by  law.  1  E.  S.  102,  §  12. 
But  he  must  hold  within  his  town  or  city  a  court  for  the  trial  of  any 
action  or  special  proceeding,  of  which  he  has  jurisdiction,  which  is 
brought  before  him,  unless  he  is  a  member  of  the  senate  or  assembly, 
in  which  case  he  may  decline  to  act.  Vol.  1,  p.  3.  He  must  hear,  try  and 
determine  the  same  according  to  law  and  equity,  and  for  that  purpose, 
where  special  provisions  not  otherwise  made  by  law,  the  court  is  vested 
with  all  the  necessary  powers  of  the  Supreme  Court.  lb.  The  sittings 
of  his  court  must  be  public,  and  every  citizen  must  be  allowed  to  attend 
the  same  freely.  Yol.  1,  p.  104,  §  5.  In  case  his  official  proceedings  are 
interrupted  by  noise,  breach  of  the  peace,  or  other  disturbance  created 
by  those  in  attendance  he  has  an  ample  remedy  by  way  of  commit- 
ment for  contempt.  Yol.  1,  p.  4,  §  2870. 

Courts  of  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  trial  of  civil  actions  are  held 
by  a  single  justice  except  in  one  instance.  "Where  an  action  is  brought 
before  him  under  the  "  civil  damage  act "  and  the  damages  claimed 
exceed  $200  but  do  not  exceed  $500j,  the  justice  must  associate  with  him 
any  other  two  justices  of  the  peacfe  of  the  same  county,  and  the  court 
so  constituted  will  have  jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  the  action. 
Laws  of  1873,  chap.  646. 

When  held.  No  court  can  be  opened  or  transact  any  civil  business 
on  Sunday^  except  to  receive  a  verdict  or  discharge  a  jury.  Yol.  1,  p.  105. 
Nor  can  any  court  be  opened  to  transact  any  business  in  auy  city  or 
town  on  any  day  an  election,  other  than  for  militia  officers,  is  held 
therein,  unless  it  is  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  a  verdict  or  discharg- 
ing a  jury.  Laws  of  1842,  chap.  130,  §  5 ;  Laws  of  1847,  chap.  240, 
§  2 ;  Laws  of  1878,  chap.  354. 
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Clerks,  stenographers,  etc.  In  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  the  justices 
of  the  peace  and  police  justices  have  each  sole  power  to  appoint  a  clerk 
of  their  respective  courts ;  also  to  appoint  such  other  clerks,  assistants, 
stenographers  and  interpreters  as  the  common  council  may  authorize. 
All  such  appointees  serve  during  the  pleasure  of  the  justices.  Laws  of 
18S0,  chap.  256,  §  14.  The  powers  and  duties  of  these  clerks  are  de- 
fined by  the  Code,  and  are  limited  chiefly  to  the  performance  of  minis- 
terial acts  and  clerical  duties  which  would  otherwise  be  performed  by 
the  justice.  See  vol.  1,  p.  78. 

Constables.  In  the  city  of  Brooklyn  the  common  council  is  au- 
thorized to  designate  one  or  more  policemen  or  constables  to  attend 
each  of  the  justices'  courts  of  that  city.  Yol.  1,  p.  80.  The  common  coun- 
cil is  also  authorized  to  fix  and  define  the  duties  of  such  officers  in  and 
about  those  courts,  and  to  allow  them  such  compensation  in  lieu  of  all 
fees  and  perquisites  as  it  deems  proper.  lb. 

Ordinarily,  a  constable  is  not  an  "  attendant "  upon  courts  held  by 
justices  of  the  peace,  and  there  is  no  provision  of  law  requiring  him 
to  be  present  at  the  sittings  of  those  courts.  When  a  mandate  issued 
by  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  directed  and  delivered  to  him,  he  must  exe- 
cute it  in  person  according  to  its  tenor,  and  cannot  act  by  deputy.  If 
he  finds  or  has  reason  to  apprehend  that  resistance  will  be  made  to  the 
execution  of  the  mandate,  he  may  require  the  sheriff  to  execute  it. 
Yol.  1,  p.  88.  For  such  services  as  he  may  perform  in  an  action  or 
special  proceeding  he  is  entitled  to  a  statutory  fee.  He  cannot  ask  or 
receive  any  money  or  other  valuable  thing  as  a  consideration,  reward 
or  inducement  for  omitting  to  perform  any  of  the  duties  of  his  office ; 
nor  can  he  ask  or  receive  any  money  or  valuable  thing  other  than  the 
fees  expressly  allowed  him  by  law,  for  executing  any  duty  pertaining 
to  his  office.  He  cannot  be  directly  or  indirectly  interested  in  buying 
demands  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  suit  thereon  before  a  justice ;  nor 
can  he  offer  any  pecuniary  inducement  to  any  person  to  place  a  debt, 
demand  or  other  cause  of  action  in  his  hands  for  prosecution  or  collec- 
tion. See  vol.  1,  p.  83.  If  he  does  any  of  these  prohibited  acts  he  is 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  may  be  punished  accordingly.  A  con- 
viction will  operate  also  as  a  forfeiture  of  his  office.  lb. 

The  powers,  duties  and  liabilities  of  these  officers  in  the  execution 
of  the  mandates  of  the  justice  will  be  considered  hereafter.  And  see 
vol.  2,  pp.  430,  438,  546. 

Attorneys.  In  courts  of  record  an  attorney  at  law  is  an  officer  of 
the  court,  vested  with  certain  powers  and  duties  and  subject  to  certain 
liabilities  clearly  defined  by  the  statute  and  the  common  law.     But  in 
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justices'  courts  there  are  no  attorneys  at  law.  All  persons  who  appear 
there  for  parties  are  mere  agents  or  attorneys  in  fact.  Sperry  v.  Hey- 
nolds,  65  N.  Y.  179.  In  a  court  of  record,  the  appearance  of  an  at- 
torney at  law  is  evidence  of  his  authority,  while  in  a  justice's  court 
his  appearance  is  governed  by  the  generallaw  of  agency.  lb.  In  a 
court  of  record  an  attorney  at  law  has  a  lien  for  his  services  upon  a 
judgment  recovered  in  favor  of  his  client!  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  66. 
In  a  justice's  court  he  has  not.  Bead  v.  Josdyn,  1  Slield.  60. 

In  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  and  the  county  of  Kings  a 
person  who  is  not  an  attorney  or  counselor  at  law  is  prohibited  from 
making  it  a  business  to  practice  as  an  attorney  in  a  court  in  either 
county ;  and  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  those  counties  who  knowingly 
permits  a  person  to  practice  in  his  court  who  has  not  been  regularly 
admitted  to  practice  in  the  courts  of  record  of  the  State  is  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor  and  liable  to  a  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both.  But  this 
does  not  prohibit  a  party  to  a  cause  from  appearing  therein  in  person. 
See  Code  Civil  Pro.,  §§  63,  64. 

There  are  certain  persons  or  classes  of  persons  prohibited  by  statute 
from  acting  or  practicing  as  attorneys  and  counselors  in  any  court,  and 
others  who  are  likewise  prohibited  from  acting  or  practicing  as  attor- 
neys and  counselors  in  certain  courts  upon  certain  contingencies.  See 
vol.  1,  p.  9,  note.  But  as  all  persons  appearing  and  acting  for  others  in 
a  justice's  court,  appear  and  act  as  attorneys  in  fact,  or  mere  agents,  it 
may  well  be  doubted  whether  they  can  be  deemed  to  be  acting  or  prac- 
ticing as  attorneys  or  counselors  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 


CHAPTER  II. 

JURISDICTION  AND  GENERAL  POWERS  OF  JUSTICES  OF 

THE  PEACE. 

Section  1.  Nature  and  source  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice. 

The  first  and  most  important  question  which  arises  when  a  justice  is 
called  upon  to  act  in  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties  is  whether  he 
has  jurisdiction  of  the  matter  before  him.  This  he  should  determine 
at  the  earliest  possible  moment,  and  even  in  making  his  decision  he 
will  be  exercising  jurisdiction  to  a  limited  extent.  A  court  having  the 
parties  to  an  action  before  it  must  necessarily  obtain  jurisdiction  so  far 
as  to  decide  whether  it  can  entertain  the  suit  or  proceeding ;  that  is, 
whether  it  has  jurisdiction  of  the  action.  Its  decision  of  that  ques- 
tion, whether  made  in  the  form  of  an  order  or  of  a  judgment,  is  a  judi- 
cial act,  the  determination  of  a  question  between  the  parties,  and  is 
necessarily  an  exercise  of  jurisdiction.  King  v.  Pools,  36  Barb.  242. 
And  whenever  a  justice  takes  cognizance  of  an  action  and  proceeds  in 
it,  he  in  effect  decides  that  he  has  jurisdiction,  although  that  decision  is 
not  announced  in  terms.  Clary  v.  Hoagland,  6  Cal.  685. 

To  determine  intelligently  this  question  of  jurisdiction  it  is  essential 
to  fully  understand  the  meaning  of  the  term,  the  source  from  which 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  is  derived,  upon  what  it  depends,  and 
the  nature  of  the  power  conferred. 

Definition.  The  term  "  jurisdiction  has  been  variously  defined,  but 
not  always  with  that  accuracy  and  comprehensiveness  which  is  essential 
to  a  definition.  The  term  is  applied  in  so  many  very  different  ways 
that  it  is  difficult  to  give  any  single  definition  which  will  be  entirely 
accurate  in  every  case. 

Jurisdiction  is  that  power  or  authority  which  the  law  has  conferred 
upon  courts,  judges,  or  justices  of  the  peace,  over  the  persons  or  the  pro- 
perty of  parties,  and  over  the  subject-matter  of  actions  or  proceedings,  to 
take  cognizance  of,  to  hear,  try  and  determine  the  matters  in  contro- 
versy between  the  parties,  and  to  carry  that  determination  into  effect. 
See  People  v.  Sturtevant,  9  N.  T.  263,  267.  "Jurisdiction  is  the 
power  to  hear  and  determine  the  subject-matter  in  controversy  be- 
tween the  parties  to  a  suit ;  to  adjudicate  or  exercise  any  judicial  power 
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over  them."  Baldwin,  J.,  in  the  State  of  Rhode  Island  v.  State  of 
Massachusetts,  12  Peters,  718.  The  term  has  reference  to  the  power 
to  act,  and  not  to  the  manner  in  which  that  power  shall  be  exercised. 
If  the  law  confers  power  to  render  a  judgment  or  decree,  then  the 
com-t  has  jurisdiction.  What  shall  be  adjudged  or  decreed  between 
the  parties,  and  which  has  the  right  of  the  case  is  a  mere  exercise  of 
jurisdiction  by  judicial  action,  and  is  a  matter  wholly  distinct  from  the 
power  to  render  the  judgment  or  decree.  lb.  ;  Fisher  v.  Hepburn,  48 
N.  T.  41,  53 ;  Buffalo  amd  State  Line  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Supervisors  of 
Erie,  48  id.  93,  98 ;  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  72  id.  217 ;  People  v.  Sturte- 
vant,  9  id.  263.  The  question  of  the  existence  of  jurisdiction  is  an 
abstract  inquiry  not  involving  the  existence  of  an  equity  to  be  enforced, 
nor  of  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  avail  himself  of  it  if  it  exists.  It 
precedes  these  questions  ;  and  a  decision  upholding  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  is  entirely  consistent  with  a  denial  of  any  equity  either  in  the 
plaintiff  or  in  any  one  else.  lb. 

It  is  sometimes  said  that  a  justice  had  no  jurisdiction  to  render  a 
particular  judgment  in  a  case  before  him,  when  the  idea  intended  to 
be  conveyed  by  the  words  used  is  that  the  justice  erred  in  the  exercise 
of  the  power  conferred  upon  him  by  law.  But  this  is  a  perversion  of 
terms.  When  a  court  has  jurisdiction,  it  has  a  right  to  decide  every 
question  which  occurs  in  the  cause ;  and  whether  its  decision  be  correct 
or  otherwise,  its  judgment  is  binding  in  every  other  court.  But  if  it 
act  without  authority,  its  judgments  are  nullities.  Elliott  v.  Piersol,  1 
Peters,  328,  340 ;  Wilcox  v.  Jackson,  13  id.  511 ;  Buffalo  and  State 
Li/ne  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Supervisors  of  Erie,  48  N.  Y.  93,  98;  Risley  v. 
Phenix  Bank  of  New  York,  83  id.  318, 337.  If  a  court  is  authorized  by 
statute  to  entertain  jurisdiction  in  a  particular  case  only,  and  it  under- 
takes to  exercise  the  power  and  jurisdiction  so  conferred  in  a  case  to 
which  the  statute  has  no  application,  it  acquires  no  jurisdiction,  and 
its  judgment  is  a  nullity,  and  will  be  so  treated  when  it  comes  in  ques- 
tion, either  directly  or  collaterally.  lb. ;  Thompson  v.  'Whitmam,,  18 
WaU.  457 ;  Chemung  Cam,al  Bank  v.  Judson,  8  N.  Y.  254. 

In  some  cases  considerable  confusion  has  been  occasioned  by  con- 
founding matters  conferring  jurisdiction  of  a  proceeding  and  matters  ■ 
affecting  only  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings.  The  term  "  want  of 
jurisdiction"  should  never  be  employed  to  express  the  want  of  control 
over  proceedings  in  a  cause  on  account  of  some  irregularity.  See 
D'lvemois  v.  Leamtt,  8  Abb.  59,  62.  As  an  example  of  the  im- 
proper tise  of  the  term  "jurisdiction,"  it  is  frequently  said  that  where  a 
justice  has  adjoiuned  a  cause  the  second  time,  on  the  motion  of  the 
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plaintiflE  and  against  the  objections  of  the  defendant,  that  the  action  is 
discontinued,  out  of  court,  or  that  the  justice  has  lost  his  jurisdiction 
of  the  action.  If  the  justice  originally  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject- 
matter  and  of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  the  adjournment  is  im- 
proper, the  judgment  subsequently  rendered  may  be  erroneous  or  ir- 
regular, and  therefore  reversible  on  appeal,  but  it  is  not  void,  however 
erroneous  it  may  be.  Rorton  v.  Auchmoody,  1  Wend.  200.  So,  if  a 
magistrate,  having  power  to  impose  a  fine  to  a  limited  araoimt,  imposes 
a  fine  glaringly  in  excess  of  that  which  he  is  authorized  to  inflict,  it  is 
sometimes  said  that  his  act  is  as  much  without  authority  or  jurisdiction 
as  would  have  been  a  sentence  that  the  party  should  be  hanged  or  im- 
prisoned in  the  State  prison.  But  this  is  a  confusion  of  ideas  and  prin- 
ciples essentially  and  fundamentally  different.  The  latter  sentence 
would  have  been  a  nullity  because  the  magistrate  had  no  power  or  au- 
thority to  inflict  any  punishment  of  that  kind  or  quality.  He  has  no 
such  power  conferred  upon  him  which  he  could  exercise  in  any  manner 
or  degree.  But  he  has  the  authority  to  inflict  a  fine,  and  erred  in  the 
exercise  of  it  in  measure  or  degree  only.  And  this  is  the  true  distinc- 
tion between  the  acts  of  an  inferior  magistrate  which  are  without  juris- 
diction and  void,  and  those  which  are  erroneous,  and  voidable  merely. 
In  the  former  case  the  magistrate  would  not  be  sheltered  and  protected 
by  the  shield  of  judicial  irresponsibility,  while  in  the  latter  case  he 
would.     Clark  v.  Holdridge,  40  How.  320 ;  S.  C,  58  Barb.  61. 

Source  of  jurisdiction.  A  justice  of  the  peace  does  not  exercise 
a  common-law  jurisdiction  of  a  general  character ;  but  it  is  a  limited 
statutory  authority.  He  has  such  jui'isdiction  in  actions  and  special 
proceedings  as  is  specially  conferred  upon  him  by  statute,  and  no  other. 
Yol.  1,  p.  2,  §  2861. 

In  all  matters  relating  to  the  acquirement  of  jurisdiction,  the  au- 
thority conferred  must  be  strictly  pursued.  As  to  jurisdictional  mat- 
ters nothing  can  be  taken  by  impKcation.  Jones  v.  Beed,  1  Johns.  Gas. 
20.  And  in  every  preliminary  step  which  is  required  by  law  in  order 
to  acquire  jurisdiction  of  the  person  or  of  the  property  of  the  defendant 
there  must  be  the  strictest  compliance  with  the  statute,  or  jurisdiction 
wiU  not  be  obtained. 

While  a  justice  of  the  peace  cannot  acquire  jurisdiction  by  mere  im- 
plication, yet  in  respect  to  those  incidents  which  are  usually  annexed 
to  jurisdiction  and  necessary  to  its  exercise,  the  rule  is  that  the  grant  of 
jurisdiction,  in  express  terms,  carries  with  it  all  the  legal  incidents  neces- 
sary to  a  legal  and  proper  exercise  of  the  authority.  Bohiins  v.  Gorham, 
25  N.  T.  588,  594;  S.  C,  26  Barb.  586 ;    Voorhees  v.  Martin,  12  id. 
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508.  For  the  purpose  of  hearing,  trying  and  determining  an  action 
or  special  proceeding  of  which  he  has  jurisdiction,  the  statute  confers 
upon  him,  when  no  special  provision  is  otherwise  made  by  law,  all  the 
necessary  powers  of  the  Supreme  Court.  Yol.  1,  p.  3,  §  2668.  This  statute 
is  a  recognition  of  the  common-law  rule  that  the  grant  of  jurisdiction 
carries  with  it  a  grant  of  all  powers  necessary  to  the  proper  exercise  of 
such  jurisdiction.  This  incidental  power  is  illustrated  by  the  case  of 
Connors  v.  Joyce,  3  Lans.  316.  This  was  an  action  of  replevin  under 
the  statute  of  1860.  That  statute  provided  that  if  the  property  re- 
plevied had  not  been  delivered  to  plaintiff,  or  if  the  defendant  by  his 
answer  claimed  a  return  of  the  property,  its  value  should  be  assessed 
and  also  the  damages  sustained  by  the  taking  or  detention,  and  that  the 
justice  should  render  judgment  accordingly.  But  the  statiite  made  no 
provision  for  a  judgment,  where,  as  in  the  case  referred  to,  the  prop- 
erty had  not  been  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  did  not 
claim  its  return.  It  was,  nevertheless,  held  that  the  legislature  un- 
doubtedly intended  to  confer  upon  the  court  the  power  to  render  an 
appropriate  judgment  in  such  a  case,  as  otherwise  the  trial  would  be  a 
futile  proceeding ;  and  that  a  judgment  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  the  property  was  one  that  the  justice  had  power 
to  render  and  enforce. 

It  should  not  be  overlooked  that  the  statute  above  mentioned  con- 
ferred upon  the  justice  power  to  render  a  judgment  in  an  action  of  re- 
plevin, but  did  not,  in  express  terms,  confer  upon  him  the  power  to 
render  the  particular  judgment  which  was  rendered  in  the  case  cited. 

As  the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  limited  by  statute  so 
it  may  at  any  time  be  extended  by  statute.  The  legislature  has  un- 
doubted power  to  enlarge  the  jurisdiction  of  justices'  courts  either  as 
to  the  amount  involved,  or  as  to  the  nature  of  the  controversy.  See 
Knight  v.  Campbell,  62  Barb.  16 ;  Dawson  v.  Horan,  51  id.  459 ; 
People  V.  Lam.e,  6  Abb.  (N.  S.)  105,115;  S.  C,  55  Barb.  168. 

How  far  conferred  by  consent.  In  seeming  conflict  with  the  doc- 
trine that  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  jurisdiction  unless  it  is  ex- 
pressly conferred  by  statute,  it  is  frequently  stated  that  jurisdiction  in 
a  particular  matter  was  conferred  by  consent.  But  it  has  long  been 
settled  that  consent  can  never  confer  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-mattei 
of  an  action;  and  that  i;iot  even  the  most  direct  assent  by  the  parties 
can  confer  jurisdiction,  or  render  effectual  the  judgment  of  a  trib- 
unal in  a  matter  over  which  the  law  has  not  given  it  cognizance.  Bud- 
Uyv.Mctfljhew,  3  K  Y.  9;  Coffin  v.  Tracy,  Z  Gaines,  129;  Davis 
V.Packard,  7  Peters,  276;  BwJcv.  Ayre8,19  Hun,  17,  24;  Dalse 
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V.  Miller,  15  id.  356,  358 ;  McMahon  v.  Bauhr,  47  N.  Y.  67 ;  Atit 
sonia  Brass  and  Copper  Co.  v.  New  Lamp  Chimney  Co.,  64  Barb. 
435.  It  is  sometimes  said  that  consent  will  confer  jurisdiction  over 
the  person,  though  it  cannot  confer  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter 
of  the  action.  But  this  statement  is  not  entirely  accurate.  Jurisdic- 
tion of  courts  is  conferred  by  law,  and  in  no  case  by  the  consent  of 
parties.  When  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  of  the  person 
is  required  as  a  prerequisite  to  judicial  action,  a  defendant  may  waive 
any  irregularities  in  the  mode  by  which  his  jierson  is  sought  to  be  sub- 
jected to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  by  a  voluntary  appearance.  He 
may  dispense  with  the  service  of  a  summons  as  he  may  waive  any  other 
personal  privilege.  But  when  the  defendant  is  in  court  as  a  party,  the 
law  gives  jurisdiction  of  the  person  without  regard  to  whether  his  ap- 
pearance was  voluntary  or  by  compulsion.  This  is  all  that  is  meant  by 
consent  giving  jiirisdiction  of  the  person.  Burckle  v.  Edkhart,  3  N.  Y. 
132.  If  consent  alone  would  confer  jurisdiction  of  the  person,  then 
a  written  stipulation  entered  into  between  two  parties  reciting  the  ex- 
istence of  a  controversy  based  upon  a  certain  admitted  state  of  facts, 
and  authorizing  the  justice  to  render  judgment  thereon  without  issu- 
ing process  and  without  the  appearance  of  the  parties  before  him, 
would  give  the  justice  jurisdiction  to  proceed  to  render  a  judgment  as 
a  court.  But  whatever  might  be  the  effect  of  the  stipulation  as  a  sub- 
mission to  arbitration  it  would  hardly  be  claimed  that  the  justice  had 
jurisdiction  to  act  as  a  court.  Parties  may  arbitrate  their  claims,  but 
an  award  is  not  a  judgment. 

Where  exercised.  Every  judicial  authority  ought  to  be  exercised 
within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  officer's  jurisdiction.  And  this  is 
true  not  only  as  to  justices  of  the  peace,  but  as  to  higher  judicial  officers 
So  strictly  is  this  rule  enforced,  that  the  first  judge  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  imder  the  former  practice,  could  not  allow  an  appeal 
from  a  justice's  court,  where  the  allowance  was  made  at  Albany,  and 
the  judge  was  the  first  judge  of  the  Montgomery  Common  Pleas.  The 
Supreme  Court  said :  "  The  judge  had  no  jurisdiction  to  allow  the  appeal, 
it  was  a  judicial  act  which  could  properly  be  performed  only  in  the 
coimty  for  which  he  was  appointed."  People,  ex  rel.  Newell,  v.  Mont. 
Com.  Pleas,  18  Wend.  649.  This  rule  is  to  be  most  carefully  ob- 
served by  justices  of  the  peace,  especially  since  it  has  been  held  in  one 
case,  that  a  justice  could  not  legally  try  a  cause  out  of  his  own  precinct, 
even  by  the  consent  of  the  parties.  Foster  v.  McAdams,  9  Tex.  542, 
See,  also,  Peed  v.  Warth,  2  Hilt.  281. 

The  City  Court  of  Brooklyn  is  a  court  of  special  and  limited  juris- 
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diction,  and  therefore  a  referee  appointed  by  that  court  has  no  power 
to  try  the  cause  in  the  city  of  New  York,  as  that  is  situated  beyond 
the  territorial  limits  of  the  court.     Bonner  v.  MoPhail,  31  Barb.  107. 

The  statute  also  declares  the  same  rule  as  to  justices.  "  Justices  of 
the  peace  m'ust  reside  in  the  town  for  which  they  were  chosen,  cmd  shall 
not  tinj  a  cwil  cause  in  any  other  town,  except  in  cases  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  law."     1  R.  S.  383,  §  10,  6th  ed.     See  vol.  1,  p.  3,  §  2868. 

In  the  city  of  Brooklyn  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  required  to  hold 
court  within  the  judicial  district  from  which  he  was  elected,  except  that 
in  case  any  justice  is  absent  or  unable  to  hold  court,  any  other  justice 
of  the  peace  of  the  city  may,  upon  the  request  of  the  jiistice  or  his  clerk, 
hold  court  in  his  stead  pending  such  absence  or  disability.  Laws  of 
1881,  chap.  lil. 

Territorial  extent.  The  word  "  jurisdiction  "  is  used  in  two  dis- 
tinct senses  both  by  the  courts  and  by  the  legislature.  It  primarily 
means  the  power  of  the  court  to  hear  and  determine  the  subject-matter 
of  the  controversy  between  the  parties  to  a  suit  or  proceeding,  and  to 
adjudicate  or  exercise  any  judicial  power  over  them.  See  ante,  12. 
It  is  also  used  in  a  secondary  sense  as  a  brief  expression  to  indicate  the 
territorial  boundaries  of  the  exercise  of  judicial  power ;  as,  for  exam- 
ple, when  it  is  said  that  an  ofEense  was  committed  without  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  meaning  that  it  was  committed  at  a  place  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  process  of  the  court.  It  is  this  jurisdiction,  in  the  sec- 
ondary sense,  that  will  be  considered  here. 

There  has  been  considerable  discussion  as  to  whether  a  justice  of  the 
peace  holds  a  town  or  a  county  office.  Sehroepel  v.  Taylor,  10  Vend. 
196;  Gurnsey  v.  Lovell,  9  id.  319;  People  v.  Carter,  29  Barb.  208; 
Peoj)le  V.  Keeler,  17  N.  Y.  370;  People  v.  Crawford,  7  Alb.  Law 
Jour.  204.  It  is  perhaps  unimportant  to  determine  the  question  in 
this  connection,  but  the  decided  weight  of  authority  is  in  favor  of  the 
theory  that  the  offilce  is  a  county  office. 

So  far  as  the  power  to  issue  and  enforce  obedience  to  process  is  con- 
cerned, it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule  that  the  territorial  limits 
of  a  justice's  jurisdiction  are  coextensive  with  the  county  in  which  he 
resides.  In  some  respects  they  are  still  wider.  He  may  send  his  sub- 
poena to  any  part  of  his  own  or  an  adjoining  county,  and  if  necessary, 
compel  obedience  thereto  by  warrant  of  attachment  and  the  arrest 
of  the  defaulting  witness  in  an  adjoining  county.  Yol.  1,  pp.  34,  35.  'He 
may  send  his  commission  into  any  part  of  the  State,  or  without  the 
State,  and  the  deposition  taken  under  his  commission  has  the  same 
value  us  evidence  as  one  taken  under  a  commission  issued  by  the  Su- 
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preme  Court.  Vol.  1,  p.  38.  In  an  action  brought  before  him  to  fore- 
close a  mechanic's  lien,  he  may  send  the  notice  which  takes  the  place 
of  the  summons  in  ordinary  actions,  to  any  part  of  the  State,  and,  in 
in  case  of  the  absence  of  the  party  to  be  served,  may  order  its  service 
upon  him  without  the  State  by  publication.  Laws  of  1873,  chap.  489, 
§§  8,  9.  But,  as  has  been  stated,  he  cannot  try  a  civil  cause  in  any  town 
othfer  than  that  for  which  he  was  elected,  except  in  a  case  otherwise 
provided  by  law ;  and  there  are  many  cases  in  which  a  justice  of  the 
peace  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  cause  of  action  arising  in  another  town 
not  adjoining  his  own,  though  within  his  county. 

An  action  must  be  brought  before  a  justice  of  a  town  or  city  where 
one  of  the  parties  resides,  or  a  justice  of  an  adjoining  town  or  city  in 
the  same  county,  unless  the  case  falls  within  one  of  the  exceptions  of 
the  statute.    Yol.  1,  p.  3,  §  2869.   These  exceptions  are  four  in  number. 

1.  If  the  defendant  has  absconded  from  his  residence,  the  action 
may  be  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  town  or  city  where  the  defend- 
ant is  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action. 

2.  If  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  resident  of  the  county,  or  if  there  are 
two  or  more  plaintiffs,  and  all  of  them  are  non-residents  of  the  county, 
the  action  may  be  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  town  or  city  in  which 
the  plaintiff,  or  either  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  his  attorney  is  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  the  action. 

3.  If  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  the  action  may 
be  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  town  or  city  in  which  he  is  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action. 

4.  If  it  is  specially  prescribed  by  law  that  a  particular  action  may  be 
brought  before  a  justice  of  the  town,  city,  county  or  district  where  an 
offense  was  committed,  or  where  property  is  found,  then  the  action  may 
be  commenced  before  such  justice  without  regard  to  the  residence  of 
the  parties. 

A  non-resident  plaintiff  may  sue  any  where  in  the  county  of  the 
defendant's  residence.     Bird  v.  Crane,  26  Hun,  531. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  town  or  city  in  which  an  action 
must  be  brought  when  the  defendant  is  a  corporation,  foreign  or  do- 
mestic, a  railroad  corporation,  or  a  corporation,  association,  partnership 
or  person  doing  business  in  this  State  as  an  express  company,  the  de- 
fendant is  deemed  a  Resident  of  the  town  or  City  where  the  person  re- 
sides to  whom  a  copy  of  the  summons  is  delivered.  Id.  And  see  vol. 
1,  pp.  6,  Y,  §§  2879-2881. 

The  statute  also  desigtiate^  the  justice  of  the  peace  before  whom  a 
civil  action  must  be  brought  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn.     Laws  of  18S1, 
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chap.  141,  §  2 ;  Laws  of  1880,  §  6.  And  other  special  statutes  con- 
tain similar  provision  in  relation  to  the  jurisdiction  of  locai  courts,  which 
need  not  be  specifically  pointed  out  in  this  work. 

All  action  to  foreclose  a  mechanic's  lien  may  be  commenced  in  a  jus- 
tice's court  of  the  town  or  city  in  which  the  premises  are  located. 
Laws  of  1873,  chap.  489,  §  8.  And  the  same  rule  applies  to  summary 
proceedings  to  recover  real  property.  Yol.  1,  p.  157.  In  case  the  prop- 
erty sought  to  be  recovered  is  located  in  a  city,  the  limitation  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justice  may  not  extend  beyond  his  district,  or  the 
district  adjoining  it,  as  will  be  hereafter  noticed.  See  Code  Civil  Pro., 
§  2234 ;  Laws  of  1880,  chap.  256,  §  6  ;  Laws  of  1881,  chap.  141,  §  2. 

As  a  general  rule,  statutes  giving  a  penalty  declare  in  what  court  or 
before  what  oflacer  the  action  to  recover  the  penalty  may  be  brought. 
Thus,  the  statute  provides  that  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  for  a  vio- 
lation of  the  act  regulating  the  size  of  apple,  pear  and  potato  barrels 
(Laws  of  1875,  chap.  573,  §  2),  or  for  the  violation  of  the  act  for  the 
protection  of  dairymen  and  dealers  in  milk  and  to  prevent  deception  in 
the  sale  of  inilk  (Laws  of  1878,  chap.  220),  or  for  a  violation  of  the 
"game  laws"  (Laws  of  1879,  chap.  534,  §  33),  may  be  brought  before 
any  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  county  where  the  ofEense  was  committed  ; 
and  in  the  latter  case,  before  any  justice  of  an  adjoining  county  as 
well.  While  actions  by  overseers  of  the  poor,  or  other  officers,  to  re- 
cover a  penalty  for  the  malicious  or  wanton  injury  or  defacement  of 
monumerttSj  works  of  art,  buildings,  fences,  etc.,  may  be  brought  in 
the  court  of  any  justice  of  the  peace,  or  in  a  justice  or  District  Court 
of  any  city.     Laws  of  1877,  chap.  451. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  jurisdiction  of  a  local  court  must  be 
exercised  within  the  locality,  and  that  its  process  cannot  be  executed 
outside  of  it.  Therefore,  where  a  justice's  court  is  established  in  a  city, 
and  the  statute  creating  it  confers  upon  the  justices  "  the  same  juris- 
diction in  said  city  that  justices  of  towns  have  by  law  in  respect  to 
the  towns  for  which  they  have  been  elected,"  and  declares  that  the 
justices  shall  be  deemed  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  county  in  which 
the  city  is  located,  a  justice  of  such  court  has  no  power  to  send  pro- 
cess into  an  adjoining  town  for  service,  and  wiU  acquire  no  jurisdiction 
by  the  service  of  a  summotis  outside  the  limits  of  his  city.  Oeraiy  v. 
Beid,  78  N.  Y.  64. 

The  statute  lays  down  the  general  rule  that  an  action  must  be 
bfOught  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  or  city  where  one  of 
the  parties  resides,  or  a  justice  of  an  adjoining  town  or  city  in  the  same 
county.     Two  towns  which  touch  at  their  corners  are  adjoining  towns, 
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within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Holmes  v.  Carley,  31  N.  Y.  289. 
See  hh  re  Ward,  52  id.  395.  If  a  justice  of  the  peace  renders  a 
judgment  in  an  action  brought  in  the  wrong  town,  the  judgment  may 
be  reversed  on  appeal.  Tiffany  v.  Gilhert,  4  Barb.  320 ;  Willing  v. 
WTieeler,  8  Abb.  116;  17  How.  93;  28  Barb.  669.  It  has  been  held 
that  such  a  judgment  is  entirely  void,  and  that  an  action  could  be  main- 
tained in  the  Supreme  Court  to  have  it  declared  void.  Cooper  v.  Ball, 
14  How.  295.  And  see  Beattie  v.  Larhin,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  244.  But  in 
the  case  of  Tiffany  v.  Gilbert,  4  Barb.  324,  it  is  said  by  the  Supreme 
Court :  "  The  jurisdiction  was  made  local  by  statute ;  not  in  such  a 
sense  as  to  render  the  judgment  coram  nan  judice,  as  though  the  jus- 
tice had  entertained  jurisdiction  in  an  action  of  slander,  but  in  a  sense 
that  rendered  the  judgment  erroneous^  The  question  came  up  in  that 
case  on  an  appeal,  so  that  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  judg- 
ment in  a  collateral  proceeding  was  not  in  question.  In  Foster  v. 
Hazen,  12  Barb.  547,  the  action  was  for  an  assault,  etc.,  and  a  false  im- 
prisonment. The  defendant  set  out  in  his  answer  the  various  proceed- 
ings by  virtue  of  which  a  justice  issued  a  warrant  on  which  the  plaint- 
iff was  arrested,  which  was  the  alleged  assault,  etc.  The  answer  did 
not  state  that  the  action  was  brought  before  a  justice,  of  the  towm 
wherein  either  of  the  parties  resided,  etc.  The  plaintiff  demurred  to 
the  answer  for  this  and  various  other  causes.  But  the  Supreme  Court 
held  the  answer  sufficient  in  that  respect,  and  cited  with  approbation 
the  language  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Tiffany  v.  Gilbert,  as  already 
cited.  The  question  was  one  of  pleading ;  and  the  precise  point  de- 
cided was,  that  the  answer  sufficiently  set  forth  the  judgment  of  the 
justice  for  the  purposes  of  pleading ;  although  the  court  evidently  re- 
garded the  judgment  as  valid  in  this  collateral  action.  In  Barnes  v. 
Harris,  4  N.  Y.  374,  the  action  was  brought  upon  a  justice's  judg. 
ment,  in  which  a  long  summons  had  been  issued,  but  the  complaint  in 
the  action  in  the  Supreme  Court  upon  the  judgment  did  not  show  the 
residence  of  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  commencing  the  action. 
The  defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint,  assigning,  among  other 
causes,  that  the  complaint  did  not  even  show  that  the  defendant  was  a 
resident  of  the  county,  etc.  The  Court  of  Appeals  held  the  complaint 
sufficient.  But  this  case  was  one  in  which  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleading 
was  in  question,  and  nothing  else  could  be  properly  decided.  The  judg- 
ment was  properly  pleaded,  because  it  was  not  necessary  in  the  plead- 
ings to  state  affirmatively  or  negatively  all  the  facts  which  might  relate 
to  jurisdiction.  But  the  question  whether  the  judgment  would  be 
void,  if  it  shoiild  appear  on  the  trial  that  the  defendant  was  a  non- 
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resident  of  the  county,  did  not  arise  in  the  case.  In  Pollock  v.  Al- 
drioh,  17  How.  109,  it  was  held  that  a  justice  might  take  a  confession 
of  a  judgment  in  any  town  in  the  county  in  which  he  resided.  In 
that  case  the  confession  was  taken  in  a  town  in  which  the  justice  did 
not  reside,  but  was  not  entered  in  his  docket  until  his  return  home. 
In  such  a  case  it  may  perhaps  be  said  that  there  was  no  trial.  The 
statute  does  not  in  terms  prescribe  that  a  confession  of  judgment  shall 
be  made  in  any  particular  town,  and  the  reasons  which  induce  the  law- 
makers to  limit  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  in  the  trial  of 
causes  do  not  apply  in  the  case  of  a  confession  of  judgment.  ISTever- 
theless  it  would  not  be  doing  violence  to  the  statute  to  construe  the  pro- 
ceeding under  our  present  practice  as  a  trial. 

As  to  amount.  A  justice  of  the  peace  must  keep  within  the  juris- 
diction conferred  upon  him  as  to  the  amount  involved  in  the  action  or 
special  proceeding  if  a  limit  as  to  amount  is  fixed  by  statute.  See 
Mattison  v.  Ba/ncus,  Hill  &  Denio  (Lalor's  Sup.),  321. 

In  some  cases  a  limit  as  to  the  amount  of  a  demand  of  which  a  jus- 
tice may  take  cognizance  has  been  fixed  by  statute,  and  in  others  no 
limit  has  been  prescribed.  A  justice  of  the  peace  may  take  cognizance 
of  an  action  upon  a  surety  bond  taken  by  any  justice  of  the  peace,  or 
of  an  action  upon  a  judgment  rendered  in  a  court  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  or  in  the  District  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  or  in  a  jus- 
tice's court  of  a  city,  being  a  court  not  of  record.  Yol.  1,  p.  2. 

The  statute  also  permits  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  against  a  person 
suflEering  animals  to  stray  in  a  public  street  or  highway,  to  recover  the 
f  uU  amount  of  the  penalties  given  by  the  statute,  although  the  amount 
exceeds  the  sum  for  which  a  justice  can  render  a  judgment  in  an  ordi- 
nary action.     Vol.  1,  p.  QQ,  §  3083. 

But  in  other  actions  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  jurisdiction  if  the 
amount  claimed  exceeds  $200.  See  vol.  1,  p.  2.  Ordinarily  the  amount 
claimed  in  an  action  in  justice's  court  cannot  be  determined  before  the 
complaint  is  filed.  But  where  a  provisional  remedy  accompanies  the 
summons,  the  amount  claimed  may  be  determined  from  the  plaintiflE's 
affidavit,  upon  which  the  application  for  the  order,  warrant  or  requisi- 
tion is  based. 

In  an  action  of  replevin,  or,  as  it  is  termed  in  the  Code,  an  action  to 
recover  a  chattel,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  as  to  amount  is  made 
to  depend  exclusively  upon  the  value  of  the  chattel  as  stated  in  the 
affidavit  made  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  not  upon  the  actual  value 
of  the  chattel  as  stated  in  the  complaint  or  proven  upon  the  trial.  Yol. 
1,  p.  2,  §  2862 ;  Dennis  v.  Crittenden,  42  N.  Y.  542.     "When  a  requisi- 
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tion  to  replevy,  based  on  an  affidavit  stating  the  actual  value  of  the 
property,  issues  with  the  summons,  the  question  of  jurisdiction  can  be 
determined  by  a  mere  inspection  of  the  affidavit. 

But  a  plaintiff  is  not  obliged  to  resort  to  the  provisional  remedy  given 
by  the  statute.  He  may  commence  and  prosecute  his  action  in  the 
ordinary  manner  and  demand  and  obtain  judgment  for  the  possession 
of  the  chattel  as  if  a  requisition  had  issued.  See  vol.  1,  p.  24,  §  2933. 
In  such  case  there  will  be  no  affidavit  stating  the  value  of  the  chattel 
by  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice,  as  to  amount,  can  be  de- 
termined ;  and  if  it  should  appear  upon  the  trial  that  the  property  was 
worth  more  than  $200  the  justice  would  not  be  ousted  of  jurisdiction. 
See  Dennis  v.  Crittenden,  42  N.  T.  542. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction  to  render  judgment  upon  the 
confession  of  the  defendant  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  statute, 
where  the  sum  confessed  does  not  exceed  $500.  Vol.  1,  p.  2,  §  2864. 
In  the  municipal  court  of  Buffalo  a  judgment  may  be  confessed  for 
the  same  amount.  Laws  of  1880,  chap.  344,  §-5. 

The  statute  gives  to  the  justice's  court  of  the  city  of  Albany  juris- 
diction in  any  civil  action  or  proceeding  of  which  it  has  cognizance  to 
the  amount  of  $300.  Laws  of  1881,  chap.  438,  §  4.  The  municipal 
court  of  Buffalo  has  jurisdiction  to  the  same  amount.  Laws  of  1880, 
chap.  344,  §  5.  The  corresponding  limit  of  jurisdiction,  as  to  amount, 
of  the  municipal  court  of  the  city  of  Rochester  is  $500.  Laws  of  1880, 
chap.  14,  §  245  ;  vol.  1,  p.  95.  The  limit  of  the  jurisdiction,  as  to 
amount,  of  the  District  Courts  of  the  city  of  New  York  is  fixed  by  the 
Code  at  $250,  so  far  as  any  limitation  is  prescribed.  See  vol.  1,  pp.  91, 
92 ;  Laws  of  1882,  chap.  410,  §§  1284,  1285.  And  the  same  amount 
is  fixed  by  that  act  as  the  lindit  of  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  city  of  Brooklyn.     Vol.  1,  p.  77. 

As  to  character  of  the  parties.  An  action  cognizable  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  may  be  brought  by  or  against  a  corporation ; 
by  or  against  a  natural  person  in  his  own  right ;  by  or  against  a 
town  or  county  officer  in  his  official  character ;  or  by  an  executor 
or  administrator.  Vol.  1,  p.  3,  §  2865.  But  a  justice  of  the  peace  can- 
not take  cognizance  of  a  civil  action  against  an  executor  or  adminis- 
trator, as  such,  nor  of  a  civil  action  in  which  the  people  of  the  State 
are  a  party,  except  for  one  or  more  fines  or  penalties  not  exceeding 
$200.  Vol.  1,  p.  2,  §  2863.  It  was  formerly  held  that  a  justice  of  the 
peace  had  no  jurisdiction  of  an  action  against  a  foreign  corporation. 
But  no  distinction  between  foreign  and  domestic  corporations  is  now 
made  by  the  statute  conferring  jurisdiction  upon  justices'  courts ;  and 
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as  -will  be  seen  hereafter,  special  provisions  are  made  in  the  Code  for 
the  service  of  a  summons  upon  foreign  corporations,  By  the  act  to 
regulate  the  admission  to  this  State  of  fire  and  marine  insurance  com- 
panies from  other  countries  than  the  United  States  it  is  provided  that 
suits  may  be  brought  against  such  companies  in  any  District  Court  in  the 
(jity  of  New  York,  or  before  any  justice  of  the  peace,  or  any  other 
court  where  such  suits  or  actions  can  be  brought  against  companies  or- 
ganized under  the  laws  of  this  State.     Laws  of  1880,  chap.  428,  §  4. 

How  parties  shall  appear  and  defend  in  these  courts  will  be  con- 
sidered hereafter. 

§  2.  Jurisdiction  of  the  person.  It  is  not  only  important  that  a 
justice  should  exercise  his  jurisdiction  within  its  legal  territorial  limits 
but  that  he  should  also  have  jurisdiction  of  the  persons  of  the  parties 
to  the  action. 

The  law,  which  has  conferred  jurisdiction  over  the  persons  of  parties, 
has  declared  with  precision  in  what  manner  that  jurisdiction  is  to  be 
exercised.  And  since  justices  do  not  possess  any  authority  but  that 
which  is  conferred  by  the  statute,  if  there  is  not  a  compliance  with  the 
statute,  there  will  be  no  jurisdiction  of  the  action. 

No  man  is  to  be  condemned  unheard,  and  therefore  process  is  given 
to  courts  to  bring  parties  before  thern  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
rights. 

How  and  when  acq^uired.  Under  the  former  practice  it  was  often 
a  matter  of  no  small  difficulty  to  determine  which  of  the  six  different 
kinds  of  process  authorized  by  the  statute  should  be  employed  for  the 
commencement  of  a  particular  action.  If  the  wrong  process  was  served 
the  justice  might  fail  in  acquiring  jurisdiction ;  and  if  the  right  pro- 
cess was  served  but  without  the  observance  of  certain  requirements  of 
the  statute,  which  were  made  conditions  precedent  to  the  right  to  issue 
that  partiGuIa.r  process,  then  the  court  might  fail  in  acquiring  jurisdic- 
tion. Under  the  present  practice  there  is  but  one  form  of  process  for 
the  commencement  of  an  ordinary  action,  and  that  is  a  summons. 

An  ordinary  action  is  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  either 
by  the  parties  appearing  voluntarily  and  joining  issue  or  by  the  service 
of  a  summons.  Yol.  1,  p.  5,  §  2876.  Unless  a  defendant  appears  and 
joins  issue  voluntarily,  jurisdiction  of  his  person  can  be  obtained  only 
by  the  service  of  a  summons  upon  him.  Mere  service  by  copy  does 
not  give  a  justice  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  nor  the 
right  to  try  the  action  or  render  judgment  therein.  Sperry  v.  Reynolds, 
65  N.  Y.  179.  Nor  will  the  justice  acquire  jurisdiction  of  the  person 
of  the  defendant  by  the  unauthorized  appearance  of  some  person  pro- 
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fessing  to  act  for  him.  lb.  So,  if  an  action  is  brouglit  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  the  wrong  town,  and  personal  service  of  the  summons 
is  made  upon  the  defendant  beyond  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  the  general  appearance  of  the  defendant  in  the  action  to  raise 
the  question  of  jurisdiction  by  answer  will  not  give  the  justice  juris- 
diction of  the  person  of  the  defendant  or  of  the  cause  of  action.  See 
Lamders  v.  Staten  Island  B.  B.  Co.,  53  NT.  T.  450;  S.  C,  14  Abb. 
(K  S.)  346 ;   Wheelock  r.  Zee,  74  N.  T.  495. 

A  proceeding  to  foreclose  a  mechanic's  lien  in  a  justice's  court,  al- 
though termed  an  "action"  in  the  statute  authorizing  it,  does  not 
come  within  the  definition  of  an  action  given  by  the  Code.  See  vol. 
1,  p.  167,  §  3333  ;  Eallahan  v.  HerheH,  67  N.  T.  409  ;  Leavy  v.  Gard- 
ner, 63  id.  624  ;  Kelsey  v.  Bourke,  50  How.  315.  In  such  a  proceed- 
ing jurisdiction  is  acquired  by  the  service,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
statute,  of  a  notice,  combining  the  essential  features  of  both  a  sum- 
mons and  complaint.     See  Laws  of  1873,  chap.  489,  §  8. 

There  are  certain  special  proceedings  which  may  be  brought  in  jus- 
tice's court  which  are  commenced  by  the  service  of  a  precept. 

A  justice  does  not  take  jurisdiction  of  an  action  at  the  time  of  issu- 
ing the  summons,  nor  does  he  obtain  jurisdiction  of  the  action  and  of 
the  person  of  the  defendant  at  the  time  the  summons  is  personally 
served.  But  when  a  legal  summons  issued  by  a  justice  has  been  duly 
served,  giving  to  the  defendant  notice  by  such  service  of  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  law,  and  such  service  appears  by  the  proper  return  of  the 
constable  indorsed  thereon,  the  justice,  having  such  summons  and  return 
before  him,  obtains  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant  after 
waiting  one  hour  after  the  time  named  in  the  summons  for  the  appear- 
ance of  the  parties,  whether  the  defendant  is  present  or  not.  Sagen- 
dorph  V.  Shult,  41  Barb.  102. 

Mere  presence  of  a  defendant  in  the  court-room  is  not  such  an  ap- 
pearance as  will  give  the  justice  jurisdiction  of  a  defendant  who  was 
not  present  for  the  purpose  of  appearing  therein.  See  Merhee  v.  City 
of  Bochester,  13  Hun,  157.  To  the  fact  of  appearance  must  be  added 
the  further  fact  of  joining  issue  to  amount  to  a  waiver  of  process.  See 
vol.  1,  p.  5.  In  one  case  a  summons  was  served  by  copy,  and  after- 
ward the  parties  appeared  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  purpose 
of  commencing  an  action,  when,  on  the  request  of  the  defendant,  the 
cause  was  adjourned  without  the  joinder  of  issue;  and  it  was  held  that  this 
did  not  authorize  the  justice  to  proceed  on  the  adjourned  day  with  the 
Irial  of  the  case  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant,  as  no  action  had  been 
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commenced  by  the  prior  proceedings  or  was  then  pending  before  him. 
Lest&r  V.  Cra/ry,  1  Denio,  81. 

Where  there  is  no  appearance  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  may 
be  stated  generally  that  jurisdiction  of  his  person  can  be  acquired  only 
by  the  personal  service  of  a  summons  upon  him  within  the  territorial 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  by  some  other  authorized  form  of  service 
declared  by  statute  to  be  equivalent  to  personal  service.  See  Hunt  v. 
Sunt,  12  N.  Y.  217,  237;  (?ihhs  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co.,  63  id.  114;  S.  C, 
20  Am.  Kep.  513 ;  Jenhms  v.  Fahey,  73  IST.  T.  355. 

As  will  more  fully  appear  hereafter,  some  of  the  rights  of  parties 
may  be  the  subject  of  adjudication,  though  such  parties  have  not  been 
brought  before  the  courts,  either  by  voluntary  appearance  or  by  service 
of  process  upon  the  person,  and  though  jurisdiction  has  been  acquired 
in  no  other  way  than  by  a  substitute  for  personal  service.  Most  fre- 
quently such  adjudications  are  in  rem,  as  in  actions  for  the  foreclosure 
of  a  mortgage  or  other  lien  upon  property,  or  actions  in  which  property 
is  attached.  In  such  cases  a  judgment  in  personam,  is  not  permitted 
against  a  non-resident  of  the  State.  Hwnt  v.  Hunt,  72  N.  T.  217,  237  ; 
Sohwinger  v.  Hickoh,  53  id.  280 ;  Bartlett  v.  McNeil,  60  id.  53 ; 
Bartlett  v.  Spicer,  75  id.  528 ;  People  v.  Baker,  76  id.  78. 

A  void  process  is  no  process.  And  if  a  summons  is  served  in  which 
there  was,  at  the  time  of  its  delivery  to  the  constable  for  service,  a 
blank  as  to  date  or  otherwise,  the  process  being  void  by  statute,  the 
justice  vdll  acquire  no  jurisdiction  of  the  defendant  by  the  service. 
See  vol.  1,  p.  83,  §  3135 ;  Clapp  v.  Graves,  26  IST.  Y.  418.  It  would  be 
otherwise  if  the  summons  was  simply  irregular,  and  therefore  capable  of 
amendment.  lb. 

Waiver  of  errors  in  proceedings  to  acquire  jurisdiction.  The 
right  to  object  is  given  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant ;  and  there  is 
no  rule  of  law  more  familiar  than  that  which  declares  that  every  man 
is  at  liberty  to  renounce  any  benefit  which  the  law  has  reserved  for  him. 
Tomhs  V.  Rochester  and  Syracuse  B.  B.  Co.,  18  Barb.  583  ;  ConMing 
V.  King,  10  N.  Y.  446 ;  Buel  v.  Trustees  of  Lochport,  3  id.  197 ; 
Baker  v.  Braman,  6  Hill,  47.  This  principle  of  law  applies  as  well 
to  the  right  to  object  to  defects  in  process  as  to  any  other  right. 

The  rule,  that  a  defendant,  by  voluntarily  appearing  and  joining 
issue,  without  objection,  waives  the  objection  so  far  that  jurisdiction  is 
obtained  over  his  person,  is  sustained  by  a  numerous  and  nearly  un- 
broken series  of  cases  in  this  State.  Day  v.  Wither,  2  Gaines,  134 ; 
Malone  v.  Clark,  2  Hill,  658;  Onderdonk  v.  Ranlett,  3  id.  323; 
Bloodgood  v.  Overseers  of  Jamaica,  12  Johns.  285 ;  Andrews  v.  Thorp, 
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1  E.  D.  Smith,  615 ;  Monteith  v.  Cash,  id.  412 ;  Aldrich  v.  Ketcham^ 
3  id.  5Y7 ;  Bray  v.  Andreas,  1  id.  388  ;  Ounnvngham  v.  Phillips,  id. 
417;  Sogan  v.  Baker,  2  id.  22;  Paulding  v.  Hudson  Manuf.  Co.,  id. 
38 ;  Qossling  v.  Broach,  1  Hilt.  49 ;  Malioney  v.  Penman,  4  Daer,  603  • 
Demjpsey  v.  Paige,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  218 ;  R6bim.son  v.  JFes^,  1  Sandf.  19 ; 
Pi!r%  V.  Winchell,  1  Cow.  366 ;  Ballouhey  v.  Ca^oi!,  3  Abb.  (N".  S.) 
122;  Sanborn  v.  Lefferts,  58  N".  Y.  179;  Clapj>  v.  Graves,  26  id.  418. 
And  it  is  said  that  a  defendant  can  never  appear  and  join  an  issue  of 
law  or  fact  without  waiving  all  objections  to  the  regularity  or  sufficiency 
of  the  service  of  process  upon  him.  Ogdensburgh,  etc.,  R.  H.  Co.  v. 
Yerirnont,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  63  N.  Y.  176.  But  it  has  also  been  re- 
peatedly held  that  a  party  may  appear  and  object  to  the  defects  in  the 
process ;  and,  if  his  objections  are  overruled,  he  may  then  join  issue 
on  the  merits  without  waiving  his  previous  objections.  Wheeler  v. 
Lamjyman,  14  Johns.  481 ;  Shannon  v.  Comstooh,  21  Wend,  457 ; 
Camp  V.  Tibbetts,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  20 ;  Dewey  v.  Greene,  4  Denio,  93 ; 
Allen  V.  Stone,  9  Barb.  61 ;  Ressequie  v.  Brownson,  4  id.  541 ;  C^m- 
ninghami  v.  Goelst,  4  Denio,  71 ;  Belden  v.  W.  Y.  and  Harlem  M.  R. 
Co.,  15  How.  17 ;  Horton  v.  Fancher,  14  Hun,  172  ;  Avery  v.  Slack, 
17  Wend.  85.  In  the  last  case,  the  court  said,  Cowen,  J. ;  "  But  it  is 
said  that  the  defendant  waived  the  objection  by  pleading  over.  Not 
so.  He  made  a  specific  objection  in  due  season,  and  that  being  over- 
ruled, he  was  compelled  to  plead  or  give  up  all  he  had  to  say  on  the 
merits.  Resistance,  to  the  extent  of  a  man's  power,  is  certainly  a  new 
kind  of  waiver."  See  Mooney  v.  Hudson  Rimer  R.  R.  Co.,  3  Daly, 
105,  108 ;  Nicherson  v.  Ruger,  76  N.  Y.  279,  283. 

An  appearance  by  putting  in  an  answer  protesting  against  the  exercise 
of  jurisdiction  is  not  such  an  appearance  as  waives  the  objection  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Sullivan  v.  Frazee,  4  Rob.  616 ;  Wheelock  v. 
Lee,  74  N".  Y.  495 ;  S.  C,  5  Abb.  New  Cas.  72.  Objection  to  the  ju- 
risdiction over  the  person  of  a  party  may  be  expressly  waived,  or  it 
may  be  waived  by  implication  by  means  of  any  act,  indicating  a  design 
of  the  person  entitled  to  raise  the  objection,  not  to  insist  upon  it.  Peo- 
ple V.  Brennan,  6  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  120 ;  S.  C,  3  Hun,  666  ;  Allen  v. 
Malcolm,  12  Abb.  (N.  S.)  335. 

Objection  when  and  how  taken.  It  is  an  elementary  principle 
recognized  in  all  the  cases,  that  to  give  binding  effect  to  the  judgment 
of  any  court,  whether  of  general  or  limited  jurisdiction,  it  is  essential 
that  the  court  should  have  jurisdiction  of  the  person  as  well  as  the 
subject-matter,  and  that  the  want  of  jurisdiction  over  either  may  always 
be  set  up  against  a  judgment  when  sought  to  be  enforced,  or  when 
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any  benefit  is  claimed  under  it.     Ferguson  v.  Crawford,  70  N.  Y.  253 ; 
S.  C,  26  Am.  Eep.  589. 

When  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  commence  an  action  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  and  there  has  been  a  failure  to  obtain  jurisdiction 
of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  he  is  not  bound  to  attend  before  the 
justice  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons  to  object  to  the  proceedings 
against  him,  or  to  take  any  other  steps  whatever.  If  the  justice  pro^- 
ceeds  to  render  judgment  as  if  jui'isdiction  had  been  acquired,  the  de- 
fendant may  obtain  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  upon  an  appeal  to  the 
County  Court.  The  objection  may  be  taken  under  a  general  statement 
in  the  notice  of  appeal  that  the  justice  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  action 
or  of  the  person  of  the  defendant.     8j>erry  v.  Jieynolds,  65  N.  Y.  179. 

A  failure  to  appear  before  the  justice  on  the  return  day  of  the  sum- 
mons to  take  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  always 
attended  with  considerable  risk,  and  may  necessitate  no  little  expendi- 
ture of  time  and  money  to  obtain  relief  from  a  judgment  rendered 
perhaps  in  ignorance  of  the  jurisdictional  defect.  The  better  practice, 
in  the  majority  of  cases,  is  to  attend  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons, 
and  when  the  cause  is  called,  to  appear  specially  and  object  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justice.  The  defendant  should  state  the  grounds 
of  his  objection  clearly  and  fully.  If  the  jurisdictional  defect  ap- 
pears in  the  papers  before  the  justice  nothing  further  is  needed.  If 
it  does  not  so  appear,  the  facts  should  be  set  forth  in  an  affidavit, 
which  should  be  filed  with  the  justice.  If  these  objections  are  disre- 
garded by  the  justice,  they  can  be  raised  on  appeal  to  the  County  Court, 
and  must  there  be  considered  and  passed  upon  even  though  frivolous 
and  devoid  of  merit.     Mwxon  v.  Beed,  8  Hun,  618. 

In  courts  of  record,  the  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over 
the  person  of  the  defendant  can  be  raised  by  demurrer  if  the  defect 
appears  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint.  But  want  of  jurisdiction  is 
not  made  a  ground  of  demurrer  in  a  justice's  court. 

A  justice  cannot  acquire  jurisdiction  by  merely  deciding  that  he  has 
it.  When  a  statute  prescribes  that  some  fact  must  exist  before  juris- 
diction can  attach  in  any  court,  such  fact  must  exist  before  there  can  be 
jurisdiction,  and  the  court  cannot  acquire  jurisdiction  by  erroneously 
deciding  that  the  fact  existed  and  that  it  has  jurisdiction.  But  yhen 
general  jurisdiction  is  given  to  a  court  over  any  subject,  and  that  juris- 
diction depends  in  the  particular  case,  upon  facts  which  must  be  brought 
before  the  court  for  its  determination  upon  evidence,  and  where  it  is 
required  to  act  upon  such  evidence,  its  decision  upon  the  question  of 
its  jurisdiction  is  conclusive  until  reversed,  revoked  or  vacated,  so  far 
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as  to  protect  its  officers  and  all  other  innocent  persons  who  act  upon 
the  faith  of  it.  Soderigas  v.  East  River  Savings  Institution,  63  N. 
Y.  460 ;  S.  C,  20  Am.  Rep.  555 ;  Miller  v.  Brvnkerhoff,  4  Denio,  119 ; 
Staples  V.  Fairohild,  3  N.  T.  41 ;  People  v.  Stwrtevant,  9  id.  263 ; 
Skinnion  v.  Kelley,  18  id.  855 ;  Porter  t.  Purdy,  29  id.  106  ;  Bum- 
stead  V.  Read,  31  Barb.  661 ;  Orignon's  Lessee  v.  Astor,  2  How.  [U. 
S.J  319;  Holcomb  v.  Phelps,  16  Conn.  127;  8taU  v.  Scott,  1  Baily, 
[Law],  294 ;  Roburg  v.  Hammond,  2  Har.  &  G.  42 ;  Brittavn  v.  Kin- 
naird,  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  432.  In  a  number  of  cases  the  broad  rule  has 
been  laid  down  that  if  a  court,  whether  of  limited  jurisdiction  or  not, 
undertakes  to  hold  cognizance  of  a  cause  without  having  gained  juris- 
diction of  the  person  of  the  defendant  by  the  means  provided  by 
law,  the  proceedings  are  void.  Bigelow  v.  Stea/rns,  19  Johns.  39.  And 
see  Mills  v.  Martin,  id.  Y,  33. 

The  record  is  never  conclusive  as  to  the  recital  of  a  jurisdictional 
fact,  and  the  defendant  is  always  at  liberty  to  show  a  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion although  the  record  avers  the  contrary.  If  the  court  had  no 
jurisdiction,  it  had  no  power  to  make  a  record,  and  the  supposed  record 
is  not  in  truth  a  record.  Ha/rrington  v.  People,  6  Barb.  607 ;  Noyes 
V.  Butler,  id.  613 ;  Hard  v.  Shipman,  id.  621 ;  Stariuch  v.  Mur7'ay, 
5  Wend.  158  ;  Peoples.  Davis,  61  Barb.  456,  467.  And  see  Ferguson 
V.  Crawford,  70  N.  Y.  253 ;  S.  C,  26  Am.  Rep.  589. 

A  docket-book  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  only  presiimptive  evidence 
of  the  matters  of  fact  stated  therein,  and  the  presumption  may  be  re- 
pelled by  proof.  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  §§  3148,  3155.  The  re- 
turn of  a  constable  or  sheriif  is  not  conclusive  as  evidence.  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  §§  932,  1734,  2970.  And  when  the  jurisdicfioii  of  a 
court  or  officer  is  made  to  depend  on  the  return  of  process  in  a  given 
form,  or  a  proof  of  a  particular  fact,  and  the  return  is  not  substantially 
in  the  form  prescribed,  or  the  fact  is  not  proved,  the  court  or  officer 
does  not  acquire  jurisdiction,  and  the  proceedings  are  utterly  void. 
Stone  V.  Miller,  62  Barb.  430. 

From  what  has  been  stated  and  from  the  authorities  cited,  it  is  ap- 
parent that  the  defendant  may  raise  the  question  of  jurisdiction  of 
his  person  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons,  on  appeal,  or  whenever 
the  judgment  is  sought  to  be  enforced  against  him,  or  any  right  or 
benefit  is  claimed  under  it.  He  must  raise  the  question  before  the 
justice  if  he  appears  in  the  case  or  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  waived 
the  objection.  Whether  he  will  raise  the  question  directly  on  the  re- 
turn day  of  the  summons,  or  collaterally  in  an  action  for  the  wrongful 
taking  of  his  property  under  execution  issued  upon  the  judgment  ren- 
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dered  in  the  action  or  otherwise,  is  merely  a  question  of  good  judgment 
and  discretion. 

§  3.  Jurisdiction  of  the  property.  Under  the  former  practice  a 
warrant  of  attachment  was  one  of  the  many  forms  of  process  author- 
ized by  law  for  the  commencement  of  an  action.  Under  the  present 
practice  it  is  a  mere  provisional  remedy  ;  and  an  action  in  which  a  war- 
rant issues  is  commenced  in  the  same  manner  as  other  actions,  by  the 
service  of  a  summons  in  some  of  the  modes  prescribed  by  law,  or  by 
the  voluntary  appearance  and  joinder  of  issue  by  the  parties.  Personal 
service  of  the  summons  is  dispensed  with  in  case  the  defendant  cannot 
be  found  within  the  county,  and  another  form  of  service  is  authorized 
to  meet  the  necessities  of  the  case.  See  vol.  1,  p.  15,  §  2910.  But  it  is 
by  the  service  of  the  summons  and  not  by  the  warrant  of  attachment 
that  the  action  is  commenced.  The  object  of  the  attachment  is  to  seize 
and  hold  the  goods  until  the  creditor  shall  have  had  opportunity  to  try 
the  question  of  indebtedness  with  his  debtor,  and  to  obtain  an  execu- 
tion upon  the  judgment,  if  one  is  rendered  in  his  favor.  After  a  levy 
has  been  made  under  an  execution  the  officer  holds  the  goods  by  virtue 
of  the  execution  and  not  by  virtue  of  the  attachment,  except  so  far  as  the 
priority  of  the  levy  under  the  attachment  inures  in  favor  of  the  execu- 
tion. Stone  V.  MiUer,  62  Barb.  430  ;  Lynch  v.  Crary,  52  N.  Y.  181 ; 
S.  C.  14  Abb.  (N.  S.)  85.  The  warrant  of  attachment,  therefore, 
merely  gives  control  of  the  property  of  the  defendant  in  the  interim 
between  the  issuing  of  the  summons  and  the  levy  of  the  execution  in 
the  action.  If  the  summons  has  been  personally  served  upon  the  de- 
fendant in  the  action,  or  if  the  defendant  has  appeared  generally  therein, 
or  if  a  judgment  maybe  taken  against  the  defendant  as  being  indebted 
jointly  with  another  defendant,  who  has  been  thus  summoned,  or  who 
has  thus  appeared,  the  justice  may  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the 
action  although  he  has  vacated  the  warrant  of  attachment.  But  in 
every 'other  case  the  justice  on  vacating  the  warrant  of  attachment 
against  the  property  of  the  defendant  must  dismiss  the  action  as  to  him. 
If  the  property  of  the  defendant  has  been  duly  attached  and  the  attach- 
ment is  not  vacated  the  justice  must  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the 
action,  although  the  defendant  has  not  appeared,  and  the  summons  has 
not  been  personally  served  upon  him  ;  but  the  judgment  will  be  only 
presumptive  evidence  of  indebtedness,  and  the  execution  issued  thereon 
can  be  satisfied  only  out  of  the  property  attached.    See  vol.  1,  p.  17. 

From  what  has  been  said  it  will  be  readily  seen  that  a  justice  of  the 
peace  may  acquire  a  temporary  power  over  the  property  of  a  defend- 
ant without  acquiring  jurisdiction  of  his  person  by  the  personal  service 
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of  a  summons  upon  him.  But  to  authorize  an  exercise  of  this  power 
an  affidavit  must  be  made  showing  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice  the 
existence  of  the  facts  which  authorize  a  resort  to  the  remedy,  and  an 
undertaking  must  be  executed  to  the  defendant  to  the  effect  prescribed 
by  the  statute.  Vol.  1,  pp.  13,  15.  There  must  be  a  strict  compliance 
with  every  requirement  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  obtaining  jurisdic- 
tion. If  the  justice  issues  the  warrant  without  any  affidavit,  he  acts 
■without  jurisdiction,  his  proceedings  are  void,  and  he  is  liable  as  a  tres- 
passer. Adkins  v.  Brewer,  3  Cow.  206 ;  Yosburgh  v.  Welch,  11 
Johns.  175  And  see  Dormell  v.  Williams,  21  Hun,  216.  So  if  the 
justice  issues  the  warrant  when  no  undertaking  has  been  given  as  re- 
quired by  the  statute,  he  will  acquire  no  jurisdiction,  and  will  be  liable 
as  a  trespasser.  Damis  v.  Marshall,  14  Barb.  96 ;  Kelly  v.  Archer, 
48  id.  68  ;  Roman  v.  Brinckerhof,  1  Denio,  184 ;  Tiffany  v.  Lcyrd, 
65  N.  T.  310.  And  if  both  the  affidavit  and  undertaking  are  wanting, 
the  justice  will  clearly  be  without  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  warrant. 
Adkins  v.  Brewer,  3  Cow.  206 ;  Davis  y.  Marshall,  14  Barb.  96.  So 
if  a  justice  issues  an  attachment  in  an  action  to  which  the  statute 
authorizing  the  warrant  to  issue  has  no  application,  he  will  acquire  no 
jurisdiction,  and  this  proceeding  will  be  treated  as  a  nullity  when  they 
come  in  question,  either  directly  or  collaterally.  See  liisley  v.  Phwrmx 
Bamh  of  City  of  New  York,  83  N.  Y.  318,  337.  So  if  the  warrant 
issues  upon  an  affidavit,  but  the  affidavit  is  wholly  silent  as  to  any  ma- 
terial fact  required  by  the  statute  to  be  stated  therein,  the  act  of  the 
justice  will  be  wholly  without  jurisdiction,  and  the  warrant  will  he  de- 
clared void  in  whatever  form  the  question  may  arise.  Staples  v.  Fair- 
child,  3  N".  T.  41 ;  Donnell  v.  Williams,  21  Hun,  216 ;  Lyori  v. 
Blakesly,  19  id.  299  ;  Kelley  v.  Archer,  48  Barb.  68.  But  in  order  to 
defeat  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  there  must  be  a  total  want  of  evi- 
dence upon  some  essential  point.  Schoorimaker  v.  Spencer,  54  N.  Y. 
366.  See  Steulen  Co.  Bank  v.  AUberger,  78  id.  252,  258.  If  the 
proof  presented  to  the  justice  has  a  legal  tendency  to  make  out  a 
proper  case,  in  all  its  parts,  for  issuing  the  warrant,  then,  though  the 
proof  may  be  slight  and  inconclusive,  the  warrant  will  be  valid  until  it 
is  set  aside  by  a  direct  proceeding  for  that  purpose.  In  the  one  case  the 
court  acts  without  authority ;  in  the  other  it  only  errs  in  judgment 
upon  a  question  properly  before  it  for  adjudication.  In  the  one  case 
there  is  a  defect  of  jurisdiction  ;  in  the  other  there  is  only  an  error  in 
judgment.  Want  of  jurisdiction  makes  the  act  void ;  but  a  mistake 
concerning  the  just  weight  of  evidence  only  makes  the  act  erroneous 
and  it  will  stand  good  until  reversed.     Staples  v.  FaArchild,  3  N.  Y. 
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41.  See  Easton  v.  Malavazi,  7  Daly,  147  ;  Allen  v.  Mayor,  id.  229  ; 
SMnnion  v.  KeUey,  18  N.  Y.  355  ;  Miller  v.  Brinkerhoff,  4  Denio, 
118;  Den  v.  Turner,  9  "Wheat.  541 ;  Kissoch  v.  C'^'frniJ,  34  Barb.  144. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  a  defendant  and  of  the  subject-matter 
of  the  action  carries  with  it  jurisdiction  of  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ant within  reach  of  the  process  of  the  court  so  far  as  to  render  such 
property  subject  to  the  ordinary  process  of  the  court  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  judgment  which  may  be  rendered  in  the  action.  There- 
fore, as  has  been  stated  if  a  warrant  of  attachment  has  been  vacated, 
and  the  court  has  lost  control  of  the  property  of  the  defendant  during 
the  time  intervening  between  the  vacating  of  the  warrant  and  the  issuing 
of  an  execution,  the  general  property  of  the  defendant,  including  that 
attached,  is  still  subject  to  be  taken  upon  an  execution  issued  upon  a 
judgment  rendered  against  the  defendant  in  the  action,  if  the  court  has 
acquired  jurisdiction  of  his  person  in  one  of  the  modes  authorized  by 
law.  See  vol.  1,  p.  IT.  In  such  case  the  power  of  the  court  6ver  the 
property  of  the  defendant  is  the  same  as  in  an  action  in  which  ho  at- 
tachment has  issued. 

The  proceeding  by  attachment  is  not  the  only  one  in  which  the  cburt 
can  acquire  jurisdiction  of  the  property  of  the  defendant  before  judg- 
ment. In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  chattel  hen,  a  warrant  may  be  is- 
sued by  the  justice  requiring  the  constable  to  Seize  the  chattel  and 
keep  it  safely  to  abide  the  judgment.  Vol.  1,  pp.  153,  154,  §  1740.  In 
an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  property,  he  may,  at  the 
tune  of  issuing  the  summons,  issue  a  requisition  requiring  the  constable 
to  replevy  the  property  in  Suit.  Yol.  1,  p.  19,  §  2921.  But  in  whatever 
manner  the  justice  proceeds  against  the  property  of  the  defendant,  he 
must  follow  the  procedilfe  prescribed  by  the  statute  or  he  will  act 
without  jurisdiction. 

§4.  Jurisdiction  of  tile  subject-matter.  Jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter is  power  to  adjudge  concerning  the  general  question  in- 
volved, and  is  not  dependent  upon  the  state  of  facts  which  may  appear 
in  a  particular  case,  arising  under  that  general  question.  It  is  not 
merely  power  to  act  upon  a  particular  state  of  facts,  but  is  the  power 
to  act  upon  the  general  or  absttact  question,  and  to  determine  and  ad- 
iudge  whethei-  the  particular  facts  presented  call  for  the  exercise  of 
the  abstract  power.  Hunt  v.  Emit,  72  N.  T.  217.  It  does  not  de- 
pend upon  the  ultimate  existence  of  a  good  cause  of  action  m  the 
plaintiff  in  a  particular  case,  but  may  exist  where  from  the  first  to  the 
last  of  the  testimony  in  the  case  it  was  apparent  that  the  plaiiitiflE  had 
no  riglit  of  aetion.  lb. 
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A  justice  may  exercise  his  judicial  authority  within  the  proper  terri- 
torial limits,  and  he  may  issue  process  which  is  proper  in  form,  but  all 
that  will  not  be  of  any  avail  if  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action  is  wanting.  And,  in  cases  relating  to  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action,  the  rule  is,  that  there  must  be  a  clear  and  affirmative  grant  ut 
jurisdiction  or  it  does  not  exist.  For,  since  there  is  no  authority  by 
which  a  justice  can  try  a  civil  action  unless  the  statute  has  conferred 
it,  the  want  of  authority  will  be  as  fatal  if  express  jurisdiction  is  not 
given,  as  though  there  had  been  a  prohibition  of  its  exercise  in  the 
given  case.  Dudley  v.  Mayhew,  3  N.  Y.  9  ;  Beach  v.  Nixon,  9  id.  36. 
BUn  V.  Campbell,  14  Johns.  432 ;  Coffin  v.  Tracy,  3  Oaines,  129.  In 
the  one  case  there  would  be  no  jurisdiction  because  none  was  conferred 
by  law,  and,  of  course,  none  would  exist ;  and,  in  the  other  case,  there 
would  be  no  jurisdiction  because  it  was  expressly  prohibited  ;  the  result 
would  be  precisely  alike  in  both  cases,  viz.,  a  want  of  jurisdiction. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  has  such  jurisdiction  in  civil  actions  and  spe- 
cial proceedings  as  is  specially  conferred  upon  him  by  statute,  and  no 
other.  Yol.  1,  p.  2. 

Breach  of  contract.  He  has  jurisdiction  of  a  civil  action  to  recover 
damages  upon  or  for  a  breach  of  contract,  express  or  implied,  other 
than  a  promise  to  marry,  where  the  sum  claimed  does  not  exceed 
$200.  A  different  limitation  as  to  amount  is  prescribed  by  statute 
for  justices'  courts  of  the  cities  of  Albany  and  Brooklyn,  for  the 
municipal  court  of  the  cities  of  Buffalo  and  Eochester,  and  for  the  Dis- 
trict Courts  of  the  city  of  New  York.  See  a/nte. 

No  action  lies  in  a  justice's  court  for  a  breach  of  a  promise  to  marry. 

Personal  injuries.  The  statute  in  general  terms  gives  a  justice  of 
the  peace  jurisdiction  of  a  civil  action  to  recover  damages  for  a  personal 
injury  where  the  sum  claimed  does  not  exceed  $200,  but  also 
expressly  provides  that  he  shall  not  take  cognizance  of  a  civil  action; 
to  recover  damages  for  an  assault,  battery,  false  imprisonment,  libel, 
slander,  criminal  conversation,  seduction  or  malicious  prosecution.  Yol. 
1,  p.  2. 

In  RicJh  V.  Hogeboom,  i  Denio,  453,  it  was  held  that  trespass  cannot 
be  maintained  in  a  justice's  court  for  tearing  and  injuring  the  plaint- 
iff's clothes,  if  it  appears  that  the  damage  was  done  in  connection  with 
an  assault  on  his  person. 

In  Bull  V.  Golton,  22  Barb.  94,  in  an  action  brought  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  the  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendant  made  an  assault 
upon  the  horse  of  the  plaintiff,  while  said  horse  was  attached  to  a  buggy 
wagon,  "aw,cZ  while  plaintiff  was  in  saAd  wagon,  by  willfully  and  ma- 
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liciously  striking,  whipping,  beating  and  pounding'  said  horse  with  a 
whip  and  hoe,  and  greatly  injured,  hurt  and  damaged  said  horse,  and 
caused  said  horse  to  rear  up,  jump  and  run,  while  said,  plaintiff  was  in 
said  huggy  wagon,  causing  said  horse' to  be  greatly  frightened,  to 
plaintiff's  damage  $100.  Held,  that  the  action  was  not  one  for  an  as- 
sault and  battery  upon  the  complaint  as  put  in ;  but  that  it  was  proper 
for  the  justice  to  permit  the  plaiatiff  to  amend  the  complaint  by  strik- 
ing out  the  allegations  relative  to  the  plaintiff  s  being  in  the  wagon  at 
the  time  of  the  occurrence,  and  that  after  such  amendment,  the  action 
was  clearly  an  action  for  injuring  property,  which  the  justice  had  juris- 
diction to  try. 

Any  actionable  injury  to  the  person  either  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  an- 
other is  a  "  personal  injury,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Vol. 
1,  p.  169,  §  3343,  subd.  9.  See  Coulter  v.  American  Mereha/nti  Union 
Ex.  Co.,  56  ]Sr.  Y.  585. 

Injuries  to  property.  So  a  justice  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to 
recover  damages  for.  an  injury  to  property,  where  the  sum  claimed  does 
not  exceed  $200.  Vol.  1,  p.  2.  The  word  "property"  includes  both  real 
and  personal  property.  Vol.  1, p.  169,  §  3343,  subd.  8.  And  an  "injury 
to  property  "  is  defined  as  an  actionable  act  whereby  the  estate  of  an- 
other is  lessened,  other  than  a  personal  injury,  or  a  breach  of  contract. 
Id.,  subd.  10.  This  definition  needs  defining ;  but  it  is  to  be  presnnaed 
that  the  word  "  another,"  as  used  in  the  definition,  refers  to  a  person 
other  than  the  one  committing  the  actionable  act. 

Civil  Damage  Act.  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction  of  an 
action  to  recover  damages  under  the  "  Civil  Damage  Act,"  where  the 
amount  of  damages  claimed  does  not  exceed  $200 ;  and  a  court  composed 
of  three  justices  of  the  county  has  jurisdiction  ot  such  action  where 
the  amount  of  damages  claimed  does  not  exceed  $500.  Laws  of  1873, 
chap.  646,  §  2.  Whether  an  action  brought  under  this  act  is  to  be  clas- 
sified as  an  action  for  a  personal  injury  or  for  an  injury  to  property 
may  not  always  be  easy  to  determine. 

Fraud.  The  old  Code  provided  that  a  justice  of  the  peace  should 
have  jurisdiction  of  an  action  for  damages  for  fraud  in  the  sale,  pur- 
chase or  exchange  of  personal  property,  if  the  damages  claimed  did 
not  exceed  $200.  Code  of  Proc,  §  53,  subd.  9.  A  similar  provision  is 
made  applicable  by  statute  to  the  municipal  court  of  the  city  of  Roch- 
ester, except  that  the  limitation  as  to  amount  is  $500.  Laws  of  1880, 
chap.  14,  §  245.  The  present  Code  does  not  contain  any  express  pro- 
vision as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  in  an  action  based  on  fraud, 
but  jurisdiction  of  such  actions  is  nevertheless  conferred  by  the  pro- 
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vision  giving  the  justice  jurisdiction  of  actions  for  personal  injuries  or 
injuries  to  property.  See  vol.  1,  p.  2,  §  2862,  subd.  2  ;  Fa/rrvngton  v. 
Bullard,  40  Barb.  512.  A  fraud  of  any  character,  by  which  a  person 
has  sustained  legal  injury,  would  fall  within  the  definition  of  an  in- 
jury to  property,  as  an  "  actionable  act  whereby  the  estate  of  another 
is  lessened." 

Fines  and  penalties.  A  justice  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  for  a 
fine  or  penalty  not  exceeding  $200,  and  when  the  action  is  to  recover 
the  penalties  given  by  the  statutes  relating  to  estrays,  he  has  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  action  without  limitation  as  to  the  amount.  See  vol.  1,  p. 
66,  §  3083. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  or  towns  in  which  a  village,  in- 
corporated under  the  act  for  the  incorporation  of  villages,  is  located, 
has  jurisdiction  in  all  actions  brought  to  recover  fines  or  penalties  for 
the  violation  of  any  provision  of  that  act,  or  of  the  rules,  by-laws,  and 
ordinances  of  the  village,  or  to  recover  any  tax  or  assessment  levied  by 
the  village.  Laws  of  1870,  chap.  291,  §  3,  as  amended  by  Laws  of  1878, 
chap.  59,  §  6. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  recover  penal- 
ties for  a  violation,  within  his  county  or  an  adjoining  county,  of  the 
game  laws  of  this  State,  when  the  amount  of  the  penalties  does  not  ex- 
ceed his  jurisdiction.     Laws  of  1879,  chap.  634,  §  33. 

Bonds  and  jadgments.  He  has  jurisdiction  also  of  an  action  upon 
a  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  money  when  the  sum  claimed 
does  not  exceed  $200,  the  judgment  to  be  rendered  for  the  sum  actu- 
ally due.  He  has  also  jurisdiction  of  an  action  upon  a  surety  bond, 
taken  by  any  justice  of  the  peace,  without  regard  to  its  amount ;  and 
upon  any  judgment  rendered  in  a  court  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  in 
a  District  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  or  in  a  justice's  court  of  a  city 
being  a  court  not  of  record.  Vol.  1,  p.  2.  The  statute  specifies  the  courts 
which  are  not  of  record.  See  vol.  1,  p.  104. 

Under  the  former  Code,  a  justice  of  the  peace  had  jurisdiction  of  an 
action  upon  a  judgment  rendered  in  a  court  of  justice  of  the  peace  or 
by  a  justice,  or  other  inferior  court  in  a  city,  where  such  action  was 
not  prohibited  by  the  seventy-first  section  of  that  act.  See  Code  of 
Proc,  §  53,  subd.  7.  That  section  provided  that  no  action  on  a  judg- 
ment rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  should  be  brought  in  the  same 
county  within  five  years  after  its  rendition  except  in  certain  cases  speci- 
fied. This  limitation  is  still  retained  in  an  action  upon  a  judgment  of 
a  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  municipal  court  of  the  city  of  Roch- 
ester. Laws  of  1880,  chap.  14,  §  245.     But  the  present  Code  does  not 
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contain  this  or  any  other  equivalent  limitation  or  prohibition.  An  ac- 
tion may  now  be  brought  upon  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace  at  any  time  after  its  rendition  ;  but  if  it  is  brought  within 
five  years  from  the  time  the  judgment  was  rendered,  no  costs  can  be 
recovered  in  the  action,  except  in  a  case  specified  by  the  statute.  See 
vol.  1,  p.  87,  §  3164. 

Replevin.  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to 
recover  one  or  more  chattels,  with  or  without  damages  for  the  taking, 
withholding  or  detention  thereof,  where  the  value  of  the  chattel  or  of 
all  the  chattels,  as  stated  in  the  affidavit  made  on  the  part  of  the  plaint- 
iff, does  not  exceed  $200.     Yol.  1,  p.  2 ;  and  see  ante,  21. 

Liens.  It  must  be  remembered  that  the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  of 
the  peace  is  not  limited  to  the  actions  specified  in  section  2861  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  That  act  enumerates  and  classifies  the  dif- 
ferent courts  of  this  State  and  then  provides  generally  that  ' '  each  of 
those  courts  shall  continue  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  and  powers  now 
vested  in  it  by  law,  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  court, 
except  as  otherwise  prescribed  in  this  act."  Yol.  1,  p.  104,  §  4.  The 
word  "  now,"  in  the  section  quoted,  refers  to  the  time  when  the  section 
took  eflfect.  Yol.  1,  p.  170,  subd.  22.  Therefore  whatever  jurisdiction 
was  vested  in  a  justice's  court  at  the  time  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
went  into  effect  is  still  preserved,  unless  taken  away  by  some  other 
provision  of  that  act.  So,  whatever  jurisdiction  has  been  conferred 
upon  justices  of  the  peace  since  the  adoption  of  the  present  Code  is, 
of  course,  to  be  exercised  independent  of  any  power  or  jurisdiction 
expressly  given  by  that  act. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  foreclose  a 
lien  upon  a  chattel  under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  when  the 
amount  for  which  the  lien  is  claimed  does  not  exceed  $200.  Yol.  1,  p. 
153,  §  1737.  He  has  jurisdiction  also  of  an  action  to  foreclose  a  lien 
for  the  keeping,  care  and  pasturage  of  animals  under  "  act  for  the  pro- 
tection of  livery-stable  keepers  and  other  persons  keeping  horses  at 
livery  or  pasture."  Laws  of  1872,  chap.  498,  §  1 ;  Laws  of  1880,  chap. 
145.  He  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  foreclose  the  lien  of  a  board- 
ing-house keeper.  Laws  of  1860,  chap.  446 ;  Laws  of  1876,  chap.  319. 
And  he  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  or  special  proceeding  to  enforce  a 
mechanic's  lien  where  the  amount  of  the  lien  clamed  is  $200  or  under ; 
Laws  of  1873,  chap.  489,  §  8;  of  an  action  to  enforce  a  hen  for  labor 
on  an  oil  well ;  Laws  of  1880,  chap.  440  ;  and  of  an  action  to  enforce 
a  lien  of  a  railroad  employee  for  labor  performed.  Laws  of  1875,  chap. 
392,  §  4. 
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Summary  and  special  proceedings. —  Actions  expressly  excepted. —  Title  to  lands,  etc. 

Summary  and  special  proceedings.  A  justice  has  jurisdiction  of 
a  summary  proceeding  to  recover  tlie  possession  of  real  property  ;  vol. 
1,  p.  157,  §  2234 ;  and  of  special  proceedings  against  animals  running 
at  large  in  public  streets,  highways,  etc.  Yol.  1,  p.  65. 

Without  attempting  to  enumerate  the  several  actions  or  proceedings 
of  which  a  justice  of  a  peace  has  jurisdiction,  it  will  be  sufficient  to 
say,  generally,  that  he  has  jurisdiction  only  where  jurisdiction  is  con- 
ferred by  statute. 

Actions  expressly  excepted.  There  are  certain  actions  of  which  a 
justice  of  the  peace  is  expressly  prohibited  from  taking  cognizance. 
Vol.  1,  p.  2,  §  2863. 

A  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  of  an  action  where  the  people  of  the 
State  are  a  party,  except  for  one  or  more  fines  or  penalties,  not  exceed- 
ing $200 ;  nor  of  any  action  or  proceeding  brought  against  an  executor 
or  administrator,  as  such ;  nor  of  an  action  for  assault,  battery,  false 
imprisonment,  libel,  slander,  criminal  conversation,  seduction  or  mali- 
cious prosecution. 

Title  to  lands  in  question.  A  justice  of  the  peace  cannot  take 
cognizance  of  a  civil  action  where  the  title  to  real  property  comes  in 
question,  either, 

J .  By  a  written  answer,  signed  by  the  defendant,  or  his  agent  or  at- 
torney, and  delivered  to  the  justice  with  the  undertaking  described  in 
section  2952  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  setting  forth  facts  show- 
ing that  the  title  to  real  property  will  come  in  question ;  or, 

2.  Where  it  appears  upon  the  trial,  from  the  plaintiff's  own  showing, 
that  the  title  to  real  property  is  in  question,  and  the  title  is  disputed 
by  the  defendant.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  2,  29,  30. 

The  language  of  the  statute  is  peculiar.  It  declares  that  a  justice 
"  cannot  take  cognizance  of  a  civil  action  where  the  title  to  real  prop- 
erty comes  in  question  "  in  the  manner  above  stated.  But  the  justice 
must  take  cognizance  of  the  action  imtil  the  question  of  title  is  raised 
in  the  proceeding  before  him ;  and  when  the  question  is  raised,  he 
must  entertain  jurisdiction  of  the  action  so  far  as  to  decide  whether  he 
has  jurisdiction  or  not,  and  the  decision  of  this  question  is  necessarily 
an  exercise  of  jurisdiction.  See  ^ing  v.  Poole,  36  Barb.  242.  In  case 
the  defendant  sets  forth  in  his  answer  facts  showing  that  the  title  of 
lands  will  come  in  question,  and  gives  the  proper  undertaking,  the 
action  is  discontinued  at  the  joinder  of  issue.  If  he  does  not  give  the 
undertaking,  the  justice  has  jurisdiction  of  the  action  and  must  pro- 
ceed therein,  and  the  defendant  is  precluded  in  his  defense  from  draw- 
ing the  title  in  question.     Vol.  1,  p.  30.     If,  however,  it  appears  Vipon 
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the  trials  from  the  plaintiff's  own  showing,  that  the  title  to  real  prop- 
erty is  in  question,  and  the  title  is  disputed  by  the  defendant,  the 
justice  must  continue  to  exercise  jurisdiction  so  far  as  to  dismiss  the 
complaint  with  costs,  and  to  render  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  ac- 
cordingly, lb. 

The  language  of  the  statute  is  that  "  upon  the  delivery  of  the  under- 
taking to  the  justice  the  action  before  him  is  discontinued."'  Vol.  1,  p.  30, 
§  2954.  But  this  is  only  the  supposed  equivalent  of  the  language  of  the 
old  Code  which  provided  that  in  such  ease  the  action  "  shall  be  discontin- 
ued." See  Code  of  Proc,  §  57.  If  the  plaintiff's  complaint  sets  up  two 
or  more  causes  of  action  the  defendant  may  interpose  the  defense  that 
the  title  of  land  will  coine  in  question  as  to  one  or  more  of  them  and 
deliver  the  answer  and  undertaking  to  the  justice,  who  must  thereupon 
discontinue  the  action  as  to  those  causes,  and  proceed  as  to  the  remain- 
der. Yol.  1,  p.  31,  §  2958.  The  discontinuance  in  both  cases  is  effected 
by  the  act  of  the  justice  and  not  by  operation  of  law  ;  and  the  justice 
has  the  right  to  determine  whether  the  question  of  title  to  land  has 
been  so  raised  as  to  oust  him  of  jurisdiction  and  render  a  discontinu- 
ance necessary.  The  statute  does  not  mean  to  deprive  the  justice  of 
jurisdiction  absolutely.  It  leaves  him  to  judge  whether  the  title  is  in 
question  or  not,  and  if  he  errs  in  his  decision,  it  seems  that  the  judg- 
ment is  voidable  for  error,  but  not  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  Koon 
V.  Mazuzan,  6  Hill,  44 ;  Bowyer  v.  Sohofield,  1  Abb.  Ct.  App.  177, 
183;  S.  C,  2  Keyes,  628.  But  see. Gage  v.  Hill,  43  Barb.  44;  Balja 
V.  Rawley,  37  How.  120.  It  cannot  be  said,  however,  that  the  ques- 
tion whether  such  judgment  is  void  or  merely  voidable  is  free  froni 
doubt.  In  Lamoure  v.  Ca/ryl,  4  Deuio,  370,  372,  it  was  said  that  when 
title  is  alleged  in  the  answer  and  security  given,  the  justice  no  longer 
has  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  and  should  he  proceed  and  render  judgment, 
such  jud2;ment  would  be  wholly  void,  but  if  the  title  to  land  comes  in 
question  on  the  plaintiff's  own  showing,  and  that  title  is  disputed  by 
the  defendant,  if  the  justice,  notwithstanding,  goes  through  with  the 
cause,  and  renders  judgment  on  the  merits,  his  judgment,  although  er- 
roneous, would  not  be  in  excess  of  jurisdiction.  But  this  discussion 
was  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case,  and  is  not  binding  as  an 
authority.  In  Zange  v.  Benedict,  73  N.  Y.  12,  36,  it  is  said  "a  plea 
of  title  put  in  a  court  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  accordance  with  the 
statute  ousts  of  jurisdiction.  That  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  cause 
originally,  and  the  power  to  pass  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea  and 
accompaaiying  papers.  If  it  should  err,  and  hold  that  jurisdiction  had 
not  been  taken  away,  when  it  had,  would  the  magistrate  be  liable  in  a 
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civil  action,  always  allowing  for  the  difference  in  the  respect  that  that 
court  is  of  limited  and  special  jurisdiction?"  The  court  cites  in  seem- 
ing answer  to  this  question  the  case  of  Striker  v.  Mott,  6  Wend.  465. 
That  case  simply  holds  that  a  party  against  whom  a  judgment  has  been 
rendered  in  justice's  court  after  a  plea  of  title  has  been  interposed,  and 
security  given  or  waived,  is  entitled  to  reverse  the  judgment,  for  the 
reason  that  there  is  no  other  way  to  avoid  its  being  carried  into  efiect, 
as  the  execution  issued  thereon  would  be  valid  on  its  face,  and  would 
protect  the  officer  executing  it. 

The  legislature,  by  requiring  the  defendant  to  set  forth  in  his  answer 
facts  showing  that  the  title  to  real  property  will  come  in  question,  evi- 
dently intended  that  the  justice  should  look  into  the  answer  so  far  as  to 
see  that  the  facts  set  forth  would  raise  the  question  of  title,  as  other- 
wise a  mere  statement  in  the  answer  that  the  question  would  arise 
would  be  all  that  would  be  necessary.  If  the  facts  set  forth  do  not 
show  this,  the  justice  wiU  not  be  ousted  of  jurisdiction. 

It  becomes  important  then  to  consider  when  title  to  land  is  in 
question.  In  the  first  place  it  is  clear  that  the  title  to  land  is  not  in 
question  where  the  sole  point  to  be  determined  is  as  to  who  is  in  actual 
possession  of  the  land.  Fredmiia,  etc.,  Planhroad  Co.  v.  Wait,  27 
Barb.  214 ;  MuUer  v.  Bayard,  15  Abb.  449 ;  JSkle  v.  Quaokenhoss,  6 
Hill,  587 ;  Townsend  y.  Bissell,  5  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  583 ;  S. 
C,  3  Hun,  556  ;  Burnett  v.  Kelly,  10  How.  406;  Squires  v.  Seward, 
16  id.  478.  And  it  should  be  remembered  that  there  is  a  broad  dis- 
tinction between  an  action  of  trespass  to  recover  damages  based  upon 
actual  possession,  and  an  action  which  involves  the  right  to  the  pos- 
session of  land.  In  the  latter  case  a  question  of  title  is  involved. 
Warren  v.  BucMey,  2  Abb.  N.  C.  323 ;  Powers  v.  Conroy,  47  How. 
84 ;  Ehle  v.  Quackenhoss,  6  Hill,  537. 

If,  in  an  action  of  trespass  upon  land,  the  plaintiff  sets  out  in  his 
complaint  the  metes  and  bounds  of  his  premises,  and  the  defendant  in 
his  answer  .admits  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  premises  thus  de- 
scribed, but  denies  that  the  alleged  trespass  was  upon  those  premises, 
the  question  is  simply  one  of  location,  depending  upon  the  accuracy 
of  measurement  and  does  not  involve  the  question  of  title.  Heintz  v. 
DelUnger,  28  How.  39.  Where  an  action  for  trespass  on  lands  is 
brought  in  justice's  court  after  the  title  to  the  locus  in  quo  has  been 
conclusively  determined  as  between  the  parties  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, the  title  cannot  again  come  in  question  before  the  justice  so  as 
to  deprive  him  of  jurisdiction.  Haley  v.  Wheeler,  8  Hun,  5'69.     The 
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question  where  a  stream  ouglit  to  run  may  or  may  not  involve  title  to 
land.  Bowyer  v.  Schofield,  2  Keyes,  628 ;  S.  C,  1  Abb.  Ct.  App.  177. 

The  question  as  to  the  right  to  flow  lands  is  not  within  a  justice's 
Jurisdiction.  Kintz  v.  MoNeal,  1  Denio,  436.  A  claim  to  a  prescrip- 
tive right  to  use  a  well  on  the  premises  of  another  involves  a  question 
of  title.  Gage  v.  Hill,  43  Barb.  44.  The  existence  of  a  riglit  of  way 
over  the  land  of  another  cannot  be  tried  before  a  justice  as  it  involves 
the  question  of  title  to  lands.  Little  v.  Denn,  34  K.  Y.  452  ;  S.  C,  1  Keyes, 
235  ;  34  How.  68 ;  Alleman  v.  Dey,  49  Barb.  641  ;  Hall  v.  Hodshins, 
30  How.  15.  An  action  for  arrears  of  a  perpetual  rent  reserved  by  a 
lease  in  fee  brings  in  question  the  title  to  real  estate.  Main  v  Cooper, 
25  N.  T.  180 ;  S.  0.,  26  Barb.  468.  Where  the  plaintiff  in  his  com- 
plaint alleged  the  ownership  and  possession  of  a  certain  piece  of  land, 
and  alleged  an  entry  thereon  by  the  defendant,  with  teams  and  plows, 
and  the  plowing  up  and  destroying  the  shrubbery,  vines  and  trees 
growing  thereon ;  and  the  defendant  alleged,  in  his  answer,  that  he 
entered  and  took  the  vines,  etc.,  under  and  by  virtiie  of  an  agreement 
made  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  on  the  sale  of  the  premises 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  containing  certain  reservations,  etc. ; 
it  was  held  that,  under  this  issue,  the  title  to  land  came  in  question. 
Powell  V.  Bust,  S  Barb.  507.  In  the  case  last  cited,  the  defendant 
claimed  to  own  the  growing  trees,  etc.,  which  were  a  part  of  the  real 
estate  while  growing,  and  he  based  his  defense  on  the  ground  of  his 
ownership  of  the  trees,  etc. 

If  the  action  is  one  in  the  nature  of  waste,  alleging  a  forfeiture  and 
praying  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  the  land,  title  is  in  ques- 
tion, and  a  justice  has  no  jurisdiction.  Snyder  v.  Beyer,  3  E.  D.  Smith, 
235.  Where  the  defendant  claims  a  right  by  prescription  to  plow  the 
plaintiff's  lands,  title  is  in  question.  Eustace  v.  Tuthill,  2  Johns.  185. 

An  occupant  of  a  house  which  is  damaged  by  blasting  rocks  may 
maintain  an  action  for  the  injury  to  his  possession,  whether  he  is  owner 
or  merely  a  tenant,  and  the  title  to  land  is  not  in  question.  Eardrop  v. 
Gallagher,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  523.  And  so,  in  an  action  for  obstructing  a 
right  of  way,  where  the  defendant  answers  by  a  general  denial,  the 
title  to  real  estate  cannot  be  said  to  be  in  question  so  as  to  oust  a  jus- 
tice's court  of  jurisdiction,  if  the  defendant,  being  called  as  a  witness, 
in  the  course  of  his  testimony  proves  on  his  own  behalf  the  plaintiff's 
title.  The  defendant  himself  having  shown  the  title,  it  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  disputed,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  so  as  to  oust  the 
justice  of  jurisdiction.  Hastings  v.  Glemi,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  402.  So, 
where  a  defendant  had  agreed  to  remove  his  fence,  so  as  to  open  a  road 
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to  its  original  width,  title  is  not  in  question.  Storms  v.  Snyder,  10 
Johns.  109.  If,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  the  defendant  pleads  that  the 
place  where  the  trespass  was  committed  was  a  public  highway,  the  ques- 
tion of  title  will  be  involved.  Whiting  y.  Dudley,  19  Wend.  373; 
Willoughhy  v.  Jenks,  20  id.  96 ;  Randall  v.  GrandaM,  6  Hill,  342 ; 
Dineha/rt  v.  Wells,  2  Barb.  432.  And  the  justice  will  not  have  juris- 
diction to  try  the  question  whether  it  is  a  highway,  even  by  the  consent 
of  both  parties.  lb.     But  see  Learn  v.  Currier,  15  Hun,  184. 

There  is  a  broad  distinction  between  title  and  license.  See  Bahcock 
V.  Titter,  1  Abb.  Ct.  App.  27;  S.  C,  1  Keyes,  115.  And  it  has  been 
repeatedly  held  that  a  plea  of  license  does  not  raise  a  question  of  title 
to  land.  Turner  v.  Yan  Riper,  43  How.  33;  Muller  v.  Bayard,  15 
Abb.  449;  Craven  v.  Price,  63  Barb.  442;  S.  C,  37  How.  15; 
Rathhone  v.  McConnell,  21  N.  Y.  466 ;  S.  C,  20  Barb.  311 ;  Meohl  v. 
Schwieohart,  67  id.  599 ;  Martin  v.  Houghton,  31  How.  82 ;  S.  C,  45 
id.  258;  People  v.  N.  Y.  Com.  Pleas,  18  Wend.  579;  Wichham  v. 
Seely,  18  id.  649 ;  Launits  v.  Barnum,  4  Sandf.  637 ;  DolitUe  v. 
Eddy,  7  Barb.  75 ;  3  Kent's  Com.  452,  453,  orig.  pag.  And  see  the 
note  to  Prince  v.  Case,  and  RericJc  v.  Kern,  2  Am.  Lead.  Cases,  728 
to  777 

Where  the  defendant  cut  down  growing  trees  under  a  parol  license 
and  before  its  revocation,  it  was  held  that,  though  growing  trees  consti- 
tute an  interest  in  land,  yet  a  parol  license  was  a  good  defense  for  acts 
done  before  its  revocation.  Pierrejpont  v.  Barnard,  6  N.  Y.  279. 
So,  where  the  defendant,  by  a  parol  license  of  the  plaintiff,  took 
gravtil  from  the  plaintiff's  land  to  repair  highways,  before  a  revocation 
of  the  permission,  it  was  held  that  the  license  was  a  good  defense. 
Syron  v.  Bldkeman,  22  Barb.  336.  Title  is  not  in  question  in  such 
cases,  for  the  license  admits  the  title  to  be  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  action  would  lie  were  there  no  license. 

O'Reilly  v.  Davies,  4  Sandf.  722,  is  an  instructive  case  on  this 
branch  of  the  law.  The  complaint  was  in  trespass  for  entering  on  the 
plaintiff's  lot  and  blasting  and  carrying  away  rock  and  stone  therefrom. 

The  answer  stated  that  plaintiff  contracted  with  the  defendant 
to  blast  off  the  rock  and  stone,  to  enable  cellars  to  be  made  and  build- 
ings erected  on  the  premises,  and,  among  other  things,  defendant  was 
to  have  the  rock  obtained  in  blasting.  The  court,  by  Sandfoed,  J.,  said : 
, "  We  think,  on  consideration,  that  there  was  no  '  claim  of  title  to  real 
property '  made  by  the  pleadings  in  this  case.  The  answer  admits  the 
plaintiff's  title  unequivocally.  It  attempts  to  justify  what  has  been 
done  by  a  contract,  made  with  the  plaintiff,  to  blast  the  rock  on  his 
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land,  and  remove  it  out  of  his  way,  so  that  he  might  build  houses 
there,  and,  as  a  part  of  his  reward  for  his  labor,  the  rock  removed  was 
to  be  the  defendant's.  This  sets  up  no  title  to  the  rock  in  the  land,  nor 
to  any  part  of-  the  freehold.  It  is  a  contract  to  do  certain  acts  on  the 
plaintiff's  land,  as  his  laborer  or  servant,  and  for  his  benefit.  If  there 
were  such  a  contract,  defendant  had  a  right  to  enter  on  the  land  to  do 
the  work.  If  there  were  none,  his  entry  was  a  trespass.  His  claim  was  no 
more  than  a  license.  It  does  not  savor  of  title.  His  claim  to  the  stone  is 
not  that  he  had  right  or  title  to  them  as  stone  or  rock  in  the  plaintiff's 
soil,  or  as  being  a  part  of  the  soil.  Before  they  were  blasted  out,  he 
could  not  mark  out  or  designate  any  portion  of  the  rock  or  stone  which 
was  his,  or  ever  would  become  his  under  the  contract.  His  claim  of 
right  to  them  was  a  mere  corollary  to  the  execution  of  his  contract  to 
do  labor  for  the  plaintiff,  and  arose  from  its  execution.  It  was  a  claim 
to  the  rock  after  it  was  removed  and  blasted,  not  to  the  rock  attached 
to  the  freehold." 

From  the  principles  stated  and  the  illustrations  given  a  justice  may 
readily  determine  whether  the  answer  interposed  in  the  action  before 
him  sets  forth  the  facts  showing  that  the  title  to  real  property  will 
come  in  question.  If  the  answer  shows  that  the  title  will  come 
in  question  then  one  step  has  been  taken  toward  ousting  him  of 
jurisdiction.  But  a  plea  of  title,  unaccompanied  by  the  undertaking 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  is  a  nullity,  and  does  not  oust  the  justice  of 
jurisdiction.  Vol.  1,  p.  30,  §  2955  ;  Byan  v.  Harrigan,  9  Hun,  520 ; 
LiUU  v.  Denn,  34  N.  Y.  452 ;  S.  C,  1  Keyes,  235  ;  34  How.  68. 
And  if  an  undertaking  is  given,  which  does  not  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute,  the  plea  of  title  will  be  ineffectual  to  work 
a  discontinuance  and  the  justice  will  retain  jurisdiction  of  the  action. 
Kohlbrenner  v.  Elsheimer,  19  Hun,  88. 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  law  that  a  defendant  relying  upon  his  title  as 
a  defense  shall  set  it  up  in  his  answer.  If  he  neglects  to  do  so  he  is 
precluded  from  drawing  title  in  question  by  way  of  defense.  But  if  the 
plaintiff  cannot  make  out  his  case  without  showing  title,  the  defendant 
may  dispute  that  title,  and  the  justice  is  then  bound  to  dismiss  the  action. 
For  although  the  defendant  is  not  permitted  to  show  title  on  his  part, 
the  statute  permits  hiii?  to  dispute  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  if  he  proves 
any  on  the  trial,  and  if  he  does  dispute  that  title,  it  is  fatal  to  the 
plaintiff's  action.  The  only  effect,  therefore,  of  an  omission  of  the 
defendant  to  set  up  title  is  to  deprive  him  of  the  right  to  show  his  title 
in  his  defense,  for  it  does  not  in  any  manner  deprive  him  of  the  right 
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of  disputing  any  title  which  the  plaintifi  may  show  on  the  trial  in 
order  to  make  out  his  case. 

If  the  action  is  brought  for  a  trespass  on  wild,  uncultivated  and 
unoccupied  lands,  the  plaintiff  is  then  compelled  to  prove  his 
title  to  the  lands,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  constructive  pos- 
session. Hubbell  V.  Rochester,  8  Cow.  115 ;  Aihin  v.  Buck,  1 
Wend.  466  ;  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Radcliff,  10  id.  639  ;  Jeffrey  v.  Owen, 
41  IS".  J.  Law,  260.  The  defendant  may  object  to  such  evidence,  dis- 
pute the  plaintiff's  title,  and  insist  on  having  the  action  dismissed  ou 
the  plaintiff's  own  showing,  and  the  justice  is  bound  to  dismiss  the  ac- 
tion. Main  v.  Cooper,  26  Barb.  468 ;  S.  C.  affirmed,  25  IST.  Y.  468 ; 
Balja  V.  Rawley,  37  How.  120;  Gage  v.  Hill,  43  Barb.  44.  If  ihe 
defendant  does  not  object  to  the  evidence,  nor  expressly  dispute  the 
plaintiff's  title,  the  justice  may  receive  the  plaintiff's  deed  in  evidence, 
and  render  a  judgment  in  his  favor,  which  will  be  entirely  valid.  Koon 
V.  Mazuzan,  6  Hill,  44 ;  Adams  v.  Beach,  id.  271 ;  Bellows  v.  Saek- 
ett,  15  Barb.  97;  Bowyer  v.  Schofield,  1  Abb.  Ct.  App.  177;  S.  C,  2 
Keyes,  628 ;  Eagle  v.  Swayze,  2  Daly,  140.  For  the  Code  requires 
the  justice  to  dismiss  the  action  when  title  is  in  question,  even  on  the 
plaintiff's  own  showing,  only  in  case  the  title  is  disputed  by  the  de- 
fendant. And  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  the  defendant  is  bound 
to  dispute  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  before  the  justice  by  calling  his  at- 
tention to  it,  and  disputing  it,  or  the  objection  will  be  of  no  avail  on 
appeal.  Koon  v.  Mazuzan,  6  Hill,  44 ;  Adams  v.  Beach,  id.  271 ; 
Ryan  v.  Harrigam,,  9  Hun,  520  ;  Browne  v.  Schofield,  8  Barb.  239 ; 
Adams  v.  Rivers,  11  id.  390;  Bellows  v.  Sackett,  15  id.  97. 

Where  a  deed  of  land  is  offered  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  in  a 
justice's  court,  to  prove  the  mere  fact  of  the  purchase  of  the  land  as 
evidence  of  the  performance  of  a  condition  precedent  to  defendant's 
liability  upon  a  written  instrument  whicli  is  the  foundation  of  the 
action,  it  is  admissible,  although  the  title  is  disputed  by  the  defendant  as 
insufficient  to  convey  the  premises.  Its  admission  in  such  a  case,  and 
for  such  a  purpose,  does  not  draw  the  title  to  the  premises  in  question 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  oust  the  justice  of  jurisdiction.  Nichols  v. 
Bain,  27  How.  286 ;  S.  C,  42  Barb.  353.  When  a  deed  is  put  in 
evidence  in  an  action  for  a  collateral  purpose,  it  does  not  bring  in  ques- 
tion the  title  to  land.  Clow  v.  Van  Loon,  4  Hun,  184 ;  S.  C,  6  N.  Y. 
Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  458  ;  Taylor  v.  Scoville,  54  Barb.  34 ;  S.  C,  3  Hun, 
301.  It  may  sometimes  be  a  question  what  is  disputing  the  title 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Code. 

And  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  whenever  the  defendant  on  the  trial 
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below  distinctly  asserts  that  the  title  is  in  question  on  the  plaintiff's 
own  showing,  and  he  asks  the  justice  to  dismiss  the  action  for  that  rea- 
son, this  will  be  entirely  sufficient  as  an  objection  to  raise  the  question 
of  title. 

And  where  the  parties  actually  litigate  the  title  by  the  introduction 
of  evidence  of  title  on  both  sides,  that  is  sufficient  to  raise  the  question 
of  title.  Whiting  v.  Dudley,  19  Wend.  373 ;  Striker  v.  Mott,  6  id. 
465.  In  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  firewood,  the  defendant  set 
Tip  in  his  answer  these  facts,  viz.,  that  such  wood  grew  and  was  cut 
upon  the  Tonawanda  reservation  in  the  county  of  Genesee  ;  that  such 
reservation  is  Indian  lands,  and  is  owned  and  occupied  by  the  Seneca 
Nation  of  Indians  ;  that  such  Indians  reside  thereon ;  that  the  defend- 
ants are  Seneca  Indians,  and  occupy  and  reside  on  the  said  reservation, 
and  are  members  of  said  nation,  and  that  in  their  own  right  as  such 
Indians  they  took,  carried  away,  etc.  It  was  held  that  this  raised  a 
question  of  title  to  lands.  Smith  v.  Mitten,  13  How.  325. 

The  fact  that  a  defendant  in  an  action  for  trespass  on  lands  might 
plead  title,  give  the  statutory  undertaking,  and  remove  the  cause  to 
another  court  where  the  question  of  title  could  be  htigated,  but  does 
not  do  so,  will  not  prevent  him  from  maintaining  ejectment  against  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action  of  trespass  and  litigating  the  question  of  title  in 
that  action.  If  all  that  was  tried  in  the  action  before  the  justice  was 
the  question  of  actual  occupation  and  the  amount  of  damages  sustained 
by  reason  of  the  trespass,  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  in  that 
action  will  not  bar  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  him,  or  estop  him 
from  litigating  the  question  of  title  in  the  latter  action  as  that  question 
was  in  no  way  involved  or  determined  in  the  prior  action.  Masten  v. 
OIgoU,  24  Hun,  587.  See  Gage  v.  HiU,  43  Barb.  44. 

The  statute  provides  that  the  municipal  court  of  Buffalo  and  the 
municipal  court  of  the  city  of  Eochester  shall  not  have  cognizance  of 
any  action  where  the  title  to  real  property  shall  come  in  question  ;  but 
that  when  such  question  arises,  the  pleadings  and  practice  shall  be  the 
same  as  are  now  provided  by  law  for  justices'  courts  in  regard  thereto. 
Laws  of  1880,  chap.  344,  §  6  ;  id.,  chap.  14,  §  246. 

Demands  exceeding  $400.  A  justice  of  the  peace  cannot  take 
cognizance  of  a  civil  action  when,  in  a  matter  of  account,  the  sum 
total  of  the  accounts  of  both  parties,  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
justice,  exceed  $400.     Vol.  1,  p.  2. 

In  the  justice  court  of  the  city  of  Albany  and  in  the  municipal 
court  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  the  corresponding  limitation  as  to  amount 
is  $600,  while  in  the  municipal  court;  of   Eochester  it  is  |1,000.     See 
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vol.  1,  p.  104,  §  4 ;  Laws  of  1880,  chap.  344,  §  5 ;  id.,  chap.  14,  §  245. 
The  construction  of  the  general  statute  only  will  be  considered  in  this 
connection,  as  the  principles  and  decisions  applicable  to  that  statute 
are  equally  applicable  to  the  others,  due  allowance  being  made  as  to 
the  difference  in  jurisdiction  as  to  anaount. 

Although  the  statute  provides  that  a  justice  of  the  peace  shall  not 
take  cognizance  of  a  civil  action  where,  in  a  matter  of  account,  the  sum 
total  of  the  accounts  of  both  parties,  proved  to  his  satisfaction, 
exceed  $400,  it  does  not  deprive  him  of  all  jurisdiction  of  the 
action  from  its  inception  in  a  sense  that  all  his  proceedings  therein  are 
without  jurisdiction  and  void  in  case  the  sum  total  of  the  accounts  of 
both  parties  exceed  that  sum.  The  statute  invests  the  justice  with  the 
power  of  adjudicating  the  question  whether  the  accounts  do  in  fact  ex- 
ceed that  sum,  and  fixes  the  time  when  he  may  decide  it,  to  wit,  when 
the  fact  shall  be  proved  to  his  satisfaction.  This  period  cannot  arrive 
until  the  trial  has  commenced,  and  the  proof  have  been  entered  upon. 
Until  he  decides  this  question  he  has  jurisdiction  to  act.  Glackin  v. 
Zeller,  52  Barb.  14Y.  When  this  fact  is  proved  to  his  satisfaction  he 
must  render  a  judgment  of  discontinuance  against  the  plaintiff  with 
costs.  Vol.  1,  p.  29,  §  2950.  The  amount  may  be  proved  by  the  admis- 
sion of  the  parties,  or  by  oral  or  documentary  evidence,  but  unless 
proved  by  some  or  all  of  these  kinds  of  proof,  the  justice  has  jurisdic- 
tion and  must  proceed  with  the  tiial  of  the  issues.  Bradner  v. 
Howa/rd,  14  Hun,  420  ;  S.  0.  affirmed,  75  N.  Y.  417. 

The  first  thing  to  be  noticed  is,  that  the  statute  does  not  apply  unless 
the  accounts  or  claims  litigated  exceed  $400.  For,  if  the  accounts  have 
exceeded  $400,  but  the  parties  have  settled  and  struck  a  balance,  so 
that  the  amount  in  controversy  is  less  than  that  sum,  the  justice  will 
have  jurisdiction.  Ahernathy  v.  Ahernathy,  2  Cow.  413,  416.  So 
where  the  accounts  have  exceeded  $400,  and  the  amount  has  been  re- 
duced hy  payments  to  less  than  that  sum,  the  justice  has  jurisdiction. 
Matteson  v.  Bloomfield,  10  Wend.  555,  and  note  at  the  end  of  case ; 
Ward  V.  Ingraham,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  538  ;  Crim  v.  Cronkhite,  15  How. 
250.     See  Lund  v.  Broadhead,  41  Id.  146. 

In  Hoodless  v.  Brundage,  8  How.  263,  the  plaintiff  sued  the  defend- 
ant on  a  promissory  note  which,  with  interest,  amounted  to  $258.60, 
but  claimed  and  demanded  judgment  for  a  balance  only  of  $95.85.  The 
defendant,  on  the  trial,  proved  his  account  to  be  $253.48,  and  the 
referee  reported  a  balance  due  the  plaintiff  of  $5.20.  The  question 
was,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  costs  on  the  ground  that  the 
demands  of  the  parties  allowed  by  the  referee  in  the  aggregate  ex- 
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ceeded  $400,  and  therefore  deprived  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  jurisdic- 
tion. Held^  that  he  was  not.  The  only  claim  proved  was  the  defend- 
ant's claim,  which,  with  the  plaintifE's  demand,  was  short  of  $400.  If 
the  plaintiff's  claim  exceeded  $400,  and  the  amount  is  reduced  by  a  set- 
off to  ?i  sum  less  than  $100,  the  justice  will  not  have  jurisdiction  even 
if  the  amount  of  the  recovery  does  not  exceed  six  cents.  Stillwell  v. 
Stofples,  3  Abb.  36*5  ;  S.  C,  5  Duer,  691.  If  the  pleadings  show  that 
the  amount  of  the  accounts  on  both  sides  exceeds  $400,  and  the  parties 
on  the  trial  admit  the  correctness  of  the  items,  and  the  balance  re- 
covered is  less  than  $100,  the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction,  for  the  ad- 
missions of  the  parties  would  be  proving  the  accounts  within  the 
statute.     Stillwell  v.  Staples,  3  Abb.  365  ;  S.  C,  5  Duer,  691. 

In  OiUilcund  v.  Campbell,  18  How.  177,  an  action  was  brought  upon 
a  promissory  note  for  $186,  given  on  a  settlement  of  accounts  between 
the  parties,  and  a  defense  interposed  on  the  ground  of  a  mistake  in  fact 
as  to  any  amount  being  due  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  referee,  on  the 
trial,  examined  all  the  accounts  between  the  parties,  which  exceeded 
$2,000,  and  corrected  the  errors  committed  in  their  settlement,  which 
reduced  the  amount  of  the  note  down  to  $26.12,  and  thereupon  re- 
ported his  conclusions  of  fact,  and  added  thereto  his  conclusion  of  law, 
"  that  the  plaintiff  recover  of  the  defendant  $26.12,  with  costs."  Held, 
that  by  the  facts  found  a  justice  of  the  peace  had  no  jurisdiction  of 
the  action. 

Where  the  amount  of  the  accounts,  still  subsisting  open  and  un- 
liquidated between  the  parties,  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  the  evidence 
is  conflicting,  the  determination  of  the  justice  upon  that  point  "is 
necessarily  as  conclusive  as  upon  any  other  question  of  fact  where  his 
jurisdiction  is  not  affected  by  his  finding.  And  if,  under  such  circum- 
stances, the  justice  decides  that  the  accounts  of  the  parties,  as  proved 
to  his  satisfaction,  exceed  $400,  and  that  he  is,  therefore,  ousted  of  his 
jurisdiction,  the  County  Court  has  no  right  to  reverse  his  judgment,  on 
appeal.  Parker  v.  Eaton,  25  Barb.  122.  And  see  Sheldon  v.  Wright, 
5  N.  T.  497  ;  Skinnion  v.  Kellet/,  18  id.  355.  If  the  defendant 
raises  an  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  upon  the  ground  that 
the  accounts  of  the  parties  at  issue  exceed  $400,  and  procures  a  discon- 
tinuance of  the  action,  he  vsdll  be  estopped  from  afterward  asserting 
that  the  justice  had  jurisdiction  of  the  action  when  sued  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  the  question  of  costs  depends  upon  the  question  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  justice.  Bradner  v.  Howard,  75  N.  Y.  417.  But  whether 
a  defendant  would  be  concluded  by  a  judgment  of  dismissal,  rendered 
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on  the  motion  of  the  justice  without  the  intervention  of  the  defendant, 
is  not  so  clear. 

While  a  party  may  be  estopped  by  his  acts  from  questioning  the  juris- 
diction of  a  justice  of  the  peace  as  to  the  subject-matter  of  an  action  or 
special  proceeding,  he  cannot,  by  his  acts,  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the 
justice  over  the  subject-matter.  Consent  can  never  confer  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter.  Henry  v.  Cuyler,  17  Johns.  469 ;  McMahon 
V.  Eauhr,  47  N.  Y.  67;  Eundolf  v.    Thalheimer,  12  Id.  693,  600. 

It  is  as  essential  that  a  justice  of  the  peace  should  have  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter  of  a  cause  of  action  set  up  in  an  answer  by  way  of 
counter-claim  in  an  action  pending  before  him,  as  of  a  cause  of  action  set 
up  in  the  complaint.  A  counter-claim  cannot  be  interposed  unless  it  is 
of  such  a  nature  that  a  justice's  court  has  jurisdiction  of  a  cause  of  action 
founded  thereon.  Yol.  1,  p.  27,  §  2947.  If  a  counter-claim  is  inter- 
posed, setting  up  a  cause  of  action  of  which  a  justice  has  no  jurisdiction, 
he  should  disregard  it  and  treat  i,t  as  a  nullity  and  refuse  to  receive  any 
evidence  in  its  support. 

§  5.  Personal  disqualifications.  The  administration  of  justice 
ought  to  be  impartial.  And  there  ought  not  to  be  the  slightest  cause 
for  questioning  the  purity  of  the  motives  of  the  justice.  The  confi- 
dence of  the  people  in  any  tribunal  must  be  founded  upon  the  intelli- 
gence and  the  integrity  which  it  exhibits  in  the  course  of  its  proceedings. 
The  circumstances  which  influence  the  mind  are  frequently  very  power- 
ful, even  when  the  person  affected  is  unconscious  of  it.  A  juror  who 
has  heard  the  circumstances  of  a  case,  and  has  formed  an  opinion,  is 
not  permitted  to  sit  as  juror  at  the  trial. 

And  a  justice  ought  to  be  as  far  above  suspicion  as  a  juror ;  and,  for 
that  reason,  a  justice  ought  never  to  advise  with  either  of  the  parties  in 
relation  to  the  law  of  the  case  on  the  merits,  nor  as  to  the  manner  of 
prosecuting  the  cause.  It  is  impossible  for  a  justice  to  counsel  either 
party  in  relation  to  the  cause,  and  then  to  feel  entirely  indifferent 
whether  the  advice  given  or  the  opinion  expressed  shall  prove  correct. 
And  this  is  of  the  highest  importance,  since  the  justice  must  sit  in  judg- 
ment upon  that  opinion ;  for  it  would  be  most  strange,  indeed,  if  the 
opinion  expressed  did  not  produce  any  influence  upon  either  the  judg- 
ment or  the  feelings  of  the  justice.  But,  however  that  may  be,  and 
however  just  the  action  of  the  justice  might  be  under  such  circumstan- 
ces, yet  the  opposite  party  could  not  fail  to  feel  that  there  were  just 
and  reasonble  grounds  to  question  his  impartiality.  And,  therefore, 
no  justice  ought  to  place  himself  in  a  position  so  questionable.  Every 
one  who  has  observed  the  action  of  the  human  mind  must  have  seen 
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how  naturally  it  sides  with  one  party  or  the  other,  even  when  no  part 
is  taken  in  the  controversy  ;  and  for  that  reason  the  justice  should 
make  impartiality  his  constant  study  in  all  his  official  acts.  A  justice 
cannot,  like  a  juror,  be  challenged  because  he  has  expressed  an  opinion 
in  the  cause.  McDowell  v.  Van  Deusen,  12  Johns.  356.  The  only 
remedy  of  a  party  in  such  a  case  is  to  call  for  a  jury,  which  is  hable  to 
challenges  until  an  impartial  one  is  obtained. 

In  one  case  in  the  Delaware  County  Court,  it  was  held  by  Gleason, 
county  judge,  that  judgment  must  be  reversed  where  it  appeared  that 
the  justice  who  rendered  it  had  himself  acted  as  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
before  another  justice  for  the  same  claim ;  and  that  he  refused  to  dis- 
miss the  action  when  pending  before  him  although  the  defendant  ap- 
plied to  him  to  do  so.  Cwrrvngton  v.  Andrews,  12  Abb.  348.  See,  also, 
People  V.  Clarh,  21  Barb.  214.  The  Code  expressly  provides  that  a 
judge  shall  not  sit  as  such  in  or  take  any  part  in  the  decision  of  a  cause 
or  matter  in  which  he  has  been  attorney  or  counsel.  Vol.  1,  p.  106, 
§40.  The  word  "judge"  includes  a  justice  of  the  peace.  Vol.  1, 
p.  168,  §  3843.     See  Ca/rrington  v.  Andrews,  12  Abb.  348. 

Interest  of  the  justice,  or  a  party  to  the  record.  There  are  cases, 
however,  in  which  a  justice,  on  accoimt  of  reasons  personal  to  himself, 
cannot  sit  as  a  judge  or  a  justice  in  the  cause  even  if  he  would.  The 
statute  declares  that  a  judge  shall  not  sit  in  or  take  part  in  the  decision 
of  a  cause  of  matter  to  which  he  is  a  party,  or  in  which  he  has  been 
attorney  or  counsel,  or  in  which  he  is  interested,  or  if  he  is  related  by 
consanguinity  or  affinity  to  any  party  to  the  controversy  within  the 
sixth  degree.  Laws  of  1883,  chap.  234,  §  1.  This  statute  applies  to 
justices  of  the  peace  as  well  as  to  judges  of  courts  of  record.  Every 
judgment  rendered  in  violation  of  the  statute  is  utterly  void,  and  in- 
capable of  being  made  good  by  any  omission,  waiver  or  consent. 
Chamhers  v.  Clearwater,  1  Abb.  Ct.  App.  341 ;  S.  C,  1  Keyes,  310 ; 
affirming  41  Barb.  200. 

The  present  provisions  of  the  Code  in  respect  to  disqualification  for 
interest  is  a  mere  re-enactment  of  a  former  statute  which  had  been 
the  subject  of  judicial  construction  in  a  number  of  reported  cases. 
These  decisions  are  as  applicable  now  as  formerly,  and  will  be  cited 
here  as  if  rendered  under  the  present  Code  and  in  construction  of  that 
act. 

It  is  scarcely  possible  to  conceive  of  a  case  in  which  a  justice  of  the 
peace  would  be  named  as  a  party  to  the  record  in  an  action  brought 
before  himself.  But  it  has  been  held  that  the  statute  extends  to  the 
party  beneficially  interested  as  well  as  the  real  party.  Foot  v.  Morgan, 
1  Hill,  654.     And  where  several  persons  are  necessary  to  form  a  court. 
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or  to  constitute  a  quorum  of  it,  for  the  transaction  of  business,  if  any 
one  of  those  members  necessary  to  form  a  court,  or  a  quorum  thereof, 
are  parties  to  the  action,  the  judgment  will  be  void.  Converse  v.  Mc- 
Arthur,  17  Barb.  410  ;  Baldwin  v.  McArthur,  id.  414. 

In  these  cases  it  is  not  important  that  the  justice  is  not  the  only  one 
interested ;  that  his  interest  is  remote  and  trifling ;  or,  that  it  is  in 
common  with  many  others ;  for,  when  he  is  a  party  to  the  record,  the 
statute  declares  that  he  cannot  sit  as  a  judge.  And,  where  one  of 
the  justices  who  sat  as  a  member  of  a  court  of  sessions,  was  also, 
at  the  same  time,  a  superintendent  of  the  poor  of  the  county  who  ap- 
plied for  and  obtained  an  order  for  the  maintenance  of  a  poor  person, 
it  was  held  that  the  order  was  void.  Last  two  cases  cited.  In  these 
cases,  the  county  judge  and  the  other  justice  of  sessions  were  as  much 
interested  in  the  event  of  the  action  of  the  court  as  the  one  who  was 
named  as  a  party  to  the  proceeding ;  but  the  causes  were  not  decided 
upon  the  question  of  interest,  for  the  reason  that  the  members  of  the 
court  were  remotely  interested  as  tax  payers ;  but  upon  the  express 
ground  that  one  of  the  members  of  the  court  was  named  as  a  party  to 
the  record. 

An  interest  in  the  event  of  the  action  is  equally  a  disqualification 
of  a  judge  or  a  justice.  But  it  must  be  an  interest  in  the  event  of  the 
action  in  which  he  sits  as  a  judge  or  justice,  or  he  will  not  be  dis- 
qualified. That  he  is  interested  in  similar  cavises  is  of  no  consequence, 
so  long  as  he  has  no  interest  in  the  cause  which  he  tries  as  a  justice. 
It  does  not  matter  in  what  manner  he  may  hold  his  interest ;  whether 
as  a  single  individual,  or  as  a  member  of  a  corporation  ;  for,  when  a 
corporation  is  a  party,  either  as  a  defendant  or  as  a  plaintiff,  if 
the  justice  is  a  member  of  the  corporation,  he  cannot  sit  as  justice. 
The  statute  is  to  be  so  construed  as  to  disqualify  the  justice  in  every 
case  in  which  he  has  a  pecuniary  interest,  which  is  directly  involved 
in  the  determination  of  the  action  which  is  tried  before  him.  Wash- 
ington Ins.  Co.  V.  Price,  1  Hopkins,  1 .  The  test  is,  to  determine 
whether  he  has  a  direct  personal  pecuniary  interest  in  the  event  of  the 
particular  action,  and  whether  the  judgment  directly  affects  that  interest ; 
if  it  does  he  cannot  sit  as  a  justice  in  the  cause. 

There  is  a  partial  qualification  of  the  statute  when  a  town  is  a  party 
to  the  action.  The  statute  provides :  "  Any  action  in  favor  of  a  town, 
which,  if  brought  by  an  individual,  could  be  prosecuted  before  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  may  be  prosecuted  by  such  town,  in  like  manner, 
before  any  such  justice ;  but  no  action  to  recover  a  penalty  given  to  a 
town  shall  be  brought  before  any  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  residing 
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in  the  town  for  the  benefit  of  which  the  same  is  prosecuted  ;  but  ail 
such  actions  may  be  brought  before  any  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace 
residing  in  any  other  town  in  the  same  county."  1  R.  S.  837,  §  5  (5th 
ed.).  This  section  applies  to  those  cases  only  in  which  the  town  sues 
in  its  corporate  capacity  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty.  And,  therefore, 
where  an  action  was  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  the  names 
of  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  to  recover  a  penalty  for  a  violation  of  the 
excise  law,  in  selling  spirituous  liquors  without  a  license,  it  was  held, 
that,  although  the  penalty,  when  recovered,  was  to  be  apphed  to  the 
use  of  the  poor  of  the  town  in  which  the  justice  resided,  he  neverthe- 
less had  jurisdiction.  Wood  v.  Bice,  6  Hill,  58 ;  Corwein  v.  Sames, 
11  Johns.  76.  Therefore,  in  all  actions  brought  by  town  officers,  as 
such,  in  their  own  names,  for  the  recovery  of  penalties,  the  justices  of 
the  same  town  will  have  jurisdiction,  notwithstanding  the  penalties, 
when  collected,  are  directed  by  statute  to  be  applied  to  the  use  of  the 
poor  of  the  same  town. 

There  is  one  important  exception  to  the  general  statutory  rule  that  a 
judge  shall  not  sit  in  a  case  in  which  he  is  interested.  If  a  judicial  officer 
has  not  such  an  interest  in  a  case  that  the  result  must  necessarily  affect 
his  person  or  pecuniary  interest,  or  where  his  interest  is  minute,  and  he 
has  so  exclusive  a  jurisdiction  by  Constitution  or  statute  that  his  refusal 
to  act  in  the  case  will  prevent  any  proceeding  in  it,  he  may  act  so  far 
as  to  prevent  a  failure  of  remedy.     Matter  of  Ryers,  72  N.  Y.  1. 

Relationship  to  parties.  But  there  are  other  personal  disqualifica^ 
tions  than  those  of  being  pecuniarily  interested  in  the  action,  or  of  being 
a  party  to  it. 

Kelationship,  either  by  consanguinity  or  by  affinity,  to  either  of  the 
parties  to  the  action  is  a  disqualification  of  the  justice. 

Impartiality  in  the  administration  of  justice  is  one  of  its  essential 
elements ;  and,  where  there  is  partiality  in  that  administration,  there  is 
also  certain  injustice  to  one  of  the  parties. 

Nothing  is  more  likely  to  bias  the  judgment  and  the  feelings  of  a 
justice  than  his  relationship  to  one  of  the  parties  ;  for  that  attachment 
which  exists  for  relatives  is  founded  in  the  best  feelings  and  principles 
of  our  nature.  And  it  is  a  wise  provision  of  the  law  which  forbids  a 
ju^ice  from  sitting  in  such  a  case,  since  it  is  important  to  the  public 
interests  that  there  should  be  implicit  confidence  in  all  courts,  and  in 
the  belief  that  they  will  administer  impartial  justice  alike  to  all,  in 
whatever  circumstances  or  condition. 

But  it  must  be  remembered  that,  at  common  law,  judges  were  not  sub- 
ject to  the  same  disqualifications  as  jurors,  and  there  are  at  the  present 
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time  many  grounds  of  challenge  to  a  juror  which  are  not  applicable 
to  judges.  At  common  law,  the  only  ground  upon  which  a  judge 
could  be  excluded  from  acting  was  interest  in  the  cause.  This  disability 
was  founded  upon  the  maxim  that  no  man  can  be  a  judge  in  his  own 
cause.  Consanguinity  to  either  of  the  parties,  though  good  cause  for  chal- 
lenge to  a  juror  did  not  disqualify  a  judge,  for  favor  would  not  be  pre- 
sumed in  a  judge.  And  before  the  statute  upon  the  subject  in  this  State, 
although  judges  voluntarily  withdrew  from  the  bench  in  some  cases  by 
reason  of  consanguinity  to  parties,  and  the  judgments  of  inferior  magis- 
trates were  closely  scrutinized  where  the  relationship  was  near,  it  was 
not  held  that  such  relationship  rendered  those  judgments  void. 
Eggleston  v.  Smiley,  17  Johns.  133  ;  Pierce  v.  Sheldon,  13  id.  191 ; 
Matter  of  Dodge  and  Stevenson  Manvf.  Co.,  77  N.  T.  101.  And  as, 
the  disquahflcation  of  a  judge  by  reason  of  consanguinity  depends 
upon  the  statute,  the  existence  of  the  disqualification  must  be  deter- 
mined from  the  statute  and  cannot  be  extended  beyond  it.     lb. 

The  first  question  is,  what  is  such  a  relationship  by  consanguinity  or 
affinity  as  will  disqualify  a  justice  ?  Affinity  properly  means  the  tie 
which  arises  between  the  husband  and  the  blood  relatives  of  the  wife, 
and  between  the  wife  and  the  blood  relatives  of  the  husband,  in  conse- 
'  quence  of  the  marriage  ;  and,  therefore,  while  the  marriage  tie  remains 
unbroken,  the  blood  relatives  of  the  wife  stand  in  the  same  degree  of 
a£mity  to  the  husband  that  they  do  in  consanguinity  to  her.  But 
there  is  no  affmAiy  between  the  blood  relatives  of  the  husband  and  the 
blood  relatives  of  the  wife.  Paddock  v.  Wells,  2  Barb.  Cb.  331 ; 
Highe  v.  Leonard,  1  Denio,  186. 

Qonscmguinity  is  that  relation  which  subsists  among  all  the  dif- 
ferent persons  who  descended  from  the  same  stock  or  common  an- 
cestor. Some  portion  of  the  blood  of  the  common  ancestor  flows 
through  the  veins  of  all  his  descendants,  and  though  mixed  with  the 
blood  flowing  from  many  other  famihes,  yet  it  constitutes  the  kindred 
or  alliance  by  blood  between  any  two  of  the  individuals. 

This  relation  by  blood  is  of  two  kinds,  lineal  and  collateral.  Lineal 
consanguinity  is  that  relation  which  exists  among  persons  where  one  is 
descended  from  the  other,  as  between  the  son  and  the  father,  or  the 
grandfather,  and  so  upward  in  a  direct  ascending  line ;  or  the  grandson, 
and  so  downward  in  a  direct  descending  line. 

Collateral  consanguinity  is  the  relation  subsisting  among  persons 
who  descend  from  the  same  common  ancestor,  but  not  from  each  other. 
It  is  essential,  to  constitute  this  relation,  that  they  spring  from  the 
same  common  root  or  stock,  but  in  difEerent  branches.     The  mode  of 
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computing  the  degrees  is  to  discover  the  common  ancestor,and  beginning 
with  him,  to  reckon  downwards,  and  the  degree  of  the  two  persons,  or 
the  more  remote  of  them,  is  distant  from  the  ancestor,  is  the  degree  of 
kindred  subsisting  between  them.  For  instance,  two  brothers  are  related 
to  each  other  in  the  first  degree,  because  from  the  father  to  each  of 
them  is  one  degree.  An  uncle  and  a  nephew  are  related  to  each  other 
in  the  second  degree,  because  the  nephew  is  two  degrees  distant  from 
the  common  ancestor ;  and  this  rule  of  computation  is  extended  to  the 
remotest  degrees  of  collateral  relationship.  This  is  the  mode  of  com- 
putation by  the  common  and  the  canon  law.  Bouv.  Law  Diet.,  title 
Consanguinity.  Chancellor  Kent  says,  4  Com.  412,  original  paging : 
"  In  the  mode  of  computing  the  degrees  of  consanguinity,  the  civil  law, 
which  is  generally  followed  upon  that  point,  begins  with  the  intestate, 
and  ascends  from  him  to  a  common  ancestor,  and  descends  from  that 
common  ancestor  to  the  next  heir,  reckoning  a  degree  for  each  person, 
as  well  in  the  ascending  as  descending  lines.  According  to  this 
rule  of  computation,  the  father  of  the  intestate  stands  in  the  first 
degree,  his  brother  in  the  second,  and  his  brother's  children  in  the 
third  ;  or,  the  grandfather  stands  in  the  second  degree,  the  uncle  in  the 
third,  the  cousins  in  the  fourth,  and  so  on  in  &  series  in  genealogical 
order. "  The  degree  is  now  ascertained  by  ascending  from  the  judge 
to  the  common  ancestor;  and  descending  to  the  party,  counting  a 
degree  for  each  person  in  both  lines,  in  chiding  the  judge  and  party, 
and  excluding  the  common  ancestor.     Laws  of  1883,  chap,  234,  §  1. 

There  are  several  cases  which  show  what  persons  are  so  related  to  the 
justice  as  to  disqualify  him  from  acting.  In  Edwards  v.  Russell,  21 
Wend.  63,  the  justice  and  the  plaintiff  were  cousins,  and  the  justice 
dismissed  the  action  on  account  of  relationship,  but  rendered  judgment 
against  the  plaintiff  for  costs.  It  was  held  that  the  judgment  must  be 
reversed,  because  the  justice  had  no  authority  to  render  any  judgment 
whatever.  In  RcmdallY.  Hall,  Lalor's  Sup.  to  Hill  &  Denio,  239,  the 
justice  and  the  defendant  were  second  cousins.  The  justice  dismissed 
the  action,  and  rendered  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the  costs  of 
the  justice  and  those  of  the  constable,  and  nothing  more.  This  judg- 
ment was  reversed.  In  Post  v.  Black,  5  Denio,  m,  the  justice  and  the 
plaintiff  were  second  cousins,  and  the  judgment  rendered  was  reversed. 
In  Foot  V.  Morgan,  1  Hill,  654,  it  was  held  that  a  judgment  was  void 
where  the  plaintiff  was  a  nominal  party,  and  the  real  party  in  interest 
was  a  person  who  had  married  a  sister  of  the  justice's  wife,  and  both 
wives  were  living  at  the  time  the  judgment  was  rendered.  And  see 
Cam  V.  Ingham,  7  Cow.  478,  and  note  a.  In  Place  v.  Butternuts 
Woolm  Co.,  28  Barb.  503,  the  justice  was  a  brother  to  one  of  the  stock- 
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holders  in  the  defendant  corporation.  The  corporation  asked  to  have 
the  action  dismissed  for  that  reason.  The  justice  refused,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  judgment.  This  judgment  was  aflBrmed  by  the  County 
Court,  but  was  reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  the  ground  that  a 
brother  of  the  justice  was  a  stockholder  of  the  company  defendant. 
The  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  rested  mainly  upon  the  authority  of 
Foot  V.  Morgam;  above  cited.  But  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  was  in  turn  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  December,  1863, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  County  Court  affirmed.  See  26  How.  601. 
The  determination  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  this  case  has  never  been 
reported,  the  opinion  in  the  case  having  probably  been  destroyed  by 
fire.  See  note  to  Jewett  v.  Albomy  City  Bomh,  Clark's  Ch.  191 ; 
Matter  of  Dodge  amd  Stevenson  Manuf.  Go.,  77  N.  Y.  101,  108. 
The  authority  of  Foot  v.  Morgcm  has  been  questioned,  in  the  case  last 
cited,  and  it  is  now  authoritatively  established,  that  to  exclude  a  judge 
or  justice  from  sitting  in  any  cause  by  reason  of  kinship,  such  kinship 
must  exist  between  him  and  some  person  who  is  actually  a  party  to 
the  cause  ;  that  it  is  not  enough  that  he  is  related  to  some  person,  not 
a  party,  who  is  or  may  be  interested  in  it,  or  affected  by  his  judgment 
or  order ;  that  interest  on  the  part  of  a  judge  disqualifies  him  from  sit- 
ting, but  interest  on  the  part  of  a  relative  does  not ;  that  if  a  judge  is 
a  stockholder  of  a  corporation  which  is  a  party  to  an  action  brought 
before  him  he  cannot  sit  therein,  because  he  is  interested,  but  that  the 
fact  that  a  relative  of  the  judge,  within  the  prohibited  degree,  is  a 
stockholder  of  such  corporation  does  not  disqualify  the  judge,  because 
such  stockholder,  though  interested,  is  not  a  party.  Matter  of  Dodge 
and  Stevenson  Manuf.  Co.,  77  N.  Y.  101,  107;  Dimes  v.  Oramd 
Junction  Canal,  3  H.  L.  Cas.  759  ;  BamJc  of  Lamsinglmrgh  v.  McKie, 
7  How.  360  ;  affirmed  at  General  Term.  See  14  id.  549.  A  stock- 
holder of  a  corporation  is  not,  by  reason  of  his  relation  to  the  corporar 
tion,  a  "  party "  to  an  action  brought  by  the  corporation  against  a 
third  person,  or  brought  by  a  third  person  against  the  corporation,  within 
the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in  the  statute  under  consideration, 
lb. 

There  are  also  some  cases  in  which  the  justice  was  held  not  to  be 
disqualified.  In  Carman  v.  Newell,  1  Denio,  25,  it  was  objected  that 
the  justice  could  not  sit,  and  it  was  proved  that  John  Carman,  a  brother 
of  the  plaintiff,  had  married  the  widow  of  a  deceased  brother  of  the 
justice,  and  that  the  widow  was  then  dead.  It  did  not  appear  that 
there  were  any  children  of  the  widow  living.  It  was  held  that  the 
justice  was  not  disqualified  from  acting  by  reason  of  affinity. 
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In  Highe  v.  Leonard,  1  Denio,  186,  a  brotlier  of  the  justice  had 
intermarried  with  a  sister  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  parties  were  married 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
and  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  were  stiU  living.  It  was  held  that 
the  justice  was  not  disqualified.     See  the  terms  Affinity,  etc.,  cmte,  50. 

The  death  of  the  husband,  without  issue,  will  sever  the  tie  of  affinity 
between  the  wife  and  a  third  person  to  whom  she  was  related,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  husband's  relationship  to  him  by  consanguinity  only. 

But  if  there  be  living  issue  of  the  marriage,  who  survives  the  husband, 
such  issue  will  continue  the  relationship  by  affinity  between  the  wife 
and  the  blood  relatives  of  her  deceased  husband.  Paddock  v.  Wells,  2 
Barb.  Ch.  331 ;  Cain  v.  Ingham,,  7  Cow.  478,  and  note  a.  And,  of 
course,  the  death  of  the  wife,  without  issue,  will  sever  the  tie  of  affinity 
between  the  husband  and  the  blood  relatives  of  the  wife  ;  though  if 
there  be  issue  of  the  marriage  living,  the  relationship  vdll  be  con- 
tinued,    lb. 

It  has  been  made  a  question  whether  this  statutory  disqualification 
may  not  be  waived  by  the  consent  of  the  parties.  And  in  Oakley  v. 
Aspinwall,  3  N.  T.  547,  the  Court  of  Appeals  held  that,  where  a 
judge  is  disqualified  to  sit  in  a  cause  by  reason  of  consanguinity  to  one 
of  the  parties,  he  cannot  sit  even  by  the  consent  of  both  the  parties. 
And,  in  this  case,  the  judge  participated  in  the  decision  at  the  request 
of  the  party  who  subsequently  moved  to  have  the  judgment  vacated, 
which  motion  was  granted. 

It  is  a  matter  of  some  importance  to  determine  the  character  of  the 
judgment,  if  such  a  one  is  rendered.  In  Foot  v.  Morgan,  1  Hill,  654, 
it  was  held  that  such  a  judgment  was  absolutely  void,  and  that  it  could 
not  be  set  off  against  another  judgment.  In  other  cases,  where  the 
question  arose  on  appeal,  the  judgments  were  reversed  because  they  were 
held  erroneous.  Edwards  v.  Bussell,  21  Wend.  63 ;  Bandall  v.  Roll, 
Hill  &  Denio's  Sup.  239 ;  Post  v.  Black,  5  Denio,  66 ;  Place  v. 
Butternuts  Woolen  Co.,  28  Barb.  503.  In  the  cases  just  cited,  the 
question  whether  the  judgments  were  absolutely  void  did  not  arise, 
although  the  judges  said  in  some  of  these  cases  that  the  judgments 
were  void.  And,  in  view  of  the  plain  declaration  of  the  statute  that 
in  such  cases  the  judge  shall  not  sit  as  such,  it  seems  too  plain  for  argu- 
ment that  the  judgment  is  absolutely  void  ;  for  it  is  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  that  he  has  jurisdiction  ;  and  when  he  is  by  the  statute  pro- 
hibited from  acting  in  a  given  case,  he  has  no  more  authority  to  act  in 
that  case  than  a  private  citizen  would  have.  It  therefore  follows,  that 
£uch  a  judgment  may  be  treated  as  a  nullity  in  all  places  and  for  all 
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purposes,  either  collaterally  or  on  appeal.  And  it  is  now  settled  by 
authority,  that  judgment  which  is  rendered  by  a  justice  who  is  related 
to  one  of  the  parties  is  absolutely  void,  whether  the  question  arises  di- 
rectly or  collaterally.  Schoonmaker  v.  Clearwater,  41  Barb.  200 ; 
S.  C.  affirmed,  1  Keyes,  310  ;  1  Abb.  Ct.  App.  200.  And  see  People 
V.  Tweed,  50  How.  434 ;  Hayes  v.  Thompson,  15  Abb,  (N.  S.)  220. 

In  an  action  against  a  justice  of  the  peace  and  two  others  to  recover 
damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  his  illegal  imprisonment 
under  an  execution  issued  by  the  justice  on  a  judgment  in  an  action 
upon  an  account  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  it  appeared  that  a 
brother  of  the  justice  was  interested  in  the  claim  litigated  before  the 
justice,  although  not  a  party  to  that  action ;  and  it  was  held  that  even 
though  the  justice  was  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  his  brother  was 
interested  in  the  claim,  the  judgment  was  void,  and  the  justice  was 
liable.  Birdsall  v.  Fuller,  11  Hun,  204  This  case  is  an  authority  on 
the  point  that  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  who  is 
disqualified  under  the  statute  from  sitting  as  a  magistrate,  is  void,  and 
may  be  questioned  collaterally,  although  the  grounds  upon  which  tlje 
judgment  of  the  justice  was  held  void  are  not  sufficient,  under  the  de- 
cision of" the  Court  of  Appeals  before  cited,  to  sustain  that  holding. 
See  Matter  of  Bodge  amd  Stevenson  Mam,uf.  Co.,  7Y  N.  Y.  101. 

In  another  action  against  two  justices  of  the  peace  for  false  imprison- 
ment, it  appeared  that  an  overseer  of  the  poor  commenced  bastardy  pro- 
ceedings before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  who  was  his  son-in-law,  and  whose 
wife  was  still  living ;  that  this  justice  associated  another  with  himself, 
and,  after  the  usual  proceedings,  the  justices  made  an  order  of  filiation  ; 
and  on  the  failure  of  the  party  charged  to  comply  with  the  order,  com- 
mitted him  to  jail.  It  was  held  that  the  overseer  was  a  party  to  the 
proceeding  in  such  sense  that  the  proceedings  were  void,  and  the 
justices  liable  to  an  action  for  false  imprisonment.  Ri/oenhv/rgh  v. 
Henness,  4  Lans.  208.  See,  also,  Baldwin  v.  McArthur,  17  Barb.  414 ; 
Matter  of  Dodge  am,d  Stevenson  Manuf.  Co.,  77  N.  T.  111. 

The  fact  of  the  relationship  of  the  justice  to  the  party  may  be  shown 
by  the  return  of  the  justice  on  an  appeal ;  and  if  it  appears  in  the 
return,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed.  Edwa/rds  v.  Russell,  21  Wend. 
63 ;  Post  V.  Black,  5  Denio,  ^^  ;  Randall  v.  Hall,  Hill  &  Demo's 
Sup.  239  ;  Place  v.  Butternuts  Woolen  Co.,  28  Barb.  603. 

The  question  may  also  be  raised  by  assigning  the  relationship  as 
error  in  fact,  on  an  appeal.  And  the  truth  of  the  allegations  may  be 
determined  in  the  County  Court  on  affidavits,  or  by  the  oral  evidence 
of  witnesses  sworn  by  the  court.     Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  3057,  vol.  1,  p. 
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57.  This  section  of  the  Code  is  intended  to  permit  the  parties  to  de- 
termine every  thing  assigned  as  error  in  fact,  tipon  aflSdavits,  or  upon 
oral  evidence,  if  the  facts  are  not  within  the  knowledge  of  the  justice  ; 
or  if  they  cannot  be  properly  made  to  appear  in  the  return.  Cook  v. 
Swift,  18  How.  454 ;  S.  C,  10  Abb.  212  ;  Eurd  v.  Beeman,  8  How. 
254  i  Adsit  v.  Wilson,  7  id.  64;  Ma/rvey  y.  Ricleett,  15  Johns.  87; 
Roberts  v.  Fadlis,  1  Cow.  238 ;  Rose  v.  &inith,  4  id.  17 ;  Tifany  v. 
Oilbert,  4  Barb.  320. 

It  is  evident,  from  the  cases  cited,  that  no  objection  need  be  made 
before  the  justice,  and  that  an  appearance  is  not  a  waiver  of  it,  since 
express  consent  cannot  confer  jurisdiction.  And  if  any  such  judgment 
should  be  enforced  by  an  execution,  the  justice  and  the  plaintiff  would 
both  be  trespassers.  The  proper  course  for  the  justice,  when  the 
question  arises,  is  to  dismiss  the  action  and  not  to  render  any  judgment 
whatever. 

Innkeeper^  district  attorney,  etc.  A  district  attorney  cannot  act 
as  a  justice  of  the  peace.  Laws  of  1852,  chap.  304,  §  5.  And  a  justice 
of  the  peace  who  is  an  innholder,  or  tavern-keeper  in  fact,  has  no 
power  or  jurisdiction  under  any  provision  of  chapter  19  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure ;  but  if  a  judgment  has  been  actually  rendered 
by  him  before  he  became  so  disqualified,  he  may  give  a  transcript 
thereof,  or  issue  execution  thereupon,  or  satisfy  the  judgment,  upon 
payment  thereof.     Vol.  1,  p.  3,  §  2866. 

If  a  justice  should  keep  a  tavern  in  fact,  by  keeping  up  a  sign,  re- 
ceiving travelers  and  selling  liquor,  though  he  has  no  license,  that  is 
keeping  a  tavern  in  fact  within  the  statute.  Clayton  v.  Per  Dun,  13 
Johns.  218 ;  Scherm&rhom  v.  Trijpjp,  2  Caines,  108. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  who  is  a  member  of  the  senate  or  assembly 
is  not  obliged  to  take  cognizance  of  a  civil  action  or  special  proceeding, 
though  he  may  do  so  in  his  discretion.    Vol.  1,  p.  3,  §  2867. 


CHAPTER  III. 

GENEKAL  PEELIMINAEY  CONSIDEEATIONS. 

Before  any  party  can  safely  commence  an  action  there  are  several 
particulars  which  require  careful  consideration  by  the  party  intend- 
ing to  institute  the  proceedings.  Attention  to  this  matter  in  the 
outset  will  frequently  save  the  payment  of  large  and  useless  bills 
of  costs ;  and,  in  many  cases,  it  may  preserve  a  meritorious  cause 
of  action,  which  might  be  lost  by  a  neglect  of  the  plaintiff  in  not  at- 
tending to  his  own  interests,  in  due  manner  and  season. 

A  party  may  have  substantial  and  meritorious  grounds  for  an  action, 
although  it  may  be  that  there  is  not  a  present  right  of  action,  on  ac- 
count of  some  preliminary  act  or  thing  necessary  to  be  done.  What 
constitutes  a  right  of  action  will  not  be  discussed  in  this  place.  But 
it  will  be  assumed  for  the  present  that  there  may  be  good  grounds 
for  maintaining  an  action,  if  the  necessary  steps  are  taken  in  relation 
to  it.  It  has  been  said,  that,  "  in  life,  liberty  and  estate,  every  one 
(who  has  not  forfeited  them)  has  a  property  and  right ;  and  if  they  are 
violated,  the  law  gives  an  action  to  redress  the  wrong,  and  punish  the 
Avrong-doer."  1  Com.  Dig.,  Action,  A.  1,  page  216.  A  right  of  action 
may  be  defined  to  be  a  right  of  prosecuting  in  a  regular  and  legal 
manner  in  an  appropriate  court,  for  the  recovery  of  whatever  may  be 
legally  a  right  due  to  the  plaintifiE ;  it  exists  wherever  a  legal  claim  to 
damages,  or  to  the  recovery  of  some  specific  thing,  has  accrued,  the 
action  itself  being  the  formal  and  prescribed  mode  of  procedure 
whereby  the  right  is  vindicated  or  enforced  in  a  court  of  law.  Yide 
Broom's  Com.  on  Com.  Law,  74.  It  follows  at  once,  from  the  very 
terms  of  definition  just  given,  that,  before  commencing  an  action  in 
any  given  case,  the  plaintiff  should  carefully  consider,  in  the  first  place, 
whether,  upon  all  the  facts  which  exist  in  the  case,  the  law  will  give  a 
right  of  action  upon  the  merits,  independent  of  all  technicalities  in  the 
proceedings  in  relation  to  the  action.  If  an  action  will  not  lie,  then  of 
course  no  other  considerations  are  necessary ;  but,  in  case  that  question 
is  answered  affirmatively,  other  considerations  will  arise.  And  some 
general  rules  will  be  noticed  in  relation  to  these  considerations,  in- 
eluding  those  in  relation  to  the  existence  of  a  right  of  action. 
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General  preliminary  considerations. 


The  most  general  division  of  civil  actions  is  into  those  relating  to 
contraais,  and  those  relating  to  torts. 

1.  If  the  action  is  founded  upon  a  right  arising  upon  contract,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  determine  that  the  nature  of  the  contract  is  not  illegal, 
either  by  statute  or  at  common  law ;  that  the  contract  has  the  legal 
assent  of  the  party  sued  ;  that  there  was  a  sufficient  legal  consideration  ; 
that  the  assent  is  not  invalid  on  account  of  infancy,  insanity,  duress, 
and  the  like ;  and  that  there  has  been  a  breach  of  the  contract  by  the 
party  sued. 

2.  If  the  right  of  action  arises  from  some  tort  or  wrong,  it  must  be 
a  tort  for  which  an  action  is  maintainable;  not  one  of  that  class  for  which 
an  action  will  not  lie ;  and  the  party  complaining  must  not  have  con- 
tributed to  the  result,  or  have  caused  the  occurrence  of  the  act  claimed 
as  the  right  of  action.     Yol.  2,  pp.  590-594. 

3.  If  the  cause  of  action  arises  upon  contract,  has  the  plaintiff  per- 
formed all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  it,  which  the  contract  and 
the  law  require  of  him  before  the  opposite  party  can  be  put  in  default  ? 
Vol.  1,  p.  222. 

4.  Has  the  plaintiff  made  a  tender  of  performance,  or  of  some  act 
necessary  for  him  to  do  before  suing ;  or  has  the  defendant  made  a 
tender,  etc.,  which  will  defeat  the  action,  or  throw  the  costs  of  the 
action  upon  the  plaintiff  ? 

5.  Has  a  notice  been  given,  or  a  demand  made,  in  those  cases  in 
which  it  is  necessary? 

6.  Has  the  performance  of  the  contract  become  illegal  by  act  or 
operation  of  law ;  or  has  it  become  impossible  by  any  acts  or  things 
which  will  legally  excuse  the  performance  thereof  by  either  party  ? 

7.  Has  the  right  of  action,  if  once  perfect,  been  in  any  manner  de- 
stroyed, as  by  a  release,  by  an  accord  and  satisfaction,  an  arbitrament 
and  award,  or  the  like,  or  been  discharged  by  operation  of  law  ? 

8.  Has  there  been  a  valid  extension  of  the  time  for  the  performance 
of  the  contract ;  or  a  valid  agreement  not  to  sue  before  a  given  time 
which  is  yet  unexpired  ;  or,  in  other  words,  is  the  cause  of  action 
eamplete,  at  the  time  of  commencing  the  action  ? 

9.  Is  either  party  under  a  personal  disability,  such  as  infancy, 
coverture,  lunacy,  insanity,  or  the  like,  at  the  time  of  commencing  the 
action  ;  and  if  so,  what  steps  are  necessary  to  be  taken  to  pursue  the 
remedy  regularly  and  legally  ? 

10.  Is  the  claim  or  demand  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations 
either  as  to  those  cases  which  are  some  of  them  limited  to  six  years,  and 
others  to  less  time ;  or  is  the  case  within  some  of  the  exceptions  of 
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the  statute ;  or  have  there  been  payments  of  principal  or  interest ;  or 
has  a  written,  signed  promise  been  given,  etc.  ? 

11.  Is  there  sufficient  legal  evidence  to  maintain  an  action,  inde- 
pendently of  any  proof  offered  by  the  defense  ;  or  to  rebut  any  sup- 
posed defense  that  can  be  made ;  and  is  that  evidence  attainable  so  as 
to  be  available  at  the  trial  ? 

12.  Who  are  the  proper  parties  to  the  action,  either  as  plainUffs  or 
as  defendants  /  do  they  sue  in  their  own  right ;  or  as  trustees  of  an 
express  trust ;  or  as  officers  of  some  corporation,  such  as  town  or  county 
officers,  and  the  like ;  or,  as  infants  who  must  have  a  guardian,  etc. ; 
and  how  many  plaintiffs  ought  to  be  joined,  etc.  ?  Or,  secondly,  as 
defendants,  are  they  sued  as  the  original  parties  to  the  agreement,  etc. ; 
are  they  town  or  county  officers,  etc. ;  or  are  there  several  defendants 
who  ought  to  be  joined,  etc. ;  or  is  the  defendant  an  executor,  adminis- 
trator, etc.,  who  cannot  be  sued  as  such  executor,  etc.,  before  a 
justice  ;  or  is  there  any  reason  why  the  plaintiff  may  elect  as  to  whom 
to  make  defendants ;  or  have  the  parties  been  changed  by  an  assign- 
ment of  rights,  by  death,  or  in  any  other  manner  ?  And  let  care  be 
taken  to  select  the  proper  parties  to  the  action,  either  as  plaintiffs  or 
as  defendants,  since  the  right  of  the  justice  to  correct  this  mistake, 
without  consent,  has  been  questioned. 

13.  Have  justices  ofl  the  peace  jurisdiction  of  the  svkjectHnatter  of 
the  action  ;  or  is  it  one  of  that  class  of  actions  which  is  excluded  from 
their  jurisdiction,  such  as  assault,  battery,  false  imprisonment,  libel, 
slander,  malicious  prosecution,  criminal  conversation  or  seduction ;  or 
do  the  accounts  of  both  parties  exceed  $400 ;  or  is  the  action  of  that 
kind  that  title  to  real  property  will  come  in  question,  either  by  the 
plaintiff's  own  showing,  or  by  the  answer  of  the  defendant  ? 

14.  Has  the  justice,  before  whom  the  action  is  to  be  commenced, 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  party  named  as  defendant,  viz.,  is  the 
defendant  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  and  is  he  sued  in  the  town  in 
which  he  may  be  at  the  time  he  is  sued ;  or  if  the  defendant  is  a  resi- 
dent of  the  county,  does  he  reside  in  a  town  wliich  is  so  remote  from 
the  justice,  that  he  cannot  compel  the  defendant  to  appear  before  him 
in  favor  of  a  resident  plaintiff ;  or  is  there  any  other  reason  why  the 
defendant  may  not  be  sued  before  the  justice  named  ? 

15.  Is  the  justice  personally  disqualified,  viz.,  is  he  in  any  manner  a 
party  to  the  action ;  interested  in  the  event  of  it ;  related  to  either 
party  by  consanguinity  or  by  affinity ;  a  tavern-keeper,  or  a  resident  in 
a  town  which  sues  in  its  corporate  capacity  for  a  penalty  ? 

16.  Has  the  plaintiff  a  choice  of  remedies,  and  if  so,  which  remedy 
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is  best  calculated  to  secure  the  relief  desired  ?  Are  tlie  facts  such  as 
will  authorize  a  resort  to  a  provisional  remedy,  aud  if  so,  can  the 
plaintiff  furnish  the  proof  necessary  to  authorize  the  justice  to  issue  the 
order  of  arrest,  the  warrant  of  attachment,  or  requisition  to  replevy  ; 
and  can  the  plaintiff  furnish  the  security  required  in  ease  the  order, 
warrant  or  requisition  should  issue?  Is  it  necessary  to  prevent  a 
failure  of  justice  that  the  property  of  the  defendant  should  be  seized  at 
once  and  held  to  await  the  result  of  the  action,  and  if  so,  will  the  facts 
of  the  case  justify  the  seizure?  Is  it  proper  or  advisable,  in  consider- 
ation of  all  the  facts  of  the  case  and  the  pecuniary  responsibility  of  the 
defendant,  to  waive  any  right  to  proceed  in  tort,  and  resort  instead  to 
an  action  upon  an  implied  contract  ? 

17.  Does  the  action  arise  on  contract,  and  is  the  relief  desired 
merely  the  recovery  of  a  sum  of  money  ?  Or  is  the  action  brought 
upon  an  account  ?  And  if  so,  is  it  of  any  advantage  to  serve  a  verified 
complaint  with  the  summons  ? 

18.  Is  the  summons  correct  in  form  and  substance,  and  perfect  and 
complete  when  issued  ?  Are  the  accompanyiag  papers,  if  any, 
properly  made  out ;  and  is  the  officer  who  is  to  make  the  service  pro- 
vided with  the  necessary  copies  for  service,  aild  does  he  understand 
the  nature  of  his  duties  in  respect  to  their  service  ? 


CHAPTER  IV. 

PAETIES  TO  ACTIONS 

Section  1.  Who  should  be  made  plaintiffs.  The  party  prosecuting 
a  civil  action  is  styled  the  plaintiff ;  the  adverse  party  is  styled  the 
defendant.     Yol.  1,  p.  168,  §  3338. 

The  determination  of  the  question  who  are  the  proper  or  neces- 
sary parties  to  a  proposed  action  necessarily  precedes  its  commence- 
ment and  is  ordinarily  free  from  serious  difBculty.  The  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  has  provided  generally  who  shall  be  the  parties  to 
actions,  whether  plaintiff  or  defendant.  It  provides  that  every  action 
must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name^of  the  real  party  in  interest,  ex- 
cept that  an  executor  or  administrator,  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust, 
or  a  person  expressly  authorized  by  statute,  may  sue  without  joining 
with  him  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted. 
Yol.  1,  p.  119y  §  4:4:9.  The  general  rule,  therefore,  is  that  the  action 
must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  "  real  party  in  interest,"  and 
the  first  question  to  be  determined  is  who  are  the  real  parties  in 
interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  proposed  action. 

Real  party  in  Interest.  In  the  preceding  volumes  an  attempt 
has  been  made  to  state  generally  what  acts  of  omission  or  commis- 
sion will  give  a  right  of  action,  and  no  further  discussion  of  that 
subject  will  be  attempted.  A  breach  of  a  contract  by  one  of  the 
parties  to  it,  without  the  fault  of  the  other,  gives  to  the  latter  a 
right  of  action  to  recover  the  damages  arising  from  the  breach,  un- 
less he  has  transferred  his  interest  in  the  contract  to  a  third  person,  or 
unless  such  third  person  has  succeeded  to  his  interest  in  the  contract 
by  operation  of  law.  So  an  innocent  person  who  has  been  injured 
by  the  wrongful  act  of  another  has  a  right  of  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  injury  sustained  unless  by  his  act  or  by  the  operation  of 
law  that  right  lias  been  transferred  to  another.  In  all  such  cases  there 
can  be  no  question  as  to  who  is  the  real  party  in  interest  or  who  should 
be  made  plaintiff  in  the  action.  Where  a  legal  liability  has  been 
created  by  a  subscription  to  a  paper  requesting  certain  persons  named 
therein  as  trustees  to  purchase  certain  lands,  etc. ,  and  promising  to  pay 
a  sum  specified  toward  a  fund  to  be  raised  for  the  ptirposes  mentioned 
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therein,  an  action  against  a  subscriber  to  the  paper  should  be  l^rought 
in  the  name  of  such  trustees,  as  they  are  the  real  parties  in  interest. 
Hutchins  V.  Smith,  46  Barb.  235.  And  where  the  parties  to  a  sub- 
scription paper  have  designated  some  person  therein  as  treasurer  of  the 
fund  to  be  raised,  and  have  promised  to  pay  to  him  the  sums  set  op- 
posite their  respective  names,  such  treasurer  is  the  proper  person  to 
bring  an  action  on  the  promises  of  the  several  subscribers.  Presby- 
terian Society  v.  Beach,  74  N.  Y.  72. 

Assignees.  The  provision  of  the  Code  that  an  action  must  be  prose- 
cuted by  the  real  party  in  interest,  except  in  the  cases  specified,  was 
intended  to  abolish  the  common-law  rule  which  prohibited  an  action  at 
law  otherwise  than  in  the  name  of  the  original  obligee  or  covenantee, 
although  he  had  transferred  all  his  interest  in  the  bond  or  covenant  to 
another.  AUen  v.  Brown,  44  N.  Y.  228.  If  a  specific  claim  has  been 
assigned,  and  the  assignee,  by  virtue  of  the  assignment,  has  acquired 
the  whole  title  to  the  claim,  he  is  legally  the  real  party  in  interest,  and 
is  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  upon  the  claim  under  this  provision  of 
the  Code,  although  other  persons  may  have  an  ultimate  beneficial  in- 
terest in  the  recovery,  and  even  though  he  may  be  hable  to  others  as  a 
debtor  upon  his  contract  for  the  collection  he  may  make.  lb.  In  an 
action  upon  a  promissory  note,  it  is  sufficient  to  make  the  plaintiff  the 
real  party  in  interest,  that  he  has  the  legal  title,  either  by  written 
transfer  or  delivery,  whatever  may  be  the  equities  between  him  and  his 
assignor.  Ifays  v.  Hathorn,  74  K  Y.  486.  As  against  the  debtor,  a 
person  holding  a  written  assignment  of  a  claim  to  himself,  which  is 
valid  on  its  face,  obtains  the  legal  title  and  is  the  real  party  in  interest, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  assignment  was  without  consideration, 
and  merely  colorable  as  between  him  and  the  original  claimant.  Such 
an  assignment  would  protect  the  debtor  against  a  subsequent  suit  by 
the  assignor.  Sheridan  y.  Mayor,  68  N.  Y.  30.  So  the  indorsee  and 
holder  of  a  note,  to  whom  it  has  been  transferred  absolutely  and  in 
good  faith,  may  sue  the  maker  upon  it,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
the  consideration  for  the  transfer  is  not  to  be  paid  until  the  note  is  col- 
lected. In  such  case  the  transferee  has  an  absolute  right  to  the  money 
due  upon  the  note  and  to  receive  and  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use 
when  recovered.  He  is  the  real  party  in  interest,  although  the  payee 
of  the  note  may  be  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit  in  the  sense  that 
if  the  note  is  not  collected' he  will  not  receive  any  thing  as  its  price,  or 
by  reason  of  his  indorsement  and  sale  of  it.  Cvmmmgs  v.  Morris,  3 
Bosw.  560 ;  S.  C,  25  N.  Y.  625.  So  where  a  note,  payaljle  to  bearer, 
is  delivered  by  the  payee  to  a  third  person  upon  the  undertaking  of 


62  PAKTIES  TO  ACTIONS. 

Assignees. 

the  latter  to  collect  it  at  his  own  expense  and  pay  to  the  payee  upon 
its  collection  a  certain  sum  of  money,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  de- 
livered is  the  real  party  in  interest  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code  and 
is  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  upon  the  note.  Eaton  v.  Alger,  47 
I^.  T.  345.  But  to  entitle  a  person  to  sue  upon  an  obligation  to  which 
he  is  not  an  original  party,  he  must  have  the  right  of  possession  and 
ordinarily  be  the  legal  owner.  Such  ownership  may  be  as  equitable 
trustee,  it  may  have  been  acquired  without  adequate  consideration, 
but  it  must  be  sufficient  to  protect  the  defendant  upon  a  recovery 
against  him  from  a  subsequent  action  by  the  assignor.  Maya  v. 
Hathorn,  74  N,  T.  486.  In  one  case  it  was  held  that  where  the  owner 
and  holder  of  a  promissory  note,  payable  to  bearer,  delivered  it  to  a 
third  person  to  sue  in  the  name  of  the  latter,  taking  from  the  transferee 
his  promissory  note,  for  the  amount  of  the  note  transferred  payable 
at  a  fiiture  day,  but  with  the  understanding  that  in  case  the  note  trans- 
ferred was  not  collected,  then  the  note  given  for  it  was  to  be  returned 
to  the  maker,  that  the  original  owner  of  the  note  transferred,  and  not 
the  person  to  whom  it  was  transferred,  as  above  stated,  was  the  real 
party  in  interest  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code,  and  that  the  trans- 
feree could  not  maintain  an  action  upon  it.  Kill/more  v.  Ctil/oer,  24 
Barb.  656.  So  far  as  this  case  is  in  opposition  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
cases  above  cited  it  must  be  deemed  of  no  authority  in  this  State.  The 
assignee  of  a  cause  of  action  by  an  absolute  assignment  in  writing  is 
"  the  real  party  in  interest "  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  although 
it  may  appear  that  his  assignor  expects  to  get  the  money  recovered  in 
the  action.  Meeker  v.  Glaghorn,  44  N.  Y.  349.  And  see  Greene  v. 
Niagara  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  6  Hun,  128. 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides  that  "  where  a  claim  or  de- 
mand can  be  transferred,  the  transfer  thereof  passes  an  interest,  which 
the  transferee  may  enforce  by  an  action  or  special  proceeding,  or 
interpose  as  a  defense  or  counter-claim,  in  his  own  namcj  as  the  trans- 
feror might  have  done,  subject  to  any  defense  or  cotmter-claim  exist- 
ing against  tlie  transferor,  before  notice  of  the  transfer,  or  against  the 
transferee.  But  this  section  does  not  ap"ply  where  the  rights  or  liabili- 
ties of  a  party  to  a  claim  or  demand,  which  is  transferred,  are  regulated 
by  special  provision  of  law  ;  nor  does  it  vary  the  rights  or  liabilities  of 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  instrument,  which  is  transferred."  Code  of 
CivH  Procedure,  §  1909.  This  section  was  intended  to  apply  not  only 
to  transfers  by  assignment,  but  also  to  every  other  form  of  transfer  by 
which  the  title  to  property  is  changed  from  one  person  to  another. 
The  general  principles  relating  to  assignments  and  the  rights  of  assignees 
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have  been  discussed  in  a  preceding  volume.  See  vol.  1,  p.  812.  It  is, 
therefore,  unnecessary  to  repeat  the  discussion  in  this  place.  But  a 
few  of  the  reported  cases  relating  to  the  right  of  action  by  assignee 
will  be  given  in  this  connection  for  convenience  of  reference. 

"When  several  persons  are  interested  in  a  claim  or  demand  they  must 
all  join  in  an  assignment  of  it,  or  the  transfer  will  not  carry  any  other 
interest  than  that  of  the  person  who  executes  the  assignment ;  and  if 
the  whole  interest  is  not  assigned,  the  person  to  whom  a  portion  of  the 
claim  is  assigned  cannot  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  alone  on 
the  demand.     MiUs  v.  Pearson,  2  Hilt.  16. 

A  joint  demand  which  belongs  to  several  persons  cannot  be  split  up 
by  them  and  assigned  to  several  different  persons,  so  as  to  authorize 
an  action  to  be  brought  by  each  assignee  for  his  interest  in  the  demand, 
because  the  law  will  not  tolerate  that  a  defendant  shall  be  subjected  to 
the  costs  of  several  different  actions  in  such  a  case.  Goster  v.  N.  7. 
amd  Erie  B.  B.  Co.,  6  Duer,  43,  44. 

If  the  whole  interest  in  the  demand  is  transferred,  it  is  not  import- 
ant whether  it  is  the  legal  title  that  passes,  so  long  as  the  equitable 
title  and  the  whole  interest  passes,  for  in  that  case  the  assignee  wiU  be 
the  real  party  in  interest.  Hastings  v.  MoKinley,  1  E.  D.  Smith, 
2Y3. 

A  promissory  note,  which  is  guaranteed,  may  be  assigned  so  as*  to 
authorize  an  action  in  the  name  of  the  assignee  against  the  guarantor. 
Small  V.  Stone,  1  Bosw.  352. 

An  assignee  named  in  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
may  sue  in  his  own  name  for  demands  which  were  due  to  the  assignor, 
without  joining  the  persons  for  whose  benefit  the  assignment  was  made. 
Mellen  v.  Hamilton  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  5  Duer,  101. 

Claims  for  unliquidated  damages  for  a  breach  of  a  contract  mky  be 
assigned  and  the  assignee  may  sue  in  his  own  name  ;  as  where  a  land- 
lord agreed  in  a  lease  to  allow  the  tenant  certain  privileges  in  the  use 
of  Croton  water,  etc.,  and  he  afterward  deprives  the  tenant  of  the  use 
thereof.  Munson  v.  Riley,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  130.  So,  where  there  is  a 
contract  to  employ  and  pay  a  laborer,  and  the  contractor  refuses  to  per- 
form his  agreement.  Monahan  v.  Story,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  393.  So,  of 
a  contract  to  dehver  a  quantity  of  merchandise  of  a  certain  quality, 
which  is  not  done.  Dana  v.  Fiedler,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  464.  So,  where 
a  landlord  let  land  on  shares,  and  he  agreed  with  the  tenant  to  keep 
certain  fences  in  repair,  which  was  not  done ;  the  tenant  assigned  his 
interests  in  the  crops,  which  were  damaged  by  cattle  in  consequence  of 
the  non-repair  of  the  fences,  it  was  held  that  the  landlord  was  liable  to 


64  PARTIES  TO  ACTIONS. 

V 

Assignees. 

an  action   by  the  assignee  in  his  own  name.     Parmelee  v.  Damn,  23 
Barb.  461. 

A  contract  to  pay  a  certain  person,  or  his  wife,  annually,  a  given 
sum  during  the  life  of  the  longest  liver  of  them  gives  a  right  of  action 
to  the  survivor,  which  is  assignable  after  the  deatli  of  one  of  the  parties, 
and  the  assignee  may  sue  in  his  own  name.  Primdle  v.  Ca/ruihers,  15 
N.  T.  425. 

Where  money  is  loaned,  and  it  is  claimed  by  the  lender  that  the  loan 
was  procured  by  fraudulent  representations,  the  claim  is  one  arising 
upon  contract,  and  it  may  be  assigned,  and  the  assignee  sue  in  his  own 
name.  French  v.  White,  5  Duer,  254  ;  Byxbie  v.  Wood,  24  N.  Y. 
607  ;  BradAi  v.  Bissell,  1  Abb.  76. 

The  owner  of  a  promissory  note  can  maintain  an  action  on  it,  under 
the  Code,  in  his  own  name,  against  the  makers,  although  not  so  indorsed 
that  he  can  sue  as  indorsee  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law.  Houghton 
V.  Dodge,  5  Bosw.  326.  And  where  a  promissory  note  is  payable  to 
order,  and  has  been  sold  and  delivered,  previous  to  its  becoming  due 
for  a  full  and  valuable  consideration,  the  owner  may  sue  in  his  own 
name,  without  alleging  an  indorsement  of  the  note  to  him,  since  the 
right  to  the  note  will  pass  by  an  assignment  without  indorsement,  and 
the  owner  will  be  the  real  party  in  interest.  Billings  v.  Jwne,  11 
Ba.rb.  620 ;  Houghton  v.  Dodge,  5  Bosw.  326 ;  White  v.  Brown,  14 
How.  Pr.  282.  The  complaint  ought  to  state  the  facts  as  they  really 
are  in  this  respect.  The  fact  that  a  plaintiff  has  not  the  actual  pos- 
session of  the  note  sued  on  does  not  affect  his  right  to  recover  upon  it. 
It  is  sufficient  that  he  has  the  right  to  the  money  due  upon  it,  although 
the  instrument  has  been  deposited  with  a  third  person,  in  pursuance 
of  an  agreement  between  the  parties.     Selden  v.  Pringle,  17  Barb.  458, 

"Where  a  note,  not  negotiable,  is  sued  on  by  a  person  other  than  the 
payee,  the  possession  of  the  note  in  com-t,  at  the  trial,  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  is  xloX  prima  fade  evidence,  as  in  case  of  commercial  paper, 
negotiable  in  terms,  that  the  note  was  transferred  to  plaintiff  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  and  before  the  maturity  of  the  note. 
Barrick  v.  Austin,  21  Barb.  241.  In  such  cases  the  plaintiff  should 
allege  and  prove  the  facts  which  show  him  to  be  the  real  party  in  in- 
terest, by  sale,  assignment  or  otherwise. 

To  maintain  an  action  on  contract,  it  must  appear  that  the  plaintiff 
is  the  only  person  possessed  of  any  ownership  or  interest  in  the  demand, 
so  that,  on  a  recovery  and  subsequent  payment,  all  rights  of  action  in 
respect  to  it  will  be  barred  as  against  the  defendant.  And  where  the 
plaintiff  sued  as  the  assignee  of  a  demand  which  originally  accrued  to 
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two  persons  as  partners,  but  the  assignment  which  was  proved  was  exe- 
cuted by  but  one  of  the  partners,  and  purported  to  transfer  only  his 
"  right,  title  and  interest  "  in  the  claim,  and  there  was  no  proof  that 
the  partnership  had  been  dissolved,  or  that  the  claim  was  ever  vested 
in  the  partner  making  the  assignment,  or  that  the  other  partner  had 
ever  done  any  act  which  would  estop  him,  or  would  vest  his  interest 
in  the  assets  of  the  firm  in  his  partner,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  maintain  an  action.  Mills  v.  Pearson,  2  Hilt.  16.  In  most 
of  the  actions  which  are  brought  upon  contracts,  the  action  is  brought 
by  one  of  the  parties  to  it,  or  by  some  person  to  whom  the  right  of 
action  has  been  assigned.  But  there  are  some  cases  in  which  a  person 
may  sue  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  to 
which  he  was  not  a  party,  and  to  whom  there  has  not  been  any  as- 
signment of  the  right  of  action.  When  one  person  pays  money  or  de- 
livers property  to  another,  and  the  latter,  in  consideration  thereof, 
promises  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money  to  some  third  person,  such 
third  person  may  maintain  an  action  in  Ms  own  name  to  recover  the 
sum  specified,  although  no  consideration  moves  from  the  party  who 
brings  the  action.  Ba/rker  v.  Buohlin,  2  Denio,  45 ;  Hale  v.  Board- 
man,  27  Barb.  82 ;  JEarle  v.  Crane,  6  Duer,  564 ;  Lawrence  v.  Fox, 
20  N.  Y.  268 ;  Union  Ind.  Bub.  Qo.  v.  Tomlinson,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  364  ; 
MuUer  v.  Maxwell,  2  Bosw.  355 ;  vol.  1,  p.  209. 

Executors  and  administrators.  The  first  exception  to  the  general 
rule  that  an  action  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in 
interest  is  in  favor  of  executors  and  administrators.  They  may  sue 
without  joining  with  them  the  person  or  persons  for  whose  benefit  the 
action  is  prosecuted.  Yol.  1,  p.  119,  §  449.  Actions  may  be  brought 
by  executors  or  administrators  in  justices'  courts,  although  they  cannot 
be  sued,  as  such,  in  them.  Yol.  1,  pp.  2,  8.  An  action  or  special 
proceeding  commenced  by  an  executor  or  administrator  upon  a  cause 
of  action  belonging  to  him  in  his  representative  capacity  must  be 
brought  by  him  in  that  capacity.  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  §  1814. 
This  rule  was  introduced  by  the  section  of  the  statute  cited,  and 
renders  obsolete  numerous  decisions  holding  that  an  executor  can  main- 
tain an  action,  either  in  his  own  name,  or  as  executor,  upon  a  note 
given  to  him  as  executor,  for  a  debt  due  to  his  testator  at  the  time  of 
his  decease.  Merritt  v.  Seamam,,  6  N.  Y.  168  ;  Bright  v.  Currie,  5 
Sandf.  433  ;  Eagle  v.  Fox,  8  Abb.  40.  One  of  two  or  more  executors, 
to  whom  letters  testamentary  have  not  been  issued,  is  not  a  necessary 
party  to  an  action  or  special  proceeding  in  favor  of  the  executors  in 
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their  representative   capacity.      Code  of   Civil  Procedure,   §   1818, 
See  Moore  v.  Willett,  2  Hilt.  522. 

The  next  of  kin  cannot  maintain  an  action  or  prosecute  a  claim  for  a 
distributive  share  of  the  personal  property  of  the  deceased  in  their 
character  of  next  kin.  Letters  of  administration  must  be  taken  out, 
and  the  action  brought  in  the  name  of  the  administrator.  Woodin  v. 
Bagley,  13  Wend.  453 ;  Beecher  v.  Crouse,  19  id.  306.  But  when 
the  owner  in  fee  of  lands  demised  for  a  term  of  years  dies  intestate 
before  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  one  of  his  heirs  at  law  can  sue  alone 
to  recover  his  aliquot  part  of  the  subsequently  accruing  rent.  Jones  v. 
Mich,  3  Bosw.  63;  Cruger  v.  MoLaury,  41  N.  Y.  219,  225 ;  3  E.  S. 
(5th  ed.)  169,  170,  §§  6  and  T;  1  E.  S.  747,  §  23. 

Where  the  payee  of  a  promissory  note  is  in  possession  of  it  about 
eight  days  before  her  death,  a  third  person  cannot  maintain  an  action 
upon  it,  after  the  payee's  death,  without  showing  title  to  the  note  de- 
rived from  personal  representatives  of  the  payee,  if  there  are  circum- 
stances showing  an  intention  of  the  payee  to  cancel  the  note  sufficient  to 
rebut  the  presumption  of  its  sale.  Ed/wa/rds  v.  Campbell,  23  Barb.  423. 
And  see  Lmmdsbury  v.  Depew,  28  id.  44 ;  Heidenhevmer  v.  Wilson,  31 
id.  636. 

Trustees  of  an  express  trust.  The  second  exception  to  the 
general  rule  that  every  action  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the 
real  party  in  interest  is  made  in  favor  of  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust. 
Such  trustee  may  sue  without  joining  with  him  the  person  for  whose 
benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted.  A  person  with  whom  or  in  whose 
name  a  contract  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  another  is  a  trustee  of  an 
express  trust  within  the  meaning  of  this  provision.  Vol.  1,  pp.  119, 
449.  A  trustee  of  an  express  trust  can  sue  upon  a  contract  made  by 
him  in  that  capacity.     Arosemena  v.  Svnckley,  11  Jones  &  Sp.  43. 

Under  the  general  term  "  trustee  of.  an  express  trust "  are  included 
committees  of  the  person  and  estate  of  a  lunatic ;  Person  v.  Warren, 
14  Barb.  488 ;  Fields  v.  Fowler,  2  Hun,  400  ;  S.  C,  4  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct. 
(T.  &  C.)  598.  But  see  Burnett.  Bookstaver,  10  Hun,  481 ;  general 
guardians  of  infants,  appointed  by  the  surrogate  ;  Thmnas  v.  Bennett, 
56  Barb.  197 ;  the  trustee  of  a  wife  in  articles  of  separation  between 
husband  and  wife ;  Dupre  v.  Bein,  56  How.  228 ;  a  receiver  or 
sequestrator,  appointed  by  the  courts  of  this  State ;  Donnelly  v.  West, 
17  Hun,  564,  and  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  etc.,  Zewis 
V.  Graham,  4  Abb.  106. 

An  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  can  maintain  an  action  in  his 
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individual  character  to  recover  a  claim  due  the  assignor.     He  is  not 
obliged  to  sue  as  trustee.     Hogland  v.  Trash,  48  K.  Y.  686. 

One  to  whom  a  contract  for  the  payment  of  money  is  assigned,  in 
trust  for  one  who  had  made  advances  to  the  assignor,  may  sue  upon  the 
contract  as  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust.  Oummins  v.  Ba/rkalow,  1 
Abb.  Ct.  App.  479  ;  S.  C,  4  Keyes,  514. 

"Where  a  non-resident  executor  has  given  a  bond  to  the  people  of 
the  State  of  New  York,  conditioned  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  the 
duties  of  his  office,  the  people  may  maintain  an  action  for  a  breach  of 
the  bond,  as  they  are  trustees  of  an  express  trust  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Code.     People  v.  Simdler,  16  Hun,  234. 

An  agent  of  a  mowing  machine  company,  who  contracts  and  sells 
mowing  machines  for  the  company,  is  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  and 
may  sue  on  the  contract  in  his  own  name.  Davis  v.  Reynolds,  48 
How.  210 :  S.  C.  affirmed,  5  Hun,  651.  And  generally,  a  factor  or 
other  mercantile  agent  who  contracts  in  his  own  name  on  behalf  of  his 
principal  is  a  trustee  of  cm  express  in-ust,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Code,  and  is  the  proper  party  to  bring  an  action  in  his  own  name  upon 
the  contract.     OrinneU  v.  Schmidt,  2  Sandf.  706. 

The  agent  of  a  foreign  corporation  may  maintain  an  action  in  his 
own  name  upon  a  subscription  note  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  "  as  execu- 
tive agent  of  the  company,"  for  stock  of  the  corporation  to  be  issued 
to  the  signer.  The  contract  is  to  be  deemed  made  with  the  agent,  and 
he  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  though  he  is  mentioned  in  respect  to 
his  representative  character,  and  not  as  promisee  individually,  and 
nothing  appears  to  show  that  he  has  any  interest  apart  from  his  prin- 
CTpal,  or  that  there  was  any  motive  for  interposing  him  as  the  formal 
contracting  party  between  the  promisor  and  the  party  equitably  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  contract.     Considercmt  v.  Brisbane,  22  N.  Y. 

389. 

Agents.  We  have  seen  that  a  person  with  whom  or  in  whose  name 
a  contract  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  another  is  a  trustee  of  an  express 
trust  within  the  meaning  of  the  provision  allowing  sucli  trustee  to  sue 
without  joining  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted. 
This  of  cours^includes  an  agent  who  contracts  in  his  own  name  for 
the  benefit  of  his  principal.     See  vol.  1,  p.  453. 

In  certain  cases  an  action  on  a  contract  executed  by  an  agent  must 
be  brought  by  the  agent  and  cannot  be  maintained  by  the  principal. 
Thxis  if  an  agent  enters  into  a  contract  under  seal  for  an  undisclosed 
lirincipal,  and  it  distinctly  appears  from  the  instrument  executed  that 
the  seal  affixed  is  the  seal  of  the  person  subscribing  it,    who   desig- 
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nates  himself  as  agent,  and  not  that  of  his  principal,  the  agent  only, 
as  between  the  two,  can  maintain  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  contract- 
Schaefer  v.  Henkel,  75  N.  Y.  378 ;  Briggs  v.  Pa/rtridge,  64  id.  357 ; 
S.  C,  21  Am.  Rep.  617. 

But  when  an  executory  contract,  not  under  seal,  is  executed  by  an 
agent  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  it  may  be  enforced  by  the 
principal  although  executed  in  the  name  of  the  agent.  Nicoll  v.  Burke, 
78  N.  T.  580.  And  this  is  the  rule  whether  the  agent  describes  himself 
as  agent  or  not,  or  whether  the  principal  is'  known  or  unknown.     lb. 

Where  a  lease  was  executed  for  a  landlord  by  an  agent  in  his  own 
name,  with  the  additional  words,  "  for  the  owner,"  and  the  other  party, 
as  tenant,  executed  the  lease  in  his  own  name,  it  was  held  that 
the  agent  might  sue  in  his  own  name  to  recover  the  rent.  Morgcm  v. 
Beid,  7  Abb.  215.  So  the  landlord  might  sue  in  his  own  name  if 
he  chose.  Erickson  v.  Oompton,  6  How.  471.  Of  course  both  princi- 
pal and  agent  could  not  sue  at  the  same  time,  and  an  action  brought 
by  one  would  determine  the  right  of  the  other  to  sue  while  such  action 
was  pending  ;  and  a  recovery  by  one  would  bar  an  action  by  the  other, 
and  so  of  a  defeat  in  the  action. 

A  public  auctioneer  who  sells  goods  for  another  may  maintain  an 
action  for  the  price,  although  he  has  received  his  advances  and  com- 
missions and  has  no  interest  in  the  property  or  its  proceeds.  Mvnt/urn 
V.  Main,  7  N.  Y.  220 ;  Bogard  v.  O'Eegam,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  590 ; 
Brown  v.  Cherry,  88  How  352,  359.  The  right  of  an  agent  to  sue  as 
a  trustee  of  an  express  trust  has  been  already  noticed.  .  See  omte, 
67.     And  see  vol.  1,  p.  453. 

Persons  expressly  authorized  by  statute.  The  third  exception 
to  the  general  rule,  that  every  action  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name 
of  the  real  party  in  interest,  embraces  the  numerous  classes  of  persons 
expressly  authorized  by  statute  to  sue.  It  would  be  idle  to  attempt 
to  enumerate  all  the  various  persons  or  classes  of  persons  who  have 
been  authorized  by  statute  to  maintain  actions  in  their  own  names. 
Some  of  these  classes  of  persons  will  be  noticed  in  the  following  pages. 

Joint-stock  associations,  etc.  A  joint-stock  association  falls  within 
the  exception  to  the  general  rule  last  noticed.  The  Co^e  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure provides  that  an  action  or  special  proceeding  may  be  brought  by 
the  president  or  treasurer  of  an  unincorporated  association,  consisting 
of  seven  or  more  persons,  to  recover  any  property,  or  upon  any  cause 
of  action  for  or  upon  which  all  the  associates  may  maintain  such  an 
action  or  special  proceeding,  by  reason  of  their  interest  or  ownership 
therein,  either  jointly  or  in  common.     Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1919. 
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Any  partnersliip,  or  other  company  of  persons,  which  has  a  president 
or  treasurer  is  deemed  an  association  within  the  meaning  of  this  sec- 
tion,    lb. 

Thus  when  a  promissory  note  is  the  property  of  a  company  or  asso- 
ciation, composed  of  not  less  than  seven  persons,  having  a  treasurer,  an 
action  upon  the  note  may  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  treasurer. 
Tibhetts  v.  Blood,  21  Barb.  650.  Se^  also,  Austin  v.  Sea/ring,  16  N. 
Y.  112;  -Wash  v.  Russell,  5  Barb.  556;  Wells  v.  Gates,  18  id.  554; 
New  York  Mcurbled  Iron  Works  v.  Smith,  4  Duer,  362. 

By  county,  town  or  municipal  oiflcers.  An  action  or  special  pro- 
ceeding may  be  maintained  by  the  trustee  or  trustees  of  a  school  dis- 
trict, the  commissioner  or  commissioners  of  highways  of  a  town, 
the  overseer  or  overseers  of  the  poor  of  a  town,  village  or  city, 
the  supervisor  of  a  town,  the  county  superintendent  or  superintendents 
of  the  poor,  or  the  supervisors  of  a  county,  upon  a  contract  lawfully 
made  with  those  officers  or  their  predecessors  in  their  official  capacity ; 
to  enforce  a  liabihty  created  or  a  duty  enjoined  by  law  upon  those 
officers,  or  the  body  represented  by  them ;  or  to  recover  a  penalty 
or  a  forfeiture  given  to  those  officers  or  to  the  body  represented 
by  them ;  or  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  to  the  property 
or  rights  of  those  officers  or  the  body  represented  by  them ; 
although  the  cause  of  action  accrued  before  the  commencement 
of  their  term  of  office.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1926.  The 
officer  by  whom  the  action  or  special  proceeding  is  brought  must  be 
described  in  the  summons  or  other  process  by  which  it  is  commenced, 
and  in  all  subsequent  proceedings,  by  his  individual  name  with  the  ad- 
dition of  his  official  title.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1929.  Section  1926 
above  quoted  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  it  is  specially  prescribed 
by  law  that  an  action  may  be  maintained  by  the  body  represented  by 
an  officer  designated  in  that  section.  But  in  that  case  the  prosecution 
of  the  action  must  be  conducted  by  the  persons  then  in  office  who  rep- 
resent that  body.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1928.  Thus,  an  action  cannot 
be  maintained  by  the  supervisor  of  a  town  in  his  name  of  office  against 
his  predecessor,  for  omitting  to  render  an  account  of  town  moneys 
and  securities  in  his  hands  in  his  last  accounting,  and  for  a  conversion 
of  such  moneys  and  securities.  This  cause  of  action  is  expressly  given 
by  statute  to  the  town  in  its  corporate  capacity.  Hagadorn  v.  Raux, 
72  N.  Y.   583.     See  Town  of  GuUford  v.  Cooley,  58  id.  116. 

Corporations.  Suits  by  corporations  should  be  brought  in  their 
corporate  name.  Where  a  religious  society  has  been  duly  and 
legally   incorporated,  all  suits  in   behalf   of  the   corporation   should 
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be  brought  in  the  corporate  name  or  title  of  the  society  and  hot 
in  the  name  of  the  trustees.  Bundy  v.  Bwdsall,  29  Barb.  31 ; 
Van  Deuzeii  v.  Trustees  of  Preshytericm  Congregation,  4  Abb. 
Ct.  App.  465 ;  S.  C,  3  Keyes,  550 ;  3  Trans.  App.  39 ;  Lowen- 
thall  V.  Wiseman,  56  Barb.  490.  Where  there  is  a  breach  of  a  con- 
tract made  with  a  religious  corporation  in  its  corporate  name,  an  indi- 
vidual member  of  the  corporatiqji  cannot  maintain  an  action  on  the 
contract  in  his  own  name  for  the  benefit  of  the  corporation,  although 
he  adds  to  his  name  a  statement  of  his  relation  to  the  corporation ;  and 
the  president  of  the  corporation  has  no  more  right,  in  such  case,  to 
sue  in  his  own  name  than  any  other  corporator ;  and  cannot  give  himself 
that  right  by  designating  himself  as  president  of  the  corporation.  He 
is  not  a  trustee  of  au  express  trust,  as  no  contract  has  been  made  with 
him  or  in  his  name.     lb. 

Penalties  and  forfeitures.  When  real  or  personal  property  has 
been  forfeited,  or  a  penalty  incurred  to  the  people  of  the  State,  or  to 
an  officer  to  their  use,  pursuant  to  a  provision  of  law,  the  attorney- 
general  or  the  district  attorney  of  the  county  in  which  the  action  is 
triable  must  bring  an  action  to  recover  the  property  or  penalty,  in  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  action.  When  the  Supreme  Court  and 
a  justice's  court  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  the  action  it  may  be 
brought  in  either  at  the  election  of  the  prosecuting  officer.  Code  of 
Civil  Pro.,  §1962. 

Where  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  is  given,  by  a  statute,  to  a  person 
aggrieved  by  the  act  or  omission  of  another,  the  person  to  whom  it  is 
given  may,  if  it  is  pecuniary,  maintain  an  action  to  recover  the  amount 
thereof  ;  or,  if  it  consists  of  the  forfeiture  of  a  chattel,  he  may  maintain 
an  action  to  recover  the  chattel,  or  its  value,  or  other  damages,  as  the 
case  requires.     Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1893. 

Where  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  is  given,  by  a  statute,  to  any  person 
who  sues  therefor,  an  action  to  recover  it  may  be  maintained,  by  any 
person,  in  his  own  name ;  but  the  action  cannot  be  compromised  or 
settled,  without  the  leave  of  the  court  in  which  it  is  brought.  Id., 
§  1894. 

Yiolation  of  a  duty.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  whenever  one  owes 
another  a  duty,  whether  such  duty  is  imposed  by  voluntary  contract  or 
by  statute,  a  breach  of  such  duty  causing  damage  gives  a  right  of  action. 
Duty  and  right  are  correlative  ;  and  where  a  duty  is  imposed,  there 
must  be  a  right  to  have  it  performed.  When  a  statute  imposes  a  duty 
upon  a  public  officer,  it  is  well  settled  that  any  person  having  a  specif 
interest  in  the  performance  thereof  may  sue  for  a  breach  of  such  duty 
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causing  him  damage,  and  the  same  is  true  of  a  duty  imposed  by 
statute  upon  any  citizen.  Willy  v.  Mulledy,  78  N.  T.  310 ;  Hover 
V.  Bm-klwof,  44  id.  113 ;  Jetter  v.  ]V.  Y.  Central,  etc.,  JR.  R.  Co., 
2  Abb.  Ct.  App.  458;  Reeney  y.  Sprague,  11  E.  I.  456;  Couch  v. 
Steele,  3  Ell.  &  Bl.  402.  In  Oomyn's  Digest  (Action  upon  Statute, 
F.),  it  is  laid  down  as  the  rule  that  "  in  every  case  where  a  statute 
enacts  or  prohibits  a  thing  for  the  benefit  of  a  person,  he  shall  have  a 
remedy  upon  the  same  statute  for  the  thing  enacted  for  his  advantage, 
or  for  the  recompense  of  a  wrong  done  to  him  contrary  to  the  said 
law." 

Luuatics,  etc.,  actions  by.  "  Receivers  and  committees  of  lunatics 
and  habitual  drunkards,  appointed  by  any  order  or  decree  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  may  sue  in  their  own  names  for  any  debt,  claim  or  de- 
mand transferred  to  them,  or  to  the  possession  and  control  of  which 
they  are  entitled  as  such  receiver  or  committee."  3  R.  S.  135,  §  11 
(5th  ed.) ;  Laws  1845,  chap.  112,  §  2 ;  Person  v.  Warren,  14  Barb. 
488.  The  committee  of  the  person  and  estate  of  an  habitual  drunkard 
may  bring  actions  on  promissory  notes  he  received,  as  such  committee, 
in  Kis  own  name,  without  describing  himself  as  committee.  Dams  v. 
Carpenter,  12  How.  Pr.  287. 

"WTien  no  receiver  or  committee  has  been  appointed  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  the  action  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  lunatic.  Zane  v.  Schermerhorn,  1  Hill,  97 ;  Petrie  v.  Shoemaker, 
24  Wend.  85.  And,  in  all  eases,  the  action  must  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  lunatic,  unless  the  case  is  within  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  which  has  been  cited.  MoKiUip  v.  McKilUp,  8  Barb.  552  ; 
Burnet  v.  Bookstaver,  10  Hun,  481. 

A  defendant  non  compos  mentis,  but  of  full  age,  and  not  an  i3iot 
from  nativity,  may  appear  by  attorney ;  and  the  court,  on  motion,  will 
appoint  an  attorney  for  him.  Faulkner  v.  McClure,  18  Johns.  134. 
The  same  rule  is  equally  applicable  to  a  plaintiff.  But,  in  aU  such 
cases,  the  party  ought  to  appear  in  court,  in  person,  so  that  an  appear- 
ance may  be  entered  as  a  personal  one  because,  if  a  person  is  of  un- 
sound mind,  he  cannot  properly  select  an  attorney  to  act  for  him,  even 
if  it  were  conceded  that  he  has  legal  capacity  for  that  purpose.  And, 
in  all  such  cases,  the  justice  will  be  careful  to  see  that  some  competent 
person  is  intrusted  with  the  cause,  so  that  the  rights  of  the  party  will 
be  safe. 

Infants,  actions  by.  An  action  to  recover  a  debt  due  to  an  iiifaJit 
may  be  brought  either  by  an  infant,  by  his  guardian  ad  lit^ni,  duly  ap- 
pointed, who  may  be  his  general  guardian,  Segelken  v.  Meyer,  14  Hun, 
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593,  or  the  action  may  be  brought  by  the  general  guardian  in  his  own 
name.  lb. ;  Thomas  v.  Bennett,  56  Barb.  197.  The  right  of  the 
general  guardian  appointed  by  the  surrogate  to  sue  for  a  debt  due  to 
his  ward  is  not  exclusive ;  and  its  existence  does  not  deprive  the  ward 
of  his  right  of  action.  Segelhen  v.  Meyer,  14  Hun,  593.  But  a 
guardian  in  socage  or  a  guardian  by  nature  cannot  maintain  the  action 
Thomas  v.  Bennett,  56  Barb.  197. 

The  Code  provides  that  where  an  infant  has  a  right  of  action,  he  is 
entitled  to  maintain  an  action  thereon ;  and  that  the  same  shall  not  be 
delayed  or  deferred  on  account  of  his  infancy.  Yol.  1,  p.  121,  §  468. 
But  it  also  requires  that  before  a  summons  is  issued  in  behalf  of  an  in- 
fant plaintiff,  or  before  he  joins  issue  without  a  summons,  the  justice 
shall  appoint  a  competent  and  responsible  person,  nominated  by  the 
plaintiff  or  his  general  guardian,  to  appear  as  his  guardian  for  the 
purpose  of  the  action.  The  written  consent  of  the  person  so  appointed 
must  be  filed  with  the  justice,  before  his  appointment.  The  guardian 
so  appointed  is  responsible  for  the  costs.     Yol.  1,  p.  8,  §  2887. 

A  mere  oral  application  by  the  infant  or  his  guardian  is  sufficient  to 
authorize  the  justice  to  act,  if  the  application  is  accompanied  by  the 
written  consent  of  the  proposed  guardian.  But  an  application  in 
writing  is  the  better  practice  as  it  will  form  a  part  of  the  record  of  the 
proceedings  before  the  justice,  and  bear  evidence  upon  its  face  of  the 
regularity  of  the  preliminary  proceedings.  The  application  may  be 
in  the  following  form,  or  in  any  other  equivalent  form. 

ApplioaUon  hy  Infant  Plaintiff. 

To  David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  May- 
field  in  the  county  of  Fulton  : 
The  undersigned,  an  infant  nineteen  years  of  age,  being  about  to 

commence  an  action  against  Richard  Roe,  respectfully  requests  the 

appointment  of  Richard  Hansen  as  his  guardian  for  the  purposes  of 

said  action. 

Dated  May  27,  1882. 

SAN FORD  HANSEN. 

Consent  of  Oua/rdian. 

I  hereby  consent  to  be  appointed  guardian  of  Sanford  Hansen  for 
the  purposes  of  the  action  mentioned  in  the  annexed  application. 
Dated  May  27,  1882. 

RICHARD  HANSEN. 
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Appointment  hy   Justice. 

Santbrd  Hansen  having  made  application  to  me  in  writing  for  the 
appointment  of  Richard  Hansen  as  his  guardian  for  the  purposes  of 
an  action  against  Richard  Roe,  and  it  appearing  that  such  proposed 
guardian  is  a  competent  and  .  responsible  person ;  that  the  appli- 
cant is  an  infant  and  about  to  commence  such  action,  and  the 
said  Richard  Hansen  having  executed  a  written  consent  to  sach 
appointment,  now  on  filing  such  application  and  consent,  I  do  hereby 
appoint  Richard  Hansen  guardian  of  Sanford  Hansen,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  said  action. 

Dated  May  27,  1882. 

DAVID  KENNEDY, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  application  is  in  effect  an  ex  pa/rte  motion,  and  the  appoint- 
ment is  in  effect  an  order,  although  it  does  not  come  within  the 
definition  of  an  order  as  given  by  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
not  being  a  written  direction  of  a  judge  made  in  an  action  or 
special  proceeding  for  the  reason  that  the  appointment  must  precede 
the  summons.  The  failure  to  procure  the  appointment  of  a  guardian 
for  an  infant  plaintiff  is  an  irregularity,  and  not  a  jurisdictional  question. 
Wolf&rd  V.  Oakley,  43  How.  118 ;  Fitch  v.  Fitch,  18  Wend.  513  ; 
Fellows  V.  Niver,  id.  563  ;  Butter  v.  Puchhofer,  9  Bosw.  638 ;  'Sma/rt 
V.  Ha/ring,  14  Hun,  276.  The  defendant  by  pleading  to  the  merits 
will  waive  the  irregularity.  lb.  ;  Parhs  v.  Parhs,  19  Abb.  161 ; 
Chaham  v.  Pinchney,  7  Rob.  149  ;  Schemerhorn  v.  Jenhins,  7  Johns. 
373  ;  Treadnjoell  v.  'Bruder,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  596.  The  infancy  of  the 
plaintiff  is  not  a  ground  for  a  nonsuit  on  the  trial.  The  objection 
must  either  be  taken  by  answer,  or  by  motion  to  set  aside  the  proceed- 
ings for  irregularity.     lb. 

Married  women,  actions  by.  The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  in  a 
sinwle  sentence,  sweeps  away  all  that  was  peculiar  in  the  old  practice 
relating  to  suits  by  married  women,  and  places  them  upon  the  same 
footing  as  other  parties  to  actions.  It  provides  that  "  in  an  action  or 
special  proceeding,  a  married  woman  appears,  prosecutes  or  defends 
alone,  or  joined  with  other  parties  as  if  she  was  single."  Yol.  1,  p.  119, 
§  450.  In  view  of  this  statute,  it  is  idle  to  cite  authorities,  or  to  inquire 
what  was  the  rule  before  this  enactment. 

The  rights  of  married  women  under  the  enabling  acts  have  been 
considered  in  a  preceding  volume.     See  vol.  2,  p.  300. 
10 
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Joinder  of  plaintilfs.  The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides  that 
"all  persons  having  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  action,  and  in 
obtaining  the  judgment  demanded,  may  be  joined,  as  plaintiffs  except 
as  otherwise  expressly  prescribed  in  this  act."  Vol.  1,  p.  119,  §  446. 
We  have  seen  that  an  executor,  administrator,  trustee  of  an  express 
trust,  or  a  person  expressly  authorized  by  statute,  may  sue  without 
joining  with  him  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted. 
AnU,  60. 

When  a  married  woman  brings  an  action  or  special  proceeding  af- 
fecting her  separate  property  it  is  neither  necessary  nor  proper  to  join 
her  husband  with  her  as  a  party.     Vol.  1,  p.  119,  §  450. 

All  these  statutory  provisions  apply  to  actions  in  a  justice's  court. 
Vol.  1,  p.  172,  §  3347,  subd.  3.  Under  the  former  Code,  all  the  pro- 
visions of  that  act  relating  to  parties  to  actions  were  made  applicable  to 
justices'  cQurts.  See  Code  of  Procedure,  §  64,  subd.  15.  By  that  act 
it  was  provided  that  "  of  the  parties  to  the  action,  those  who  are  united 
in  interest  must  be  joined  as  plaintiffs  or  defendants  ;  but  if  the  con- 
sent of  any  one  who  should  have  been  joined  as  plaintiff  cannot  be 
obtained,  he  may  be  made  a  defendant,  the  reason  thereof  being  stated 
in  the  complaint,  and  when  the  question  is  one  of  a  common  or 
general  interest  of  many  persons ;  or  when  the  parties  are  very  numer 
ous  and  it  may  be  impracticable  to  bring  them  all  before  the  court,  one 
or  more  may  sue  or  defend  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole."  Code  of 
Pro.,  §  119.  But  the  Code  of  Procedure  has  been  repealed,  and  the 
section  of  the  present  Code,  which  takes  the  place  of  the  section  quoted, 
has  not  been  made  applicable  to  justices'  courts ;  and  the  rule  requiring 
the  joinder  of  all  persons  who  are  united  in  interest  as  parties  plaintiff 
in  an  action  pending  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  can  no  longer  be 
supported  upon  the  authority  of  that  statutory  provision.  See  Code  of 
Civil  Pro.,  §  448,  and  §  3347,  subds.  3  and  4.  But  the  section  of  the  old 
Code  above  quoted  was  merely  declaratory  of  a  very  ancient  rule.  See 
McCotter  v.  Lawrence,  4  Hun,  107 ;  S.  C-,  6  K  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.) 
392.  And  the  provision  of  the  present  Code  declaring  that  each  court 
shall  continue  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  and  powers  now  vested  in  it 
by  law  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  court,  except  as 
otherwise  prescribed  in  that  act,  may  preserve  the  rule  independently 
of  the  statute.     See  vol.  1,  p.  104,  §  4. 

The  section  of  the  present  Code  requiring  the  prosecution  of  every 
action  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  except  in  certain 
specified  cases,  applies  to  justices'  courts.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §§  449, 
3347,  subd.  3.     This  section  is  imperative  and  is  subject  to  no  excep- 
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tions  other  than  those  therein  stated.  It  requires  that  the  action  shall 
be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  every  real  party  in  interest,  unless  in  one 
of  the  excepted  cases.  Thus,  under  this  section,  every  partner,  whether 
active  or  dormant,  is  a  necessary  party  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  a  partnership  debt,  founded  upon  a  partnership  contract,  and 
no  one  member  of  the  firm  can  maintain  such  action.  A  partner  is 
not  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust  within  the  meaning  of  that  section. 
See  Secor  v.  Keller,  4  Duer,  416  ;  Brainerd  v.  Bertn^ani,  5  Abb.  N. 
C.  102.  This  rule  is  not  confined  to  partners  alone  but  is  applicable 
to  all  persons  similarly  interested.  The  law  will  not  tolerate  a  suit  to 
enforce  a  contract  by  piece-meal.  MoCotter  v.  Lawrence,  4  Hun,  107. 
On  the  other  hand,  persons  having  adverse  or  conflicting  rights  in  re- 
lation to  the  subject-matter  of  a  litigation  ought  never  to  be  joined  as 
plaintiffs.  Strujppmcm  v.  Muller,  52  How.  211 ;  Grcmt  v.  Van  Sohoon- 
hoven,  9  Paige,  255. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  tenants  in  common  of  personal  property 
must  join  in  an  action  for  its  conversion.  But  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  that  rule  can  apply  to  a  case  of  the  conversion  of  an  undivided 
interest  in  a  chattel,  and  not  of  the  whole  of  it,  where  the  defendant 
has  done  no  act  which  can  be  construed  as  a  trespass  upon  the  rights  of 
the  owners  of  the  remaining  interests,  and  only  claims  to  be  a  joint 
owner  with  them.  Maxwell  v.  Pratt,  24  Hun,  448.  See  Tripp  v. 
BiUy,  15  Barb.  333. 

A  single  demand  or  claim  cannot  be  split  up  into  several,  so  as  to 
authorize  several  different  actions  in  a  court  of  law,  and  in  the  name 
of  each  party  interested.  Goster  v.  Ifew  York  <&  Erie  R.  R.  Co., 
6  Duer,  43,  44.  A  court  of  equity  will  protect  the  rights  of  a  party  to 
whom  a  portion  of  a  demand  has  been  assigned,  but  it  will  require  aU 
the  parties  interested  to  be  joined  in  the  action  either  as  plaintiffs  or 
defendants.  Field  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  6  N.  T.  179 ;  Cook  v. 
Gen.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  8  How.  514.  If  one  member  of  a  firm  has  been 
adjudged  a  bankrupt,  and  has  executed  an  assignment  to  his  assignee, 
the  solvent  partner  and  the  assignee  must  join  in  an  action  to  collect  a 
claim  due  to  the  firm.  Browning  v.  Marvin,  22  Hun,  547 ;  Oraham  v. 
Robertson,  2  Durnf .  &  East,  282;  Echhardt  v.  Wilson,  8  id.  140;  Murray/ 
V.  Murray,  5  Johns.  Oh.  60.  The  principle  is  briefly  and  concisely 
stated  in  the  case  last  cited  that  the  solvent  partner  and  the  assignee  of 
the  bankrupt   cannot   sue   alone,  but   must   unite   in  actions  at  law. 

Id.  70.  ' 

Where  the  owner  of  premises  in  fee,  having  demised  the  same  for  a 
term  of  years,  dies  intestate  before  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  one  of 
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his  heirs  at  law  can  sue  alone  to  recover  Iiis  aliquot  part  of  subsequently 
accruing  rent,  or  the  heirs  at  law  may  all  join  as  plaintiffs.  Jones  v. 
Fetch,  3  Bosw.  63  ;  Cole  v.  Patterson,  26  "Wend.  456 ;  Jackson  v. 
Topping,  1  id.  388 ;  Bowen  v.  Bowen,  18  Conn.  635 ;  Gruger  v.  Mo- 
Laury,  41  N.  Y.  219,  223 ;  Arming  Gruger  v.  McGlaughry,  51  Barb. 
642.  See  Porter  v.  Bleiler,  17  id.  149.  But  if  several  tenants  in 
common  of  land  join  in  a  lease  of  it,  they  must  all  join  as  plaintiffs  in 
an  action  to  recover  the  rent,  as  they  are  jointly  interested. 

When  two  firms  have  one  common  member,  and  one  firm  performs 
work  and  labor  for  the  other,  no  action  at  law  will  lie  in  favor  of  the 
creditor  firm  against  the  other,  nor  in  favor  of  the  partners  therein  who 
have  no  interest  in  the  debtor  firm ;  nor  will  it  lie  although  the  common 
partner  assigns  his  interest  in  the  claim  to  his  copartners.  Engliss  v. 
Fumiss,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  687.  But  where  two  firms,  of  which  A.  was 
a  partner,  stated  an  aceoxmt  of  their  mutual  dealings,  and  the  partners 
in  the  creditor  firm,  with  the  exception  of  A.,  who  declined  to  be  a 
plaintiff  and  was  made  a  defendant,  brought  their  action  against  the 
members  of  the  debtor  firm,  it  was  held  that,  upon  proof  of  these  facts, 
the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  jiidgment  for  the  balance  thus  ascertained. 
Cole  V.  Reynolds,  18  Is".  T.  74.  While  it  maybe  admitted  as  ageneral 
rule  that  a  person  cannot  sue  himself  and  be  both  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant, there  are  exceptions  to  the  rule.  A  person  who  is  administrator 
of  an  estate,  having  a  demand  against  another  estate,  may  sue  as  adminis- 
trator of  the  creditor  estate,  although  he  is  also  one  of  the  administrators 
of  the  debtor  estate  and  a  party  defendant  to  the  action.  In  such  case 
the  plaintiff  does  not  sue  himself.  It  is  simply  estate  against  estate. 
Neilly  v.  Neilly,  23  Hun,  651.  Of  course,  such  an  action  conld  not 
be  brought  in  justice's  court,  as  the  justice,  while  having  jurisdiction 
to  hear  and  determine  an  action  brought  by  a  plaintiff  as  administrator, 
would  have  no  authority  to  take  cognizance  of  one  brought  against  an 
administrator  although  the  administrator  was  both  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant in  the  action.  The  cases  are  extremely  rare  in  which  a  person  can 
be  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  an  action  brought  in  justices'  court. 

Where  one  or  more  of  the  partners  of  a  firm  dies,  an  action  to  re- 
cover a  debt  due  to  the  partnership  firm  must  be  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  surviving  partner.  Bernard  v.  Wilcom,  2  Johns.  Cas.  374 ; 
Murray  v.  Mumford,  &  Cow.  441 ;  Homes  v.  DWamp,  1  Johns.  34. 

Two  persons  who  have  been  induced  by  the  fraudulent  representar 
tions  of  another  to  execute,  as  sureties,  a  joint  undertaking  given  on 
an  appeal  from  a  judgment  against  the  latter,  and  who  have  jointly 
paid  the  amount  for  which  they  were  liable  upon  tlie  undertaking,  may 
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maintain  a  joint  action  to  recover  the  damages  they  have  sustained  by 
reason  of  the  fraud.  Bates  v.  Merrick,  2  Hun,  568  ;  S.  C,  5  N.  T. 
Sup.  Ct.  701.  And  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  if  two  or  more 
sureties  pay  their  principal's  debt  out  of  their  joint  funds,  they  may 
maintain  a  joint  action  against  their  principal.  Enos  v.  Leach,  18 
Hun,  139 ;  May  v.  May,  1  C.  &  P.  44 ;  Osborne  v.  Harper,  5  East, 
255 ;  Day  v.  Swann,  13  Me.  165  ;  Jewett  v.  Cornfortk,  3  id.  107 ; 
Fletcher  v.  Jackson,  23  Vt.  581 ;  Johnson  v.  Allen,  67  111'  317 ; 
Stewa/rd  v.  Yaughn,  1  Rice  (S.  C),  33. 

In  case  of  the  refusal  of  a  necessary  party  plaintiff  to  join  in  an 
action  with  the  other  parties  in  interest  to  enforce  their  joint  demand, 
it  would  probably  be  the  proper  practice  to  make  the  person  so  re- 
fusing a  defendant  in  the  action  and  to  state  in  the  complaint  the  reason 
for  thus  making  him  defendant,  although  the  statute  authorizing  such 
procedure  does  not  apply  to  justices'  courts.  To  hold  that  a  person 
must  join  with  him,  as  a  party  to  an  action,  another  person  who  re- 
fuses to  be  made  such  party,  and  to  refuse  to  permit  the  action  to  proceed 
in  some  form  without  such  joinder,  would  in  many  cases  amount  to  a 
denial  of  justice,  and  would  result  in  a  greater  evil  than  that  which  the 
rule  was  designed  to  prevent. 

Misjoinder  of  plaintiffs.  In  an  action  pending  in  a  court  of  record 
a  defendant  may  demur  to  the  complaint  when  it  appears  upon  its 
face  that  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff.  Code  of  Civil  Pro., 
§  488.  "When  it  does  not  so  appear  the  objection  may  be  taken  by 
answer.  Id.,  §  498.  Before  the  enactment  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure a  demurrer  upon  the  ground  of  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff 
was  not  authorized  in  courts  of  record.  People  v.  Crooks,  53  N.  Y. 
648 ;  Allen  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  38  id.  280 ;  Richtmeyer  v.  Eicht- 
meyer,  50  Barb.  55 ;  Enos  v.  Leach,  18  Hun,  139.  It  is  not  now  a 
ground  of  demurrer  in  justice's  court.  Yol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2939.  But  in 
all  the  courts,  whether  of  record  or  not  of  record,  the  failure  of  the 
complaint  to  state  a  cause  of  action  is,  and  always  has  been,  a  ground 
of  demurrer.  A  brief  examination  of  the  mode  of  taking  an  objection 
to  the  misjoinder  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  pending  in  a  court  of  record 
before  a  demurrer  upon  that  specific  ground  was  authorized  by  the 
statute,  will  aid  in  determining  the  proper  mode  of  taking  a  similar 
objection  in  actions  pending  before  a  justice  of  the  peace. 

Before  the  present  Code,  if  in  an  action  pending  in  a  court  of  record 
there  was  a  misjoinder  of  plaintiffs,  that  is,  if  the  facts  stated  in  the 
complaint  showed  no  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants  in  favor  of 
one  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  defendant  might  demur  as  to  such  plaintiff 
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upon  the  ground  that  the  complaint  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  as  to  such  plaintiff,  the  complaint  waa 
dismissed.  If  the  objection  was  not  raised  by  demurrer,  or  it  did  not 
appear  in  the  complaint  it  might  still  be  raised  upon  the  trial,  and  the 
complaint  dismissed  as  to  the  plaintiffs  in  whose  favor  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion was  shown,  but  not  as  to  the  plaintiffs  in  whose  favor  a  good  cause 
of  action  was  shown.  The  statute  authorized  a  judgment  "  for  or 
against  one  or  more  of  several  plaintiffs,"  and  under  this  provision  a 
judgment  was  rendered  against  the  plaintiff  who  had  no  cause  of  action, 
and  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  who  had  a  good  cause  of  action.  PaUner 
V.  Davis,  28  N.  Y.  242 ;  Rumsey  v.  Lake,  55  How.  339 ;  Svma/r  v. 
Canaday,  53  'S.  T.  298 ;  S.  C,  13  Am.  Eep.  523 ;  Eichtmyer  v. 
Richtmyer,  60  Barb.  55 ;  Lammofbd  v.  Volmvs,  14  Hun,  263. 

Under  the  present  practice,  when  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the 
complaint  in  an  action  pending  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  that  there 
is  a  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff,  the  defendant  may  demur,  as  to  the 
plaintiff  improperly  joined,  upon  the  ground  that  the  complaint  does 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  in  his  favor. 

If  the  justice  considers  the  objection  well  taken,  he  must  permit 
the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  complaint.  Yol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2939.  This 
maybe  done  by  striking  out  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  improperly  joined 
or  by  adding  an  allegation  connecting  the  plaintiff  with  the  cause  of 
action  set  forth  in  the  complaint.  Vol.  1,  p.  122,  §  723  ;  id.,  p.  172, 
§  3347,  subd.  6.  See  Lwpham  v.  Rice,  63  Barb.  485 ;  55  IST.  Y.  472 ; 
66  Barb.  487;  AcTcUy  v.  Tarlox,  31  IST.  Y.  564.  If  the  plaintiff  fails 
to  amend  after  the  decision  of  the  demurrer,  the  defective  pleading 
must  be  disregarded.     Yol.  1,  p.  122,  §  723. 

If  the  complaint  does  not  disclose  this  misjoinder,  the  defendant, 
instead  of  demurring,  may  take  the  objection  by  answer.  Corey  v. 
Rice,  4  Lans.  141.  If  two  persons,  having  each  a  several  interest  in  a 
demand,  commence  a  joint  action  upon  the  demand,  the  defendant  may 
by  answer  deny  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  the  action  jointly, 
and  defeat  a  recovery  by  either  unless  an  amendment  is  allowed  by 
which  the  name  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs  is  stricken  out.  Latham  v. 
Rice,  55  N.  Y.  472.  The  justice  has  power  to  allow  such  an  amend- 
ment,    lb. ;  vol.  1,  p.  122,  §  723. 

A  misjoinder  of  parties  is  also  a  ground  of  nonsuit  at  the  trial,  and  the 
defendant  is  not  bound  to  set  up  the  defense  in  his  answer,  or  to 
demur  to  the  complaint.  See  Lapham  v.  Rice,  55  N.  Y.  472; 
Ackley  v.  Ta/rhox,  31  id.  564,  567.  But  it  is  held  that  the  joinder 
of  too  many  persons  as  plaintiffs  is  not  a  ground  of  dismissing  the 
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complaint  as  to  all  the  plaintiffs,  if  any  one  of  tliem  has  shown  a  good 
cause  of  action.  See  Simar  v.  Ocmaday,  53  N.  Y.  298;  Fuller  v. 
Fuller,  5  Hnn,  595.  In  such  case  the  justice  should  strike  out  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff  in  whose  favor  no  cause  of  action  has  been  shown, 
and  proceed  with  the  trial  of  the  cause  as  if  he  had  never  been  made 
a  party.  See  Ackley  v.  Tarhox,  31  N.  Y.  564.  It  is  clear  under  all 
the  casfes,  that  two  plaintiffs,  who  are  separate  owners  of  property,  and 
have  no  joint  interest  therein,  cannot  have  a  joint  recovery  for  injuries 
to  the  property  if  the  objection  to  the  misjoinder  is  properly  taken. 
The  provision  of  tlie  Code  authorizing  a  judgment  for  or  against  one 
or  more  plaintiffs  in  an  action  is  not  made  applicable  to  justices'  courts; 
but  the  section  of  the  Code  allowing  an  amendment  of  a  process,  plead- 
ing or  proceeding,  in  the  furtherance  of  justice,  and  on  such  terms  as 
shall  be  just,  by  striking  out  the  name  of  a  person  as  a  party,  either 
upon  the  trial,  or  at  any  other  stage  of  the  action  before  or  after  judg- 
ment, is  applicable  to  those  courts,  and  conveys  an  equivalent  remedy. 
The  justice  may  impose  such  terms  upon  allowing  the  amendment  as 
he  deems  proper,  and  thus  as  effectually  require  the  payment  of  costs 
for  the  misjoinder,  as  if  a  formal  judgment  for  costs  was  entered  up 
against  the  person  whose  name  is  stricken  from  the  complaint. 

Non-joinder  of  plaintiflfs.  Under  the  old  Code,  a  defendant  in  an 
action  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  could  take  the  objection 
that  a  person,  who  was  a  necessary  party  plaintiff,  had  not  been 
jdined  as  a  plaintiff  in  the  action,  in  one  of  two  ways.  If  the  defect 
appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint  he  could  demur  for 
the  defect  of  parties.  If  it  did  not  so  appear,  he  could  take  the 
objection  by  answer.  If  he  did  not  take  the  objection  in  either 
way,  the  defect  was  waived;  and  althougli  ;i  cause  of  action 
belonged  to  several  parties,  a  less  number  than  the  whole  might  recover, 
unless  the  defendant  chose  to  set  up  the  non-joinder  as  a  defense  in  his 
pleading.  Frazier  v.  Gibson,  15  Hun,  37 ;  Maxwell  v.  Pratt,  M  id. 
M8.  This  was  so  held  upon  the  assumption  that  the  provisions  of  the 
old  Code  in  respect  to  objections  to  defects  of  parties  in  courts  of  record 
were  applicable  to  justices'  courts.  But  the  corresponding  provisions 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  are  not  applicable  to  justices'  courts. 
See  vol.  1,  p.  172,  §  3347,  subd.  4.  Therefore,  the  rules  of  practice  in 
courts  of  record  no  longer  contr'ol  the  practice  as  to  objections  to  defects 
of  parties  in  an  action  pending  before  a  justice  of  the  peace. 

In  a  justice's  court  no  demurrer  is  allowed  for  a  defect  of  parties 
where  there  is  a  good  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint.  See  vol. 
1  p.  26,  §  2939.     A  demurrer,  therefore,  is  not  the  remedy  for  a  de 
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feet  of  parties  plaintiff.  Under  the  practice  before  the  adoption  of  the 
former  Code  the  non-joinder  of  parties  as  plaintiffs  in  actions  on  con- 
tract could  be  taken  advantage  of  by  a  plea  in  abatement,  or  the  de- 
fendant might  avail  himself  of  it  under  the  general  issue  as  a  gromid 
for  nonsuit  at  the  trial.  Under  the  present  system  of  pleadings  all 
matters  constituting  a  defense  are  to  be  raised  in  some  form  by  the 
answer.  But  the  Code  has  not  attempted  to  define  what  defenses 
may  be  proven  on  the  trial  under  a  general  denial  or  what  defenses 
must  be  specially  set  forth  in  the  answer.  This  is  to  be  determined  by 
the  settled  principles  of  pleading  which  existed  before  and  have  con- 
tinued since  the  Code,  and  are  applicable  to  all  courts  of  common-law 
jurisdiction.  There  are  no  provisions  in  the  Code  requiring  an  objec- 
tion to  a  defect  of  parties  plaintiff  to  be  specially  set  up  in  the  answer 
in  a  justice's  court,  or  declaring  that  if  it  is  not  so  set  up  that  it  will  be 
waived.  But  it  will  be  safe  practice  to  take  the  objection  by  an  answer 
specifically  pointing  out  by  name  the  parties  who  should  have  been 
joined  as  plaintiffs.  See  Fowler  v.  Kennedy,  2  Abb.  347 ;  Kingsland 
V.  JBraisted,  2  Lans.  1 7 ;  Maxwell  v.  Pratt,  24  Hun,  448  ;  Wigand 
V.  Slchd,  3  Keyes,  120  ;  Wooster  v.  Ohamherlin,  28  Barb.  602.  The 
objection  may,  however,  be  taken  advantage  of  at  the  trial  by  motion 
for  a  nonsuit.  Armine  v.  Spencer,  4  Wend.  406  ;  Rice  v.  HoUenheck, 
19  Barb.  664 ;  Dob  v.  Hasley,  16  Johns.  34. 

When  the  objection  is  taken,  and  it  appears  that  a  necessary  party 
plaintiff  has  not  been  joined,  the  justice  may  permit  an  amendment 
adding  the  name  of  the  omitted  party,  if  substantial  justice  will  be 
promoted  thereby,  upon  such  terms  as  may  be  just.  Yol.  1,  p.  27, 
I  2944 ;  id.,  p.  122,  §  723. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  by  a  town,  county  or  municipal  officer, 
pursuant  to  section  1926  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  an  objection 
growing  out  of  an  omission  to  join  any  officer  who  ought  to  be  joined 
with  the  plaintiff  must  be  taken  by  answer,  or,  in  a  special  proceeding 
before  the  close  of  the  ease  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  If  not  so 
taken,  the  objection  is  waived.     Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1929. 

§  2.  Who  should  be  made  defendants.  As  a  general  rule  an  ac- 
tion for  a  breach  of  contract  should  be  brought  against  the  parties  -who 
entered  into  it  as  principals  and  who  have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
it.  When  the  contract  is  made  by  the  defendant  in  person  there 
can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  proper  party.  But  when  the  contract  is  not 
made  by  the  person  beneficially  interested  in  its  subject-matter,  the 
question  as  to  who  should  be  sued  thereon  may  depend  upon  its  character 
and  form. 
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Action  on  contracts  by  agents.  If  a  contract  is  under  seal,  is  exe- 
cuted by  an  agent  in  his  own  name  and  does  not  purport  to  be  execu- 
ted on  behalf  of  a  principal,  it  can  be  enforced  against  the  agent  only, 
although  the  fact  of  the  agency  is  recited  in  the  instrument. 
Kiersted  v.  Orange  &  Alexcmdria  B.  B.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.  343;  S.  C, 
25  Am.  Eep.  199 ;  Taft  v.  Brewster,  9  Johns.  334;  Stone  v.  Wood,  7 
Cow.  453 ;  Guyon  v.  Lewis,  Y  Wend.  26 ;  Briggs  v.  Partridge,  64 
N.  Y.  367.  So  if  the  contract  is  a  negotiable  instrument,  and  is  exe- 
cuted by  an  agent  in  his  own  name,  although  in  fact  for  his  principal, 
the  agent  only  can  be  made  defendant  in  an  action  on  the  contract. 
lb. ;  Barker  v.  Mechanios'  Ins.  Co.,  3  "Wend.  94 ;  Pentz  v.  Stanton, 
10  id.  271 ;  De-Witt  v.  Walton,  9  N".  Y.  571 ;  Merchants'  Bamlc  v.  Rays, 
7  Hun,  530.  Thus,  if  a  promissory  note  is  executed  by  the  agent  of  the 
widow  and  heirs  of  a  deceased  person,  and  the  agent  annexes  to  his  sig- 
nature the  words  "  attorney  for  the  estate  of  A.,  deceased,"  the  widow 
and  heirs  are  not  so  named  as  to  render  them  liable  upon  the  note,  and 
the  agent  only  should  be  made  defendant  in  an  action  upon  the  instrument, 
lb.  But  these  are  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  that  a  principal,  though 
undisclosed,  is  liable  on  a  contract  executed  in  the  name  of  his  agent,  and 
is  the  proper  party  defendant  in  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  contract. 
Inglehart  v.  Thousamd  Island  Hotel  Co.,  7  Hun,  547;  Porter  v. 
Talcott,  1  Cow.  359  ;  Taintor  v.  Prendergrast,  3  Hill,  72 ;  Coleman 
V.  First  National  Bamik  of  Elmira,  53  N.  Y.  388.  As  a  general 
rule,  an  agent  is  not  liable  on  a  contract  for  a  known  principal  where 
he  acts  within  the  scope  of  his  authority.  Mornson  v.  Currie,  4 
Duer,  79.     See  vol.  1,  p.  456. 

Executors,  etc.  In  the  case  of  the  death  of  the  parties  to  a  contract 
who,  if  living,  would  have  been  the  pi'oper  parties  defendant  in  an 
action  for  its  breach,  no  action  can  be  maintained  in  a  justice's  court, 
because  executors  and  administrators  cannot  be  sued,  as  such,  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace.     Vol.  1,  p.  2,  §  2863. 

Corporations.  Actions  against  corporations  must  be  brought  against 
them  in  their  corporate  names.  The  fact  that  the  defendant  is  a  cor- 
poration, foreign  or  domestic,  will  appear  by  the  complaint,  and  need 
not  be  proved  upon  the  trial  unless  that  fact  is  put  in  issue  by  an 
affirmative  allegation,  in  a  verified  answer,  that  the  defendant  is  not  a 
corporation.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §§  1775,  1776.  A  mistake  in  the 
statement  of  the  corporate  name  of  the  defendant  will  be  deemed 
waived,  unless  the  misnomer  is  pleaded  by  the  defendant.  Id.,  §  1777. 
This  mistake  may  be  corrected  by  an  amendment  on  the  trial,  or  at 
any  other  stage  of  proceedings  before  or  after  juds^inent,  in  the  fur- 
11 
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therance  of  justice,  and  on  such  terms  as  may  be  just.     Vol.  1,  p.  122, 
§723. 

Joint-stock  associations.  When  an  action  to  recover  any  property 
can  be  maintained  against  all  the  associates  of  an  unincorporated  asso- 
ciation, consisting  of  seven  or  more  members,  by  reason  of  their  in- 
terest or  ownership,  or  claim  of  ownership  therein,  either  jointly  or  in 
common,  or  when  an  action  upon  any  cause  can  be  maintained  against 
such  associates  by  reason  of  their  liability  thereafter,  either  jointly  or 
severally,  such  action  may  be  brought  against  the  president  or  treasurer 
of  the  association.  Special  proceedings  may  be  brought  in  the  same 
manner  under  the  same  circumstances.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1919. 
Any  partnership  or  other  company  of  persons  having  a  president  or 
treasurer  is  deemed  an  association  within  the  meaning  of  this  section. 
lb.  The  action  may,  in  the  first  instance,  be  brought  against  all  the 
members  of  the  association.  Id.,  §  1923.  But  when  the  action  has  been 
brought  against  the  president  or  treasurer  of  the  association,  another 
action  for  the  same  cause  cannot  be  brought  against  the  members  of  the 
association,  or  any  of  them,  until  after  final  judgment  in  the  first  action 
and  the  return  of  an  execution  thereon,  wholly  or  partly  unsatisfied 
or  unexecuted.  Id.,  §  1922.  But  after  such  return,  the  party  in  whose 
favor  the  execution  was  issiied  may  maintain  an  action  against  the 
members  of  the  association,  or  in  a  proper  case,  against  any  of  them, 
as  if  the  first  action  had  not  been  brought.  Id. 

County,  town,  and  municipal  officers.  An  action  or  special  pro- 
ceeding may  be  maintained  against  the  trustee  or  trustees  of  a  school 
district,  the  commissioner  or  commissioners  of  highways  of  towns,  the 
overseer  or  overseers  of  the  poor  of  a  town,  village  or  city,  the  supervi- 
sor of  a  town,  the  county  superintendent  or  superintendents  of  the  poor, 
or  the  supervisors  of  a  county,  upon  any  cause  of  action,  which  accrues 
against  them  or  has  accrued  against  their  predecessors,  or  upon  a  con- 
tract made  by  their  predecessors,  in  their  oificial  capacity,  and  within 
the  scope  of  their  authority.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  192Y.  The  officer 
against  whom  the  action  or  proceeding  is  brought  must  be  described 
in  the  summons  or  other  process  by  which  it  is  commenced,  and 
in  all  the  subsequent  proceedings  by  his  individual  name  with  the 
addition  of  his  official  title.  Id.,  §  1929.  Notwithstanding  these  general 
statutory  provisions,  where  it  is  specially  prescribed  by  law  that 
an  action  may  be  maintained  against  the  body  represented  by  an  officer 
above  designated,  the  defense  of  such  action  must  be  conducted  by  the 
persons  then  in  office  who  represent  that  body.  Code  of  Civil  Pro., 
§  1928.  A  person  who  has  been  injured  in  person  or  property  by  reason 
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of  defectiYe  highways  or  bridges,  in  any  town  in  this  State,  except  in 
the  county  of  Dutchess,  must  now  bring  his  action  to  recover  damages 
for  such  injuries  against  the  town,  where  formerly  the  action  would 
have  been  properly  brought  against  the  commissioner  or  commissioners 
of  highways.  Laws  of  1881,  chap.  TOO,  §  1.  If  the  defect  in  the 
highway  or  bridge  was  caused  by  the  misconduct  or  neglect  of  the 
commissioner  of  highways  of  the  town,  and  a  judgment  has  been  re- 
covered against  the  town  for  injuries  sustained  by  reason  of  the  defect, 
the  town  may  bring  an  action  against  the  commissioner  or  commission- 
ers of  highways  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  judgment.  Id.,  §  3.  The 
action  against  the  town  must  be  brought  against  the  town  by  name.  See  3 
K.  S.  [5th  ed.]  774,  §  108.  An  action  against  a  county,  when  such  action 
wiU  lie,  must  be  brought  against  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county 
as  a  body.  The  individual  supervisors  should  not  be  named.  Sill  v. 
Board  of  Sitpervisors,  etc.,  12  N.  Y.  52 ;  Chase  v.  County  of  Sara- 
toga, 33  Barb.  603.  And  see  People  v.  Tweed,  13  Abb.  (N.  S.)  25,  67; 
Newman  v.  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Livingston  Co.,  45  N.  T.  676 ; 
De  Orauw  v.  Supervisors  of  Queens  Co.,  13  Hun,  381,  383. 

The  action  of  a  board  of  supervisors  in  issuing  a  warrant  for  the 
collection  of  taxes  is  not  the  act  of  the  several  members  as  supervisors 
of  the  several  towns,  but  is  the  corporate  act  of  the  county ;  and  if 
illegal  tax  is  collected  and  paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  county,  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received  will  lie  against  the  county  for  its  recovery. 
The  county  in  such  case  shoidd  be  sued  in  the  name  of  the  board  of 
supervisors.  Newman  v.  Supervisors  of  Livingston  Co.,  45  N.  Y. 
676.  But  when  a  town  or  county  officer  has  been  guilty  of  misfeas- 
ance or  malfeasance  in  his  office  and  the  wrongful  act  or  omission  was 
not  done  or  omitted  by  the  officer  as  the  agent  of  the  town  or  county, 
an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  act  or  omission  should  be  brought 
against  the  officer  and  not  against  the  town  or  county.  See  Robinson 
V.  Chamh&dain,  34  N.  Y.  389  ;  Eov&r  v.  Barkhoof  44  id.  113;  Olm- 
sted V.  Dennis,  77  id.  378,  382 ;  People  v.  Town  Auditors,  74  id.  310  ; 
De  QravAJO  v.  Boa/rd  of  Supervisors  of  Queens  Co.,  IZ  Hun,  381; 
LmiUa/rd  v.  Town  of  Munroe,  11  N.  Y.  392. 

Partners.  As  a  general  rule,  in  an  action  against  an  existing  co- 
partnership on  a  contract  which  relates  to  the  business  of  the  firm,  all 
the  partners  must  be  joined  as  defendants. 

But  to  this  rule  there  are  several  exceptions.  Where  a  person  enters 
into  a  contract  with  two  others,  by  name,  without  knowing,  or  having 
at  the  time  reason  to  suspect,  that  they  have  a  partner  in  the  business 
to  which  such  contract  relates,  such  two  persons  may  be  sued  without 
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joining  such  third  person,  and  he  may  be  regarded  as  to  such  transac- 
tion, and  under  such  circumstances,  as  a  dormant  partner,  although  the 
fact  of  his  connection  with  the  firm  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiff  before  bringing  the  suit.  Hv/rU)ut  v.  Post,  1  Bosw.  28 ;  N. 
Y.  Dry  Dock  Co.  v.  TreaSwell,  19  Wend.  525  ;  JVort/i  v.  Bloss,  30 
]Sr.  y.  374;  Farwell  v.  Davis,  66  Barb.  73;  Arnold  v.  Morris,  7 
Daly,  498  ;  Lefferts  v.  Silshy,  54  How.  193.  So  where  a  person,  in 
ignorance  of  the  existence  of  a  partnership,  is  induced  by  the  fraudu- 
lent representations  of  a  person  claiming  to  act  as  the  agent  of  a  single 
member  of  the  firm,  to  purchase  partnership  property,  he  may  main- 
tain an  action  to  recover  back  the  purchase-money  for  the  fraud  against 
the  assumed  principal,  who  has  ratified  the  acts  of  the  pretended  agent, 
without  joining  the  other  partners,  although  they  in  fact  received  their 
share  of  the  purchase-money.  Leslie  v.  Wiley,  47  N.  Y.  648.  But 
if  the  agent  of  a  firm,  assuming  to  act  as  the  agent  of  an  individual 
member  of  it,  purchases  property  of  one  who  is  ignorant  of  his  real 
authority,  and  the  property  is  received  and  used  by  the  firm,  the 
vendor  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  the  purchase-price  against  the 
partner  for  whom  the  agent  assumed  to  act,  without  joining  the  other 
partners.  Ma/rvin  v.  Wither,  52  K.  Y.  270.  The  distinction  between 
the  cases  is  this  :  in  the  one  case  the  individual  partner  ratified  the  act 
of  his  assumed  agent,  making  his  act  his  own,  and  his  liability  became 
fixed  at  the  moment  of  ratification  without  regard  to  the  subsequent 
division  of  the  proceeds  of  the  fraud  among  the  other  partners  who 
were  strangers  to  the  transaction ;  and  in  the  other  case,  there  was  no 
individual  ratification  of  the  act  of  the  assumed  agent  by  which  the 
partner  could  be  held  individually  liable  as  a  principal,  but  merely  an 
adoption  by  the  firm  of  the  act  of  their  agent. 

A  plaintiff  may,  if  he  chooses,  make  a  dormant  partner  a  party  de- 
fendant ;  and  he  may  also  make  a  retiring  partner  a  defendant  in  an 
action  on  a  contract  entered  into  with  the  firm  while  such  partner 
was  an  actual  member.  Briggs  v.  Vose,  15  N.  Y.  47 J.  The  general 
rule  is  that  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership  does  not  affect  the  liability 
of  the  firm  upon  existing  contracts.  But  if  the  firm  is  dissolved  by 
the  death  of  one  of  the  partners,  an  action  at  law  upon  a  firm  liability 
must  be  brought  against  the  survivor  or  survivors  alone,  without  join- 
ing the  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased  partner.  Richter  v. 
Pojypenhomsen,  42  N.  Y.  373 ;  Oa/rrere  v.  Spafford,  46  How.  294  ;  S. 
C,  15  Abb.  (N.  S.)  47.  But  if  the  survivor  is  insolvent,  the  creditor 
may  allege  and  prove  that  fact,  and  enforce  payment  from  the  estate 
of  the  deceased  partner  without  bringing  an  action  against  the  survivor, 


PAKTIES  TO  ACTIONS.  85 

Married  women. —  Infants,  actions  against. 


or  lie  may  exhaust  bis  legal  remedy  against  the  survivor,  and  then  pro- 
ceed against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  debtor.  Pope  v.  Cole,  55  N. 
Y.  124;  S.  C,  14  Am.  Rep.  198;  Havnes  r.  SolUster,  64  N.  Y.  1. 
The  latter  action  would  not  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  of 
the  peace. 

In  case  a  partnership  partakes  of  the  nature  of  a  joint-stock  associar 
tion,  is  composed  of  seven  or  more  members,  and  has  a  president  or 
treasurer,  it  may  be  sued  in  the  name  of  the  president  or  treasurer,  or 
in  the  name  of  the  individual  members  of  the  co-partnership,  as  the 
plaintifE  may  elect.     See  ante,  82. 

Married  women.  A  married  woman,  under  existing  statutes,  should 
be  made  a  party  defendant  in  the  same  cases  and  under  the  same  cir- 
cumstances that  would  justify  making  her  a  party  if  she  were  unmar- 
ried. She  defends  alone  or  joined  with  other  parties  as  if  she  was 
single,  and  it  is  not  necessary  or  proper  to  join  her  husband  with  her 
in  an  action  or  special  proceeding  affecting  her  separate  property. 
Vol.  1,  p.  119,  §  450. 

Infants,  actions  against.  Most  of  the  contracts  which  an  infant 
may  make  are  voidable  at  his  election,  but  they  are  not  absolutely  void, 
for  they  may  be  ratified  when  he  arrives  at  adult  age.  Goodsell  v. 
My&rs,  3  Wend.  4Y9  ;  Bigelow  v.  Orannis,  2  Hill,  120  ;  Taft  v.  Ser- 
geant, 18  Barb.  320.  Infancy  is  a  personal  defense,  and  no  one  can 
interpose  it  but  the  defendant  himself.  Van  Bramer  v.  Cooper,  2 
Johns.  279 ;  Ha/rimess  v.  Thompson,  5  id.  160.  If  no  such  defense 
is  made  by  the  infant,  and  a  guardian  ig  legally  appointed  for  him, 
a  judgment  against  him  will  be  valid.  PhilTAps  v.  Dusenherry,  8 
Him,  348. 

An  infant  is  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  to  him,  or  for  money  to 
purchase  necessaries,  if  the  money  is  so  applied.  Bandall  v.  Sweet,  1 
Denio,  460  ;  Smith  v.  Oliphamt,  2  Sandf.  306.  When  a  contract  has 
been  made  by  several  persons,  and  one  of  them  is  an  infant,  he  must, 
nevertheless,  be  joined  as  a  defendant  in  an  action.  Slocum  v.  Hooker, 
13  Barb.  536  ;  Hyde  v.  Van  Valkenhurgh,  1  Daly,  416. 

If  the  infant  defendant  pleads  infancy  and  establishes  the  defense, 
the  action  may  be  discontinued  as  to  him,  and  judgment  may  be 
rendered  against  the  other  defendants,  if  a  cause  of  action  is  proved 
against  all  the  defendants,  but  for  the  defense  of  infancy  interposed  by 
such  defendant.  Slocum  v.  Hooker,  13  Barb.  536 ;  Butler  v.  Morris, 
1  Bosw.  329  ;  Bank  of  Attica  v.  Wolf,  18  How.  102. 

The  correct  practice  is  to  make  the  infant  party  a  defendant,  and  if 
he  does  not  plead  infancy,  but  has  a  guardian  appointed,  then  proceed 
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in  the  action  as  though  he  were  an  adult ;  but  if  the  infant  pleads  in  - 
fancy  and  establishes  it  on  the  trial,  then  the  action  must  be  dismissed 
as  to  him,  and  proceed  against  the  other  parties  in  the  same  manner  as 
though  there  never  had  been  such  a  party  to  the  contract  as  an  infant. 

All  natural  persons  are  liable  for  their  torts,  whether  infants  or 
adults,  sane  or  insane.  Conhlin  v.  Thomjpson,  29  Barb.  218 ;  Fish  v. 
Ferris,  5  Duer,  49  ;  Campbell  v.  Stakes,  2  "Wend.  137.  See  Moore  v. 
Eastman,  1  Hun,  578;  S.  C,  4  K  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  37;  Krom 
V.  Sohermerharn,  3  Barb-  649  ;  Hewett  v.  Warren,  10  Hun,  560,  and 
cases  cited.     See,  also,  vol.  2,  p.  662,  title  "  Infancy." 

From  what  has  been  stated  it  is  apparent  that  the  fact  that  a  person 
is  not  twenty-one  years  of  age  does  not  prevent  his  being  made  sole 
defendant,  or  being  joined  with  others  as  one  of  several  defendants,  if 
an  adult  might  be  separately  sued  or  proceeded  against  jointly  with 
others  iinder  similar  circumstances.  But  the  Code  provides  that  after 
the  service  and  return  of  a  summons  against  an  infant  defendant,  no 
other  proceeding  shall  be  taken  in  the  action  until  a  person  has  been 
appointed  to  appear  as  his  guardian  for  the  purpose  of  the  action. 
Yol.  1,  p.  8,  §  2888.  It  is  held  that  a  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
proceed  in  an  action  against  an  infant  defendant  after  the  service  and 
return  of  process,  even  to  receive  the  pleadings,  until  a  guardian  has 
been  appointed  for  him.  Ean"oey  v.  Large,  51  Barb.  222.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  statute  is  to  put  the  infant  upon  the  same  footing  as  an 
adult,  in  respect  to  his  defense ;  to  require  him  to  interpose  it  at  once ; 
and  when  he  has,  by  his  guardian,  interposed  an  answer  in  the  action,  to 
conclude  him  by  the  result  of  the  issues  thereby  raised.  Phillips  v. 
Dusenherry,  8  Hun,  348.  The  statute  also  secures  the  safety  of  the  in- 
fant by  requiring  the  court  to  appoint  a  proper  person  to  look  after  his 
interest  in  the  action,  who  will  be  liable  to  the  infant  for  all  damages 
he  may  sustain  by  reason  of  any  neglect  of  duty  whereby  the  infant's 
rights  are  prejudiced  or  sacrificed.  Knickerbacker  v.  DeFreest,  2  Paige, 
304.  A  failure  to  appoint  a  guardian  for  an  infant  defendant  is  some- 
thing more  than  an  irregularity.  Harvey  v.  Large,  51  Barb.  222; 
MoMurray  v.  McMurray,  60  id.  117 ;  S.  C,  41  How.  41 ;  9  Abb. 
(N.  S.)  315.  The  justice  must  appoint  a  proper  person  guardian  of 
the  infant  upon  the  nomination  of  the  defendant.  If  the  defendant 
does  not  appear  upon  the  return  of  the  summons,  or  if  he  neglects  or 
refuses  to  nominate,  the  justice  may,  on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff, 
appoint  any  proper  person  as  his  guardian.  Vol.  1,  p.  9,  §  2888.  If 
the  infant  does  not  apply  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian,  the 
plaintiff  should  apply,  and  see  to  it  that  a  guardian  is  properly  ap- 
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pointed.  Harvey  v.  Large,  51  Barb.  222.  If  this  is  not  done  and  a 
judgment  is  rendered  against  the  defendant,  he  may  reverse  the  judg- 
ment for  error.  Mockey  v.  Orey,  2  Johns.  192 ;  Aldermam,  v.  Tvr- 
rell,  8  id.  418  ;  Duncan  v.  Sandford,  14  id.  417;  De  Witt  v.  Post,  11 
id.  460.  It  has  been  held  that  the  infant  cannot  waive  the  objection 
that  a  guardian  has  not  been  appointed  to  protect  his  rights  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  law,  and  that  there  is  no  difference  in  this  respect 
between  an  action  upon  a  contract,  made  by  the  infant,  and  an  action 
for  a  tort  committed  by  hirn.  Fairweather  v.  Satterly,  7  Rob.  546. 
But  see  Howard  v.  Dusenhury,  44  How.  423.  But  a  judgment  re- 
covered against  an  infant  defendant  for  whom  no  guardian  has  been 
appointed  and  who  has  not  appeared  in  the  action  is  not  absolutely 
void  but  merely  voidable.  McMurray  v.  MoMwrray,  ^^  N.  Y.  I'TS. 
And  the  surest  way  to  dispose  of  the  judgment  is  by  an  appeal. 

Whenever  a  plaintiff  is  uncertain  whether  the  defendant  is  an  infant, 
and  such  infant  does  not  apply  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian,  it  will 
be  the  best  course  for  the  plaintiff  to  see  that  such  guardian  is  ap- 
pointed. It  can  do  no  harm  in  any  case,  and  if  the  defendant  is  an  in- 
fant it  is  indispensable  to  the  validity  of  the  judgment  against  him. 
Harvey  v.  La/rge,  51  Barb.  222,  225.  If  the  defendant  does  not  plead 
his  infancy,  but  proves  it  on  the  trial,  the  judge  should  either  dis- 
miss the  action,  stating  as  the  reason  that  the  defendant  is  an  infant, 
and  that  no  guardian  has  been  appointed,  or  he  should  at  once  arrest 
the  trial,  appoint  a  guardian,  and  commence  the  trial  anew  from  the 
beginning.  lb.  A  decision  against  an  infant  on  an  issue  of  infancy 
is  conclusive  upon  appeal.     IngersoU  v.  Wilson,  3  Johns.  437. 

The  defendant  may  make  his  apphcation  for  the  appointment  of  a 
guardian  either  orally  or  in  writing.  A  written  application  may  be  in 
the  following  form : 

Application  for  gua/rdAan. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT  —  FuLTOif  Commr,  ss.  : 


John  Doe 

agst. 

Eiohard  Roe. 


-David  Kenwedt,  Justice. 


To  David  Kennedy,  Esq.  : 

The  undersigned,  who  is  an  infant,  of  the  age  of  twenty  years, 
hereby  applies  to  you  for  the  appointment  of  James  Roe,  as  a  guardian 
for  him  in  the  action  above  entitled. 

Dated  Novemier  28,  1864.  RICHARD  ROE. 
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The  written  consent  of  the  person  to  be  appointed  guardian  must  be 
filed  with  the  justice  before  his  appointment  Vol.  1,  p.  9,  §  2888. 
This  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Consent  to  act  as  guardAwn. 
JUSTICE'S  COUET  — Ftjitoit  Couhtt,  ss.  : 


John  Doe 

agti. 

Richard    Eoe. 


-  David  Kennedy,  Justice. 


I  hereby  consent  to  be  appointed  as  guardian  for  Richard  Roe,  in 
pursuance  of  the  annexed  application. 

Dated  November  28,  1864.  JAMES  ROE. 

Afpovnimient  of  gua/rdicm. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT  —  Fulton  County,  ss. : 


John  Doe 

-Datid  Kennedy,  Justice. 
Richard  Roe.  j 


In  pursuance  of  the  annexed  application  and  consent,  I  hereby  ap- 
point James  Roe  as  a  guardian  for  the  defendant  Richard  Roe,  in  said 
action. 

Dated  November  28,  1864. 

DAVID  KENNEDY,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  guardian  so  appointed  is  not  liable  for  costs.  Vol.  1,  p.  9,  §  2888. 

Parties  sererally  liable.  Two  or  more  persons  severally  liable 
upon  the  same  written  instrument,  including  the  parties  to  a  bill  of 
exchange  or  a  promissory  note,  whether  the  action  is  brought  upon  the 
instrument,  or  by  a  party  thereto  to  recover  against  other  parties  liable 
over  to  him,  may  all  or  any  of  them  be  included  as  defendants  in  the 
same  action  at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff.     Vol.  1,  p.  119,  §  454. 

A  joinder  of  a  person  as  defendant  in  an  action  with  another  person 
as  prescribed  in  the  last  section  does  not  affect  his  right  to  any  order  or 
other  relief  to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  if  he  had  been  sepa- 
rately sued  in  the  action.  Id.  120,  §  455.     See  Kelsey  v.  Bradbury, 
21  Barb.  531 ;  Farmers^  BamJc  of  Amsterdam,  v.  Blair,  4A   id.  641. 

The  makers  and  indorsers  of  a  note  are  not  joint  debtors.  The  con- 
tract of  an  indorser  is  independent  and  distinct  from  that  of  a  maker, 
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and  except  by  force  of  some  statute,  they  cannot  be  sued  on  the  note 
in  the  same  action.  lb. 

The  contract  of  a  principal,  and  the  contract  of  the  guarantor  of  the 
performance  of  the  contract  of  the  principal,  are  independent  and 
distinct  contracts.  They  may  be  included  in  the  same  instrument,  as 
for  example,  where  the  lessor,  lessee  and  guarantor  of  the  payment  of  rent 
unite  in  a  tri-party  lease  or  agreement  for  the  letting  of  premises ;  and 
when  so  united  the  lessee  and  guarantor  may  be  joined  in  an  action  upon 
the  lease  to  recover  the  rent  reserved.  Carman  v.  Plass,  23  E .  T.  286. 
See,  also,  Decker  v.  Oaylord,  8  Hun,  110.  But  when  the  contract  of  the 
principal  and  that  of  the  guarantor  are  not  included  in  the  same  in- 
strument, the  guarantor  and  the  principal  debtor  cannot  be  joined  as 
defendants  in  an  action  on  the  contract  of  the  principal.  Moioery  v. 
Mast,  9  Neb.  445 ;  Phalen  v.  Dingee,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  3Y9 ;  Allen  v. 
Fosgate,  11  How.  218 ;  Brewster  v.  Silence,  8  N.  Y.  207 ;  Ba/rton  v. 
Speis,  5  Hun,  60;  Gould,  v.  Maring,  28  Barb.  444;  De  Bidder  v- 
Scherrmrhmn,  10  id.  638;  Tibbits  v.  Percy,  24  id.  39;  Ea/rris  v. 
Eldridge,  5  Abb.  N.  C.  2Y8.  The  fact  that  the  guaranty  is  indorsed 
upon  the  principal  contract  or  attached  to  it  does  not  affect  the  rule.  lb. 

It  has  been  held  that  where  a  lease  under  seal  is  signed  by  the  lessor 
and  lessee,  and  also  by  a  third  party  not  named  in  the  body  of  the  in- 
strument, who  adds  to  his  signature  the  words  "  security  for  F.  S.  G., 
the  lessee,"  the  contract  of  the  latter  is  one  of  suretyship  or  guaranty, 
and  that  a  joint  action  upon  the  lease  could  be  maintained  against  both 
the  lessee  and  the  surety  or  guarantor.  Decker  v.  Gaylord,  8  Hun, 
110.  It  was  also  said  in  the  opinion  in  the  case  last  cited,  that  the 
cases  of  Gould  v.  Moring,  and  Brewster  v.  Silence,  above  cited,  so  far 
as  they  held  a  contrary  doctrine,  were  overruled  by  the  case  of  Ga/rmam, 
V.  Plass,  28  N.  Y.  286.  In  this  we  think  the  court  was  in  error,  and 
that  the  cases  are  not  necessarily  in  conflict  as  they  stand  reported. 

Where  two  persons  execute  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  and 
one  of  the  parties  adds  the  word  "surety"  to  his  signature,  both  may  be 
joined  as  defendants  in  an  action  upon  the  note.  Hoyt  v.  Mead,  13 
Hun,  327.  The  addition  of  the  word  "  surety,"  while  giving  notice 
to  the  payee  of  the  note  of  the  relation  of  principal  and  surety  be- 
tween the  persons  signing  it,  in  no  way  affected  their  liability  to  him 
upon  their  contract.  Hubba/rd  v.  Gurney,  64  N.  Y.  457.  A  surety 
contracts  with  his  principal  for  the  performance  of  the  same  thing,  and 
ordinarily  may  be  joined  with  his  principal  in  an  action  upon  their 
contract.     It  is  otherwise  in  cases  of  guaranties. 

In  an  action  upon  a  joint  and  several  bond  of  an  administrator,  exe- 
12 
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cuted  by  the  administrator  and  a  number  of  sureties,  the  plaintiff  may 
join  all  or  a  part  of  the  obligors  as  defendants  at  his  option.  Cridler  v. 
Curry,  &&  Barb.  336 ;  S.  C,  44  How.  345. 

At  common  law,  where  a  liability  arose  upon  contract,  and  was  also 
joint  and  several,  the  plaintiff  might  proceed  against  all  the  parties 
jointly,  or  sue  each  separately.  If  more  than  two  persons  were  liablcj 
he  was  compelled  to  sue  them  all  jointly  or  each  of  them  sepai'ately. 
Two  of  the  parties  so  liable,  or  any  greater  number  less  than  the  whole, 
could  not  have  been  sued  in  the  same  action.  lb. ;  Quigley  v.  Walter, 
2  Sweeny,  175 ;  DeoM  v.  Whiton,  16  Hun,  203.  But  this  rule  was 
modified  by  statute  when  applied  to  actions  upon  commercial  paper 
(Laws  of  1832,  chap.  276),  and  still  further  by  the  Code  of  Procedure. 
By  that  act  it  was  provided  that  "  persons  severally  liable  upon  the  same 
obligation  or  instrument,  including  the  parties  to  bills  of  exchange  and 
promissory  notes,  may  all  or  any  of  them  be  included  in  the  same  ac- 
tion at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff."  Code  of  Pro.,  §  120.  This  was 
construed  to  include  persons  jointly  and  severally  liable  upon  the  same 
obligation  or  instrument.  But  the  common-law  rule  has  not  been 
changed  except  with  respect  to  the  parties  severally  liable  upon  the 
same  instrument ;  and  where  the  liability  does  hot  arise  out  of  any 
instrument,  but  is  purely  statutory,  the  plaintiff  must  now,  as  formerly 
at  common  law,  sue  each  of  the  parties  separately  or  join  them  all  in 
one  action.  Dean  v.  Whiton,  16  Hun,  203. 

Joint  debtors.  Where  the  liability  of  two  or  more  persons  is  joint 
and  not  joint  and  several,  they  must  as  a  general  rule  be  joined  as  de- 
fendants. But  as  it  is  not  always  possible  to  serve  process  upon  all 
the  parties  in  justices'  courts,  since  some  of  them  may  be  non-residents 
of  the  county,  or  some  other  reason  may  prevent  complete  service  upon 
all,  the  statute  has  provided  that  in  an  action  where  the  complaint  de- 
mands judgment  for  a  sum  6f  money  against  two  or  more  defend- 
ants, alleged  to  be  jointly  indebted  upon  contract,  if  the  summons  is 
served  upon  one  or  more,  but  not  upon  all  of  the  defendants,  the 
plaintiff  may  proceed  against  the  defendant  or  defendants  upon  whom 
it  is  served  unless  the  court  otherwise  directs,  and  if  he  recovers  final 
judgment  it  may  be  taken  against  all  the  defendants  thus  jointly  in- 
debted. Vol.  1,  pp.  45,  46,  §§  3020,  1932.  The  statute  also  declares 
the  effect  of  such  judgment,  and  provides  for  its  enforcement. 

The  plaintiff,  after  recovering  a  judgment  as  above  mentionfed,  may 
maintain  an  action  against  one  or  more  of  the  defendants  who  were 
not  summoned  in  the  original  action,  to  procure  a  judgment  charging 
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his  or  their  property  with  the  sum  remaining  unpaid  upon  the  original 
judgment.  Id.  47,  §  1937. 

These  provisions  of  the  statute,  while  they  recognize  and  preserve  the 
rule  that  all  persons  jointly  indebted  upon  contract  must  be  joined  as 
defendants  in  an  action  upon  the  contract,  relieve  the  holder  of  such 
demand  from  the  necessity  of  delaying  his  action  until  all  the  joint 
debtors  come  within  the  reach  of  the  process  of  a  justice's  court,  and 
protect  equally  the  rights  of  the  creditor  and  his  debtors. 

Joinder  of  defendants  in  actions  for  tort.  In  an  action  for  a 
tort  unconnected  with  contract,  where  the  wrong  was  committed  by 
several  persons,  the  plaintiff  has  his  election  to  sue  them  all  jointly,  or 
to  sue  one  or  more  of  them  separatel3\  Li/oingston  v.  Bishop,  1  Johns. 
290  ;  Rose  v.  Oliver,  2  id.  365  ;  Marsh  v.  Berry,  7  Cow.  344  ;  Oster- 
hout  V.  Roberts,  8  id.  43 ;  Wehle  v.  Butler,  3  Jones  &  Sp.  1 ;  43 
How.  5  ;  12  Abb.  (N.  S.)  139  ;  S.  C.  affirmed,  61  JST.  Y.  245  ;  Bun  v. 
Gary,  82  id.  65 ;  Roberts  v.  Johnson,  58  id.  613.  But  there  can 
be  but  one  satisfaction  from  several  persons  for  the  same  cause  of 
action ;  that  is,  there  can  be  but  one  satisfaction  for  a  single  injtiry 
though  there  may  be  several  recoveries.  Thomas  v.  Rumsey,  6  Johns. 
31 ;  Lvoingston  v.  Bishop,  1  id.  290 ;  Wood  v.  Pangburn,  75  ¥.  Y. 
495,  498.  Two  may  join  in  one  wrongful  act,  and  the  injury  is  single, 
though  their  act  is  joint ;  and  there  can  be  but  one  satisfaction  therefor, 
though  there  may  be  two  actions  brought  and  a  recovery  in  each. 
Woods  V.  Pangburn,  75  JSf.  Y.  495,  498. 

If  an  action  is  brought  against  one  of  several  trespassers  who  were 
all  concerned  in  the  wrongful  act,  and  a  judgment  recovered  against 
him  is  paid,  such  payment  will  bar  an  action  against  any  of  the  other 
wrong-doers  for  the  same  injury.  Dexter  v.  Broat,  16  Barb.  337 ; 
Osterhout  v.  Roberts,  8  Cow.  43 ;  Kasson  v.  People,  44  Barb.  347. 
But  until  the  plaintiff  elects  to  collect  a  judgment,  or  until  the  amount 
of  one  of  the  judgments  is  tendered  to  him,  he  may  sue  each  defendant 
separately,  and  then  elect  which  judgment  he  will  collect.  He  may 
collect  costs  in  each  case,  but  he  can  have  but  one  satisfaction  for  the 
injury.  Livingston  v.  Bishop,  1  -Johns.  290 ;  Osterhout  v.  Roberts,  8 
Cow.  43  ;  Kasson  v.  People,  4A  Barb.  347.  Nothing  short  of  full 
satisfaction  or  that  which  the  law  must  consider  as  such  can  constitute  a 
bar  to  an  action  against  another  joint  tort-feasor  who  was  not  a  party  to 
the  first  judgment.  Lwegoy  v.  Mwrray,  3  Wall.  1 ;  Qohn  v.  Ooldmam, 
11  Jones  &  Sp.  436. 

Where  a  person  has  sustained  injuries  through  the  negligence  of  an 
employee  of  a  firm,  he  may  bring  his  action  against  any  one  or  more, 
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or  all  of  its  members.  Roberts  v.  Johnson^  58  N.  T.  613.  And  if  an 
employee  of  two  or  more  persons  or  corporations  operating  a  railroad 
sustains  an  injury  resulting  from  the  defective  machinery  furnished  bj 
them  for  his  use  in  the  course  (jf  his  employment,  he  may  maintain  an 
action  to  recover  damages  for  such  injuries  against  each  or  all  of  them. 
The  liability  of  his  employers  in  such  case  is  several  as  well  as  joint. 
Eain  v.  Smith,  80  N.  Y.  458.  So  two  railroad  companies  operating 
intersecting  lines  of  track  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  injuries 
received  by  a  passenger  in  a  collision  resulting  from  their  joint  negli- 
gence, although  one  company  may  have  been  more  negligent  than 
another.  The  injured  passenger  may  sue  one  company  or  both  at  his 
election.  Ba/rrett  v.  Third  Avenue  B.  B.  Co.,  45  N.  Y.  628  ;  Webster 
V.  Hudson  Biver  B.  B.  Co.,  38  id.  260 ;  S.  C,  7  Trans.  App.  98 ; 
Colegrove  v.  iT.  Y.  and  New  Haven  a/nd  New  York  and  Harlem 
Bailroad  GorwpamAes,  20  N.  Y.  492.  And  see  Slater  v.  Mersereau,  64 
id.  138. 

From  these  principles  it  is  evident  that  there  can  be  no  misjoinder  or 
non-joinder  of  defendants  in  actions  ex  delicto,  if  all  of  the  defendants 
joined  in  any  way  participated  in  the  wrongful  act  and  contributed  to 
the  injuries  resulting  therefrom. 

But  the  reason  which  makes  the  one  liable  who  personally  joins  in 
or  aids  and  abets  the  wrong  done  by  another  does  not  apply  in  case  of 
injuries  done  by  animals  belonging  to  different  owners,  although  the 
animals  acted  in  concert  in  doing  the  injury,  and  the  precise  damage 
done  by  each  cannot  be  ascertained.  Thus  if  the  dogs  of  several 
persons  do  mischief  together,  each  owner  is  liable  only  for  the  mis- 
chief done  by  his  own  dog,  and  a  joint  action  against  the  several 
owners  for  the  damage  done  by  all  the  dogs  will  not  lie.  Yan  Steen- 
hurgh  v.  Tobias,  1 7  Wend.  662 ;  Auchmuty  v.  Ham,  1  Denio,  495 ; 
Carroll  v.  Weiler,  1  Hun,  605 ;  S.  C,  4  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  131. 
And  see  Salter  v.  Mersereau,  64  N.  Y.  138,  147 ;  Partenheimer  v. 
Yan  Order,  20  Barb.  479;  Chipman  v.  Palmer,  9  Hun,  517;  S.  C. 
affirmed,  77  N.  Y.  51.  But  under  the  statute  authorizing  a  special 
proceeding  against  animals  straying  from  the  highway,  the  rule  is  re- 
versed, and  all  the  damages  done  by  the  anirnak  seized  are  regarded  as 
done  jointly,  and  the  remedy  therefor  as  entire,  to  be  enforced  against 
all  the  animals.  Vol.  1,  p.  74,  §  3109.  If.  however,  the  petitioner  does 
not  allege  that  the  animals  were  trespassing  upon  real  property  owned 
or  occupied  by  him,  and  diftereut  persons  own  different  animals  seized, 
he  may  institute  a  separate  special  proceeding  against  each  owner,  or 
against  two  or  more  owners,  with  respect  to  the  animals  owned  by  him 
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or  them,  or  he  may  take  the  proceeding  against  all  the  owners  jointly. 
Vol.   1,  p.  75,  §  3110. 

Under  the  statute  of  1873,  known  as  the  "  Civil  Damage  Act,"  a 
joint  action  may  be  maintained  against  the  landlord  and  his  tenant ; 
but  a  joint  action  will  not  lie  against  two  or  more  persons  who  sepa- 
rately, at  different  times,  and  at  different  places  have  sold  to  the  same 
person,  liquor  which  has  contributed  to  produce  the  intoxication  that 
caused  the  injury  complained  of.  Jackson  v.  Broohins,  5  Hun,  530  ; 
See  Morenus  v.  Crawford,  15  id.  45. 

Misjoinder  of  defendants.  Having  briefly  considered  the  cases  in 
which  parties  may  or  may  not  be  joined  as  defendants,  the  next  step  is 
to  consider  the  remedy  for  a  misjoinder. 

If  the  complaint  fails  to  show  a  cause  of  action  against  one  of  the 
defendants  he  may  take  the  objection  to  the  misjoinder  by  a  demurrer 
upon  the  ground  that  as  to  him  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  See  vol.  1,  pp.  26,  27,  §  2939. 
If  the  justice  deems  the  demurrer  well  founded,  he  must  give  the  plaint- 
iff an  opportunity  to  amend  his  complaint  by  striking  out  the  name  of 
the  party  or  parties  against  whom  no  cause  of  action  is  alleged,  or  insert- 
ing allegations  showing  a  cause  of  action  against  them.  See  vol.  1,  p. 
122,  §  723.  If  the  plaintiff  refuses  to  amend,  his  pleading  will  be  dis- 
regarded.    Yol.  1,  pp.  26,  27,  §  2939. 

If  the  misjoinder  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint  the 
objection  may  be  taken  by  answer.  The  objection  is  to  be  taken  by 
the  person  improperly  joined ;  and  when  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff 
has  no  cause  of  action  against  him,  the  justice  should  dismiss  the  action 
as  to  him  and  proceed  with  the  action  against  the  other  defendants. 
A  plaintiff  who  has  a  good  cause  of  action  against  one  or  more  of  the 
defendants  cannot  be  dismissed  from  the  court  as  to  him  or  them,  though 
he  has  joined  one  or  more  defendants  against  whom  he  has  no  cause  of 
action.  Palmer  v.  Davis,  28  N.  T.  242.  If  a  plaintiff  should  sue 
two  defendants  upon  an  alleged  joint  note,  and  on  the  trial  should  offer 
in  support  of  his  complaint  to  prove  two  separate  notes,  one  made  by 
one  defendant,  and  one  made  by  the  other,  the  evidence  could  not  be 
received  although  the  defendants  had  not  set  up  a  misjoinder  in  their 
answer.  It  is  possible  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  allowed  to  elect,  and 
to  recover  against  one  or  the  other  of  the  defendants,  but  he  clearly 
could  not  recover  against  both  without  an  amendment  of  his  complaint 
striking  out  one  of  the  parties  and  setting  up  a  several  liability  as  to 
the  other.  Without  such  an  amendment  he  would  be  unable  to  prove 
a  cause  cf  action  against  either  and  would  be  necessarily  nonsuited  as 
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against  both.  If  allowed  to  introduce  the  proof  and  to  recover  against 
both  defendants  the  judgment  would  be  reversed.  Morenus  v.  Ormo- 
ford,  15  Hun,  45.  A  party  cannot  even  now  recover  upon  facts  not 
only  not  stated  in  the  pleadings,  but  which  contradict  those  which  are 
stated.     Nevdedker  v.  Kohlberg,  81  N.  T.  296. 

Under  the  practice  before  the  Code  a  misjoinder  of  defendants  was  a 
ground  for  nonsuit  at  the  trial.  Manahan  v.  Oihbons,  19  Johns.  1&9, 
It  was  a  rule  of  the  common  law  that  where  the  subject  of  the  suit 
was  a  joint  contract,  the  recovery  must  be  against  all  the  defendants  or 
neither.  But  in  courts  of  record,  under  the  provision  of  the  Code  al- 
lowing a  judgment  in  an  action  against  two  or  more  defendants  to  be 
taken  against  any  or  either  of  them  severally,  etc.,  it  is  held  that  the 
common-law  rule  has  been  changed,  and  that  when  in  an  action  upon 
a  joint  contract  one  or  more  of  the  defendants  is  proven  not  liable,  and 
one  or  more  of  the  others  is  proven  to  be  hable,  a  separate  judgment 
may  be  given  against  those  who  are  liable,  whether  their  liability  be 
joint  or  several,  and  the  other  defendants  may  be  dismissed.  Mcin- 
tosh V.  Ensign,  28  N.  Y.  169  ;  S2>eyers  v.  Fish,  3  Hun,  706  ;  S.  C,  6 
N.  T.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  19Y.  And  see  Quigleyv.  Walter,  2  Sweeny, 
175.  But  see  Perry  v.  Chester,  53  N.  Y.  240.  But  the  section  of 
the  Code  authorizing  judgment  to  be  given  for  or  against  one  or  more 
of  the  defendants  has  not  been  made  applicable  to  actions  in  justices' 
courts  by  any  express  provision  of  that  act.  See  Code  of  Civil  Pro., 
§  1204  ;  Id.,  §  3347,  subd.  8.  But  a  justice  has  power  to  amend  any 
process,  pleading  or  proceeding  by  striking  out  the  name  of  a  party. 
Yol.  1,  p.  122,  §  723.  And  he  is  required  to  hear,  try  and  determine 
an  action,  of  which  he  has  jurisdiction,  brought  before  him,  according 
to  law  and  equity,  and  for  that  purpose,  where  special  provision  is  not 
otherwise  made  by  law,  he  is  vested,  as  a  court,  with  all  the  necessary 
powers  possessed  by  the  Supreme  Court.  Yol.  1,  p.  3,  §  2868.  Under 
this  general  grant  of  power,  he  could  undoubtedly  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint as  to  one  or  more  of  the  defendants,  and  render  judgment  against 
the  others ;  and  under  the  decisions  as  to  the  duty  of  a  court  of  record 
in  case  of  a  misjoinder  of  defendants,  it  would  seem  to  be  his  duty  to 
make  that  disposition  of  the  ease  when  an  objection  to  a  misjoinder  of 
defendants  is  properly  taken.  In  certain  cases  an  objection  to  a  misjoinder 
or  non-joinder  of  defendants  cannot  be  raised  in  an  action  pending  in  any 
court.  "  In  an  action  brought  against  one  or  more  persons  engaged  as  a 
joint-stock  association,  partnership  or  otherwise,  in  the  periodical  trans- 
portation of  passengers  or  property,  an  objection  to  any  of  the  proceed- 
ings cannot  be  taken  by  a  person  properly  made  a  defendant,  on  the 
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.ground  that  the  plaintiff  has  joined  with  him,  as  a  defendant,  a  person 
not  jointly  engaged  with  him  in  that  business,  or  on  the  ground  that 
the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  join  with  him  a  person  so  jointly  engaged, 
unless  the  persons  so  engaged  have,  at  least  thirty  days  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  filed  in  the  clerk's  oflBce  of  each  county 
in  which  they  transport  passengers  or  property,  a  statement  showing 
the  names  of  all  of  them.  A  statement  so  filed  is  conclusive  for  the 
purposes  specified  in  this  section,  as  against  the  person  filing  it,  until 
thirty  days  after  filing,  in  like  manner,  a  new  statement  showing  a 
change  of  interest."    Code  of  Civil  Proc,  §  1945. 

Non-joinder  of  defendants.  The  Code  does  not  specifically  provide 
any  remedy  for  a  non-joinder  of  defendants  in  an  action  in  a  justice's 
court.  If  the  complaint  states  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action  against  the  persons  made  defendants  a  demurrer  for  non-joinder 
is  unauthorized.  But  it  is  a  good  ground  of  defense,  and  the  non- 
joinder of  a  person  jointly  liable  with  the  defendant  in  an  action  may 
be  set  up  in  an  answer,  and  if  it  is  established  it  will  be  a  perfect  de- 
fense to  the  action.  Mason  v.  Wells,  2  Hun,  518  ;  S.  C,  5  N.  Y.,Sup. 
Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  714 ;  Wooster  v.  Chrnnherlin,  28  Barb.  602 ;  Sweet  v. 
TutUe,  14  ]Sr.  r.  465  ;  Van  SlyJce  v.  Newton,  10  Hun,  554.  It  is  not 
a  ground  of  nonsuit  at  the  trial.  See  Oay  v.  Gary,  9  Cow.  44 ;  Wil- 
liams V.  Allen,  7  id.  316.  The  defendant  knows  or  ought  to  know 
who  should  be  joined  with  him  as  co-defendants;  and  if  he  does  not 
plead  their  non-joinder  he  has  no  ground  of  complaint.  If  the  defend- 
ants are  severally  liable,  or  jointly  and  severally  liable,  the  defendant 
has  no  ground  of  objection,  since  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  sue  all  or 
a  portion  of  those  liable.  And  it  is  only  in  case  of  a  joint  liability,  not 
of  a  joint  and  several  liability,  that  an  answer  setting  up  the  non- 
joinder is  necessary  or  proper. 

§  3.  Parties  prosecuting  or  defending  as  poor  persons.  The  pro- 
visions of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  authorizing  a  poor  person,  who 
has  not  the  ability  to  sue,  to  apply  to  the  court  by  petition  for  leave  to 
prosecute  as  a  poor  person,  and  to  have  an  attorney  and  counsel  assigned 
to  conduct  his  case,  have  been  given  in  full  in  a  preceding  volume.  Yol. 
1,  p.  120.  A  repetition  of  the  matter  there  given  would  be  a  waste  of 
space  needed  for  the  discussion  of  other  matters. 

The  application  should  be  made  to  the  court  in  which  the  action  is 
then  pending,  or  if  it  has  not  been  commenced,  to  the  court  in  which  it 
is  intended  to  be  brought.  Id.,  §  458.  The  statute  does  not  in  terms 
require  that  the  petition  should  be  entitled ;  but  if  the  action  is  already 
commenced  it  would  be  proper  to  entitle  the  petition  in  that  action. 
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If  the  action  is  not  commenced,  it  would  be  improper  to  entitle  it  in 
the  action  proposed  to  be  brought.  In  that  case  the  title  may  be 
wholly  omitted,  or  the  petition  may  be  entitled  "  In  the  matter  of  the 
application  of  A.  B.,  for  leave  to  prosecute  as  a  poor  person,"  etc.  But 
these  are  mere  matters  of  form,  and  a  defect  in  the  title  or  the  want  of 
a  title  will  not  impair  the  petition,  if  it  intelligibly  refers  to  the  action. 
See  vol.  1,  p.  122,  §  728;  id.  169,  §  3343,  subd.  11. 
The  petition  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Petition  for  leave  to  prosecute  as  a  poor  person. 
JUSTICE'S  COUKT. 


John  Smith 

agsi. 
Jacob  Plantz. 


Before  Richakd  Miteeat,  Justice,  etc. 


The  petition  of  John  Smith,  the  plaintiff  in  the  above-entitled  action, 
respectfully  shows  to  this  court : 

1.  That  he  has  a  cause  of  action  against  Jacob  Plantz,  the  defendant 
above  named,  for  work,  labor  and  services  rendered  and  performed  by 
your  petitioner  for  said  defendant  at  his  request,  during  the  year  last 
past;  that  the  above-entitled  action  has  been  brought  to  recover  the 
value  of  such  work,  labor  and  services ;  and  that  said  action  is  now 
pending  in.  this  court. 

2.  That  your  petitioner  is  not  worth  $100,  besides  the  wearing  ap- 
parel and  furniture  necessary  for  himself  and  his  family  and  the  subject- 
matter  of  this  action. 

Wherefore,  your  petitioner  prays  that  this  court  will  make  an  order 
granting  him  leave  to  prosecute  said  action  as  a  poor  person,  and  as- 
signing him  an  attorney  and  counsel  to  conduct  said  action  for  him. 

Dated  January  3,  1882. 

JOHN  SMITH. 

This  petition  must  be  verified  by  the  petitioner.  Vol.  1,  p.  120, 
§  459,     The  verification  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Yerifioation. 

State  of  New  Yoek,  ) 
County  of  Fulton,     \ 

John  Smith,  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  is  the  petitioner  named 
in  and  who  subscribed  the  foregoing  petition ;  that  said  petition  is  true 
to  his  own  knowledge,  except  as  to  the  matters  therein  stated  to  be 
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alleged  upon  information  and  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  he  believea. 
it  to  be  true. 

JOHN  SMITH. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me, ) 
this  3d  day  of  January,  1882.       j 

RioHAED  MuKKAY,  JusUce  of  the  Peace. 

The  statement  of  the  nature  of  the  cause  of  action  may  be  varied  to 
meet  any  ease.  The  petition  must  be  supported  by  a  certificate  of  a 
counselor  at  law,  to  the  effect  that  he  has  examined  the  case,  and  is  of 
the  opinion  that  the  petitioner  has  a  good  cause  of  action.  Vol.  1,  p. 
120,  §  459. 

If  the  justice  is  satisfied  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  alleged,  and  that  the 
apphcant  has  a  good  cause  of  action,  he  may  make  the  order  desired. 
Id.,  §  460.  The  petitioner  is  required  to  state  in  his  petition  the  nature 
of  his  action,  and  not  the  facts  upon  which  he  relies  to  establish  it  upon 
the  trial.  The  certificate  of  a  reputable  counselor  at  law  that  the 
petitioner  has  a  good  cause  of  action  should  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
mind  of  the  justice  upon  this  point.  A  decent  respect  for  the  rights  of 
the  defendant  should  deter  the  justice  from  holding  an  expa/rU  trial  of 
the  issues  involved  in  the  action  upon  an  application  of  this  nature. 
The  order  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Order  granting  lea/oe  to  prosecute,  etc. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Smith 

agst. 
Jacob  Plantz. 


-  Before  Richaed  Mtirbat,  Just,  of  the  Peace,  etc. 


On  reading  and  filing  the  petition  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  action, 

bearing  date  January  3,   1882,   and   the   certificate  of 

counselor  at  law,  in  support  of  the  same,  and  it  appearing  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  poor  person,  not  being  of 
ability  to  sue,  and  that  he  has  a  good  cause  of  action  against  the  de- 
fendant above  mentioned, — 

Ordered,  That  said  plaintiff  be  and  hereby  is  permitted  to  prosecute 

this  action  as  a  poor  person,  and  that Esq.,  of 

N.  Y.,  be  and  hereby  is  assigned  as  his  attorney,  and 

Esq.,  of N.  T.,  be  and  is  hereby  assigned  as  his  counsel,  to  con- 
duct and  prosecute  said  action  for  him. 

Dated  Jamumf  3,  1882.  RICHARD  MURRAY, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 
13 
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The  person  so  authorized  to  prosecute  is  not  required  to  pay  fees  to 
any  officer,  and  is  not  liable  for  costs  in  case  of  defeat.  But  in  case  he 
is  guilty  of  improper  conduct  in  the  prosecution  of  his  action,  or  of 
willful  or  unnecessary  delay,  the  court  may  annul  the  order  and  deprive 
him  of  all  further  privileges  under  it.  If  he  is  defeated  in  the  action 
he  cannot  take  an  appeal  as  a  poor  person  under  the  order ;  but  if  he 
succeeds  in  the  action,  and  the  defendant  appeals,  the  plaintiff  may 
proceed  under  the  order  as  respondent  in  the  appeal. 

The  attorney  and  counsel  assigned  to  the  plaintiffi  must  act  in  the  case 
without  compensation ;  but  if  costs  are  awarded  in  favor  of  the  plaint- 
iff, they  must  be  paid  over  to  his  attorney,  when  collected  from  the 
defendant,  and  distributed  between  the  attorney  and  counsel  as  the 
court  directs. 

A  defendant  in  an  action  involving  his  right,  title  or  interest  in  or  to 
real  or  personal  property  may  petition  the  court  in  which  ^;he  action 
is  pending  for  leave  to  defend  the  action  as  a  poor  person,  and  to  have 
an  attorney  and  counsel  assigned  to  conduct  his  defense.  Yol.  1,  p. 
121,  §  463. 

The  requisites  of  the  defendant's  petition,  the  general  natm-e  of  the 
order  made  by  the  justice,  and  the  rights  and  privileges  conferred  thereby 
are  sufficiently  and  clearly  detailed  in  the  statute  authorizing  this  pro- 
ceeding.    See  vol.  1,  p.  121. 

The  forms  given  can  be  readily  adapted  to  an  application  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant. 


CHAPTER  V. 
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Section  1.  Actions  generally.  Whenever  a  person  is  satisfied  that 
another  person  has  deprived  him  of  a  legal  right,  or  has  done  or  is  about 
to  do  him  an  injury,  he  naturally  seeks  for  a  legal  remedy  either  for  the 
enforcement  and  protection  of  the  right,  or  the  redress  or  prevention  of 
the  wrong.  In  some  cases  he  may  lawfully  assert  his  rights  or  redress 
his  wrongs  without  resort  to  the  courts.  Thus,  if  he  has  been  deprived 
of  his  property  by  another,  he  may  retake  it,  if  he  can  do  so  peaceably. 
So  if  he  is  injured  ia  person  or  property  by  what  the  law  terms  a 
nuisance,  he  may  abate  the  nuisance  if  he  can  do  so  without  committing 
a  breach  of  the  peace,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage  to  the  property  of 
another.  But  if  he  resorts  to  judicial  proceedings  and  seeks  in  his 
own  behalf  the  enforcement  or  protection  of  a  right,  or  the  redress  or 
prevention  of  a  wrong,  by  an  ordinary  prosecution  against  another 
party  in  a  court  of  justice,  the  prosecution  thus  instituted  is  termed  a 
civil  action,  and  is  governed  by  the  general  rules  of  practice  prescribed 
by  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  for  the  prosecution  of  such  actions. 
Vol.  1,  p.  167,  §  3333.  If,  however,  while  seeking  the  same  relief 
in  a  judicial  proceeding,  he  conducts  the  prosecution  in  accordance  with 
certain  statutory  provisions  authorizing  and  requiring  a  departure  from 
the  ordinary  mode  of  procedure  prescribed  for  the  commencement  and 
conduct  of  a  prosecution  in  a  court  of  justice,  the  prosecution  so  in- 
stituted and  conducted  is  termed  a ' '  special  proceeding,"  and  is  governed 
by  the  special  rules  of  practice  devised  for  the  prosecution  of  such 
proceedings.     Id.,  §  3334. 

A  proceeding  in  a  court  of  record  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage, 
commenced  by  the  service  of  a  summons  upon  all  the  necessary  parties 
in  some  one  of  the  modes  of  service  authorized  by  law,  and  conducted 
to  judgment  and  sale  according  to  the  general  rules  of  practice,  fur- 
nishes an  illustration  of  a  civil  action ;  while  a  proceeding  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage  by  advertisement,  commenced  and  conducted  according  to 
the  statutory  regulations  peculiar  to  that  proceeding,  is  a  familiar  illus- 
tration of  a  special  proceeding. 
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There  are  also  certain  statutory  proceedings,  termed  "  actions  "  in 
the  statutes  to  which  they  owe  their  existence,  which  differ  so  widely 
from  ordinary  prosecutions  in  a  court  of  justice,  as  to  fall  within  the 
Code  definition  of  special  proceedings,  rather  than  that  of  actions.  A 
proceeding  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mechanic's  lien  is  a  good  illustration 
of  this  class  of  proceedings.  See  Hallahan  v.  Herbert,  67  N.  T.  409 ; 
Leavy  v.  Oa/rd/ner,  63  id.  624  ;  Kelsey  v.  Bov/rlee,  50  How.  316. 

Actions  are  of  two  kinds,  civil  and  criminal.  A  criminal  action  is 
prosecuted  by  the  people  as  a  party,  against  a  person  charged  with  a 
public  offense  for  the  punishment  thereof.  Every  other  action  is  a 
civil  action.  Vol.  1,  p.  167,  §§  3335-3337.  There  is  only  one  form 
of  civil  action.  The  distinction  between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in 
equity,  and  the  forms  of  those  actions  and  suits  have  been  abolished. 
Id.,  p.  168,  §  3339.  The  practice  in  criminal  actions  is  no  part  of  the 
plan  of  this  work ;  and  when  an  action  is  spoken  of  in  the  following 
pages,  a  civil  action  will  be  referred  to,  unless  the  contrary  is  expressly 
stated. 

§  2.  Actions,  how  and  when  commenced.  An  action  is  commenced 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  either  by  the  voluntary  appearance  and 
joinder  of  issue  by  the  parties,  or  by  the  service  of  a  summons.  Vol. 
1,  p.  5,  §  2876.  It  can  be  commenced  in  no  other  way.  Either  of 
these  events  will  mark  the  time  of  the  actual  commencement  of  the 
action.  An  action  is  commenced  against  a  defendant,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  any  provision  of  the  Code,  which  limits  the  time  for  cormnenG- 
vng  an  action,  when  the  summons  is  served  on  him,  or  on  a  co-defend- 
ant who  is  a  joint  contractor,  or  otherwise  united  in  interest  with  him. 
Vol.  1,  p.  116,  §  398.  So  an  attempt  to  commence  an  action,  in  a  court 
not  of  record,  is  equivalent  to  the  commencement  thereof  against  each 
defendant,  within  the  meaning  of  each  provision  of  the  Code  which 
limits  the  time  for  commencing  an  action,  when  the  summons  is  de- 
livered, with  the  intent  that  it  shall  be  actually  served,  to  an  officer  au- 
thorized to  serve  the  same,  within  the  city  or  town  in  which  that  de- 
fendant, or  one  of  two  or  more  co-defendants,  who  are  joint  contractors, 
or  otherwise  united  in  interest  with  him,  reside  ;  or,  if  the  defendant 
is  a  corporation,  when  it  shall  be  delivered  with  intent  that  it  shall  be 
actually  served,  to  an  officer  authorized  to  serve  it,  within  the  city  or 
town  in  which  the  corporation  is  established  by  law,  or  wherein  its 
general  business  is  or  was  last  transacted,  or  wherein  it  keeps,  or  last 
kept  an  office  for  the  transaction  of  business,  provided,  in  either  case, 
that  actual  service  of  the  summons  is  made,  with  due  diligence. 
Vol.  1,  p.  115,  §  400.     But  an  attempt  to  commence  an  action,  by 
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the  delivery  of  the  summons  to  the  proper  officer  for  service,  is  not 
the  commencement  of  the  action  in  any  case.  It  is  the  final  actual 
service  of  the  summons  that  commences  the  action  ;  and  the  attempt 
to  serve  it  is  made  the  statutory  equivalent  of  actual  service  for  the 
purpose  only  of  defeating  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  and 
then  only  where  the  attempt  has  been  followed  by  actual  service. 

§  3.  Process  and  mandates  generally.  The  form  and  requisites 
of  a  summons,  and  the  mode  of  its  service  and  return  will  be  the  sub- 
ject of  the  next  chapter.  There  are,  however,  some  general  matters 
relating  to  the  process  and  mandates  which  may  issue  out  of  a  justice's 
court  which  need  no  separate  discussion. 

The  word  "  mandate,"  as  used  in  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  in- 
cludes a  writ,  process  or  other  written  direction  issued  pursuant  to 
law  out  of  a  court,  or  made  pursuant  to  law  by  a  court,  or  a  judge,  or 
a  person  acting  as  a  judicial  officer,  and  commanding  a  court,  board  or 
other  body,  or  an  officer  or  other  person  named  or  otherwise  designated 
therein,  to  do  or  to  refrain  from  doing  an  act  therein  specified.  Vol. 
1,  p.  168,  §  334:3,  subd.  2.  In  this  broad  definition  would  be  included 
every  summons,  order  of  arrest,  warrant  of  attachment,  requisition  to 
replevy,  subpoena,  order  for  the  production  of  books  of  account,  venire, 
execution  and  nearly  every  other  paper  which  a  justice  of  the  peace  is 
authorized  by  law  to  place  in  the  hands  of  or  issue  to  an  officer  for 
service.  It  is  important,  therefore,  to  consider  the  requisites  of  a  man- 
date. 

A  mandate  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  must  be  signed  by  him, 
but  need  not  not  be  sealed.  Vol.  1,  p.  83,  §  3135.  See  MUlett  v.  Boh 
her,  42  Barb.  215.  It  must  be  entirely  filled  up  at  the  time  when  it 
is  delivered  to  an  officer  to  be  executed,  so  as  to  have  no  blank  either 
in  its  date  or  otherwise,  except  that  in  case  of  a  subpoena,  a  blank 
may  be  left  for  the  name  of  any  or  all  of  the  witnesses.  A  mandate 
issued  and  delivered  to  an  officer  to  be  executed,  which  does  not  con- 
form to  these  requirements,  is  void.  Vol.  1,  p.  83,  §  3135.  The  pro- 
vision requiring  process  to  be  filled  up  before  issuing  was  intended  to 
guard  against  an  abuse  which  at  one  time  was  too  common.  Justices 
put  blank  process  into  the  hands  of  constables  and  others  to  be  filled 
up  by  them  as  they  saw  fit,  in  the  same  manner  as  attorneys  of  courts 
of  record  issue  process.  To  such  cases  the  statute  is  applicable  ;  but 
it  does  not  interfere  with  the  power  of  amendment  in  clerical  mistakes 
in  process  issued  properly  by  the  justice  himself.  Near  v.  Van  Al- 
styiie,  14  Wend.  230.  The  power  to  amend  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 
See  Bradbury   v.   Van  Nostrand,  45  Barb.  194 ;  Arnold  v.  Maltby, 
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4  Denio,  498 ;  Stanton  v.  Leland,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  88 ;  Brace  v.  Ben- 
sen,  10  Wend.  213. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  justice  should  fill  up  and  sign  the  process 
with  his  own  hand.  This  may  be  done  by  any  other  person  if  it  is 
done  at  the  request  of  the  justice,  in  his  immediate  presence,  and  by 
his  express  and  explicit  directions.  A  constable  is  required  to  sign  his 
return  to  a  summons.  But  that  may  be  done  by  the  justice  before 
whom  the  summons  is  returnable,  if  done  at  the  request  of  the  con- 
stable, in  his  presence  and  by  his  direction.  Beno  v.  Binder,  20  N. 
Y.  298 ;  Mlis  v.  Francis,  9  Ga.  325.  See  Borrodaile  v.  Leek,  9 
Barb.  611.  Any  person  may  fill  up  a  summons  or  other  process, 
whether  in  the  presence  of  the  justice  or  not,  and  if  the  justice  sees  fit 
to  sign  it,  this  will  be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute,  for  by 
adopting  what  has  been  done,  the  justice  makes  the  act  of  the  other 
his  own. 

Although  the  statute  declares  that  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  guilty  of 
a  misdemeanor  if  he  issiies  and  delivers  to  an  officer  for  service  a 
mandate  which  is  not  entirely  filled  up,  and  contains  a  blank  either 
in  its  date  or  otherwise,  yet  this  statute  is  to  be  construed  as  all  other 
similar  statutes  are.  If  a  justice  should  by  mistake  leave  a  blank  in 
the  date  of  a  mandate,  should  give  it  a  wrong  date,  or  commit  any 
other  clerical  error  he  would  not  be  liable  to  the  penalties  mentioned 
in  the  statute.  It  was  not  mistake-s  of  that  kind  that  the  statute  was 
directed  against,  and  if  there  was  no  intention  to  omit  filling  up  the 
process,  there  would  be  no  offense.  The  intent  is  essential  to  the 
crime.  But  it  must  not  be  understood  that  a  justice  may  sign  a  blank 
mandate  and  deliver  it  in  violation  of  the  statute  and  then  escape  the 
consequences  by  a  plea  of  ignorance  of  the  existence  of  the  statute. 
Every  man  is  presumed  to  know  the  law,  and  ignorance  of  it  is  no  ex- 
cuse. The  intendment  of  the  law  will  be  in  favor  of  innocence,  and 
if  the  case  is  open  to  two  constructions,  one  of  innocence,  and  another 
of  guilt,  then  innocence  will  be  presumed.  Beople  \.  Smith,  20 
Johns.  63. 

In  certain  mimicipal  courts  having  clerks,  the  process  may  be  signed 
by  a  judge  of  the  court,  or  by  a  clerk  or  deputy  clerk.  Laws  of  1879, 
chap.  230,  §  6  ;  Laws  of  1880,  chap.  344,  §  6  :  id.,  chap.  14,  §  246.  A 
clerk  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn  is  required  by 
law  to  issue  a  summons,  a  subpojna,  or  an  execution  upon  the  request 
of  a  person  entitled  thereto.     Yol.  1,  p.  78,  §  3120,  subd.  4. 

Except  where  it  is  otherwise  specially  prescribed  by  law,  a  writ 
or  other  process  must  be   in  the  name  of   the  people  of   the  State ; 
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aad  each  writ,  process,  record,  pleading  or  other  proceeding  ia  a 
court  or  before  an  officer  must  be  in  the  English  language,  and  un- 
less it  is  oral,  made  out  on  paper  or  parchment  in  a  fair,  legible 
character,  in  words  at  length,  and  not  abbreviated.  But  the  proper 
and  known  names  of  process  and  technical  words  may  be  expressed 
in  appropriate  language  as  now  is  and  heretofore  has  been  custom- 
ary ;  such  abbreviations  as  are  now  commonly  employed  in  the  Eng- 
lish language  may  be  used  ;  and  numbers  may  be  expressed  by  Ara- 
bic figures  or  Roman  numerals,  in  the  customary  manner.  Yol.  1, 
p.  106,  §  22. 

How  directed.  A  summons,  a  warrant  of  attachment  against 
the  person  of  a  defaulting  witness,  a  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  a 
defaulting  witness,  an  execution  for  the  collection  of  a  fine  imposed 
upon  such  witness,  a  venire,  and  an  execution  issued  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace  against  the  person  or  property  must  be  directed  generally 
to  any  constable  of  the  county.  Yol.  1,  p.  5,  §  2877  ;  id.,  p.  35,  §§  2971, 
2975;  id.,  p.  36,  §  2977;  id.,  p.  40,  §  2991;  id.,  p.  48,  §3025.  An  order 
of  arrest  should  be  directed  to  the  constable,  who  serves  the  summons 
Id.  p.  11,  §  2897.  A  warrant  of  attachment  against  property,  or  a  requi- 
sition to  replevy,  should  be  directed  to  the  constable  to  whom  the 
summons  is  delivered.     Id.,  p.  14,  §  2907  ;  id.,  p.  19,  20,  §  2921. 

A  direction  is  an  essential  part  of  the  mandate.  See  Abbott  v. 
Booth,  51  Barb.  546 ;  Eussell  v.  Hubbard,  6  id.  664 ;  Merritt  v. 
Read,  5  Denio,  352. 

Where  a  warrant  of  commitment,  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
upon  a  conviction  for  petit  larceny,  was  not  directed  to  any  officer, 
class  of  officers,  or  other  person  by  whom  it  was  to  be  executed,  it 
was  held  to  be  void,  and  a  constable  who  executed  it  was  held  lia- 
ble to  an  action  for  an  assault  and  battery  and  false  imprisonment. 
Bussdl  V.  Hvhbwrd,  6  Barb.  654.  A  magistrate  who  issues  void 
process  is  liable  for  the  injury  inflicted  upon  the  party  against 
whom  it  issued.  Biit  this  is  so  in  those  cases  only  in  which  the  pro- 
cess is  executed  according  to  its  mandate.  And,  therefore,  where  a 
justice  of  the  peace  issued  an  attachment  without  jurisdiction,  directed, 
according  to  the  statute,  to  any  constable  of  the  county,  but  the  party 
who  sued  it  out  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  a  deputy  sheriff,  with  di- 
rections to  execute  it,  which  he  accordingly  did,  —  it  was  held,  in  an 
action  of  trespass  by  the  party  against  whom  the  attachment  was  is- 
sued, that  the  justice  was  not  liable.  Merritt  v.  Bead,  5  Denio,  352. 
The  court  said  :  "  It  is  a  direction  to  the  particular  officer  or  class  of 
officers  named,  and  not  to  a  different  one  ;  and  if  a  person  not  men' 
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tioned  or  referred  to  Iq  it,  undertake  to  execute  it,  he  is  considered  not 
only  as  having  volunteered  but  as  having  intended  to  act  officiously, 
without  the  consent  of  the  magistrate  and  against  his  express  direction, 
as  contained  in  the  process."  Id.  353,  354.  And  see  Fregard  v. 
Barnes,  7  Exch.  827. 

Statement  of  the  names  of  parties.  As  a  general  rule  whenever 
it  is  necessary  to  state  the  name  of  a  party  in  a  mandate,  the  name 
should  be  truly  and  accurately  given.  The  name  should  be  stated  in 
fuU,  both  Christian  and  surname,  unless  the  party  has  several  Christian 
names,  and  in  that  case  one  of  these  should  be  stated  and  the  others 
may  be  expressed  by  the  initials. 

The  law,  ho\frever,  does  not  recognize  but  one  Christian  name,  and 
the  addition  or  the  omission  of  the  other  names  will  be  of  no  conse- 
quence. Framklin  v.  Talmadge,  5  Johns.  84  ;  Roosevelt  v.  Ga/rdvniery 
2  Cow.  463  ;  Milk  v.  Christie,  1  HiU,  102.  If  there  are  several  parties 
plaintiffs,  the  names  of  each  of  them  must  be  stated  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  those  of  single  plaintiffs ;  the  names  of  partners,  or  others  jointly 
interested,  must  be  stated  separately  and  in  full,  and  not  in  the  firm 
name.  Bentley  t.  Smith,  3  Caines,  170.  The  same  rule  is  equally  ap- 
plicable to  the  statement  of  the  names  of  the  defendants.  The  gen- 
eral rules  as  to  who  should  be  made  parties,  and  in  what  name  such 
parties  should  sue  or  be  sued  have  been  given  in  a  preceding  chapter. 
See  a/nts,  60. 

A  plaintiff  may  be  ignorant  of  the  name  or  of  part  of  the  name  of 
a  defendant.  In  that  case  the  defendant  may  be  designated  in  the 
summons,  and  in  any  other  process  or  proceeding  in  the  action  by  a 
fictitious  name,  or  by  so  much  of  his  name  as  is  known,  adding  a  de- 
scription, identifying  the  person  intended.  The  person  so  designated 
will  be  regarded  as  the  defendant  in  the  action  and  as  sufficiently  de- 
scribed for  all  purposes.  When  his  name  or  the  remainder  of  his  name 
becomes  known,  the  justice  before  whom  the  action  is  pending  must 
amend  the  proceedings  already  taken  by  the  insertion  of  the  true  or 
full  name  in  place  of  the  fictitious  name  or  part  of  a  name,  and  all  sub- 
sequent proceedings  must  be  taken  under  the  name  so  inserted.  Vol. 
1,  p.  7,  §  2884. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  statute  cited  applies  to  all  process  and 
proceedings  in  an  action ;  and  is  in  that  respect  much  broader  than 
the  corresponding  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  applied 
only  to  a  summons  or  civil  warrant.  See  McCdbe  v.  Doe,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  64 ;  Davenport  v.  Doady,  3  Abb.  409. 

In  an  action  brought  by  or  against  a  corporation,  a  mistake  in   the 
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corporate  name  will  be  waived  unless  the  misnomer  is  pleaded  by  the 
defendant.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1YY7.  And  see  id.,  §§  1813  and 
1924. 

§4.  By  whom  served.  An  explanation  of  the  proper  mode  of 
serving  and  returning  a  mandate  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  will 
be  considered,  to  some  extent,  hereafter  in  connection  with  the  gen- 
eral discussion  of  the  process  issued.  But  there  are  some  general  pro- 
visions of  statute  applicable  to  the  service  of  all  mandates  which  will 
be  here  considered  to  avoid  repetition. 

A  constable  to  whom  a  mandate  is  directed  and  delivered  for  service 
must  execute  it.  He  cannot  shake  oflf  the  burden  of  discharging  his 
duty  by  siibstituting  another  constable  in  his  place.  He  is  not  gifted 
with  the  power  of  substitution.  Downs  v.  MeGlynn,  2  Hilt.  14  ;  S. 
C,  6  Abb.  241.  The  statute  requires  him  to  execute  it  in  person  ac- 
cording to  its  tenor,  and  prohibits  him  from  acting  by  deputy.  Vol. 
1,  p.  87,  §  3157.  But  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  render  any  service 
for  which  he  is  allowed  a  fee  without  the  previous  payment  or  tender 
of  his  fee.     Vol.  1,  p.  102,  §  3228. 

The  question  as  to  the  proper  person  to  execute  a  mandate  issued  by 
a  justice  of  the  peace  is  in  nearly  every  case  answered  by  the  statute 
requiring  its  execution  by  the  person  to  whom  it  is  directed  and  de- 
livered. But  in  rare  and  exceptional  cases  the  mandate  may  be  exe- 
cuted by  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  or  by  some  one  specially  deputized  to 
make  the  service.  If  the  constable  has  reason  to  apprehend  that  re- 
sistance will  be  made  to  the  execution  of  the  mandate,  he  may  deliver 
it  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  with  a  written  certificate,  stating  the 
facts,  and  requiring  the  sheriff  to  execute  it.  The  sheriff  must  there- 
upon execute  it,  and  is  subject  to  all  the  liabilities  attaching  to  a  con- 
stable in  executing  it.  Vol.  1,  p.  88,  §  3158.  If  the  sheriff  finds 
or  has  reason  to  apprehend  that  resistance  will  be  made  to  the  execu- 
tion of  the  mandate,  he  may  command  all  the  male  persons  in  the 
county,  or  as  many  as  he  thinks  proper,  and  with  such  arms  as  he  di- 
rects, including  any  military  organization  armed  and  equipped,  to  as- 
sist him  in  overcoming  the  resistance.  Id.,  §  104. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  who  issues  any  mandate  authorized  by  chap- 
ter 19  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  except  a  venire,  may  at 
the  request  of  the  party,  whenever  he  deems  it  expedient,  empower 
any  proper  person  of  full  age,  and  not  a  party  to  the  action,  to  serve 
or  otherwise  execute  it.  This  will  be  done  by  a  written  authority  in- 
dorsed upon  the  mandate.  Vol.  1,  p.  87,  §  3156. 
14 
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Forw,  of  Deputation. 
Fulton  Oouhty,  ss.: 

The  plaintiff  within  named  having  requested  that  some  proper  per- 
son be  empowered  to  execute  the  within  mandate,  and  it  being  by  me 
deemed  expedient  that  such  authority  be  given,  I  do  therefore  hereby 
authorize  and  empower  {Ji&re  insert  ncmie),  a  person  of  full  age 
and  not  a  party  to  this  action,  to  execute  the  witliin  mandate. 

Dated  January  3, 1882. 

DAYID  KENNEDY,  Justice. 

The  form  above  given  shows  a  strict  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute.  A  shorter  form  would  undoubtedly  be  held  suf- 
ficient. Thus  if  after  the  statement  of  the  venue,  the  justice  should 
add,  "  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff  I  hereby  authorize  and  empower 
{naming  the  person),  to  execute  the  within  mandate,"  adding 
date  and  official  signature,  this  would  probably  be  held  sufficient.  It 
is  not  necessary  that  he  should  certify  that  the  person  deputized  to 
execute  the  mandate  is  of  age  and  not  a  party  to  the  action,  as  it  is 
not  presumed  that  he  selects  an  incompetent  person.  Buel  v.  Duke, 
38  Mich.  167. 

For  the  purpose  of  executing  the  mandate  the  person  so  empowered 
has  all  the  power  and  authority  and  is  subject  to  all  the  obligations  and 
liabilities  of  a  constable ;  and  his  return  is  evidence  in  like  mariner  as 
a  constable's.  But  he  is  not  entitled  to  any  fee  for  his  services.  Vol. 
1,  p.  87,  §  3156.    See  Jackson  v.  Sherwood,  50  Barb.  356. 

§  5.  Refusal  to  execute  process.  We  have  seen  that  a  constable 
must  execute  any  mandate  directed  and  delivered  to  him  on  payment 
or  tender  of  his  lawful  fees  for  such  service.  For  a  refusal  or  neglect 
to  perform  his  duty  in  this  respect,  he  is  liable  to  the  party  aggrieved 
for  the  damages  sustained  by  him  in  addition  to  any  fine  or  other 
punishment  or  proceeding  authorized  by  law.  Vol.  1,  p.  109,  §  102. 
If  a  mandate  which  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  authorized  by  law  to  issue 
in  a  special  proceeding  is  so  issued  and  delivered  to  a  constable  for 
service,  or  execution,  and  the  constable  willfully  neglects  to  execute  it, 
he  may  be  fined  by  the  justice  in  a  sum  not  exceeding  $25,  and  is  liable 
to  the  party  aggrieved  for  the  damages  sustained  through  such  neglect. 
Id.,  §  103.  Any  intentional  neglect  to  execute  the  mandate  is  to  be 
deemed  wilKul.     See  People  v.  Brooks,  1  Denio,  457. 

There  are,  however,  instances  in  which  a  refusal  would  not  be  willful. 
If  the  constable  is  sick  and  unable  to  serve  the  process,  or  if  his  health 
is  such  that  a  service  of  such  process  would  be  attended  with  great 
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danger  to  him,  the  law  would  not  be  violated,  since  such  a  refusal  would 
not  be  regarded  as  willful.  So,  if  a  member  of  the  constable's  family 
is  so  sick  as  to  requii'e  his  constant  attention,  the  law  would  excuse  him 
from  serving  process  which  would  cause  him  to  be  long  absent,  and  be- 
sides that  such  a  refusal  would  not  be  willful.  Again,  if  a  constable 
is  engaged  in  other  official  duties,  he  is  not  bound  to  leave  those  before 
they  are  discharged. 

The  effect  of  taking  a  reward  for  omitting  to  perform  a  duty  per- 
taiaing  to  his  office,  or  for  delaying  performance  has  been  already 
noticed.  AnUy  10. 

When  to  be  served.  No  writ,  process,  warrant,  order,  judgment, 
decree,  or  other  proceeding  of  any  court  or  officer  of  justice  shall  be 
served  or  executed  on  the  first  day  of  the  week,  called  Sunday,  except 
in  case  of  breach  of  the  peace,  or  apprehended  breach  of  the  peace,  or 
for  the  apprehension  of  persons  charged  with  crimes  and  misdemeanors, 
or  the  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  and  the  preceding 
article,  and  except  where  such  service  shall  be  specially  authorized  by 
law.  The  service  of  any  such  process  or  proceeding  in  all  other  cases 
shall  be  utterly  void,  and  shall  subject  the  party  offending  to  damages 
at  the  suit  of  any  person  aggrieved.  1  E.  S.  676,  §  69  ;  1  Edm.  ed.  628. 
No  civil  process  can  be  legally  served  on  Sunday.  Boh  v.  Moffatt,  3 
Johns.  257  ;  Vanderpod  v.  Wright,  1  Cow.  209.  And  no  civil  pro- 
cess can  be  legally  issued  on  that  day.  Van  Veokten  v.  Paddock,  12 
Johns.  178. 

The  statute  also  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  knowingly  and  maliciously 
to  cause  or  procure  any  process  issued  from  a  justice's  court  in  a  civil 
suit  to  be  served  on  the  seventh  day  of  the  week,  commonly  called 
Saturday,  upon  a  person  whose  religious  faith  and  practice  is  to  keep 
that  day  as  a  day  set  apart  by  divine  command  as  the  Sabbath  of  rest 
from  labor,  and  dedicated  to  the  worship  of  God.  Laws  of  1847,  chap. 
349  ;  Marks  v.  Wilson,  11  Abb.  87. 

Whenever  a  town  meeting  shall  be  held  in  any  town,  no  civil  pro- 
cess shall  be  served  in  such  town  on  any  elector  entitled  to  vote  therein 
on  any  day  during  which  such  town  meeting  shall  be  held.  1  E.  S. 
342,  §  10.  And  see  Laws  of  1842,  chap.  130,  §  4 ;  Laws  of  1878, 
chap.  354,  §  1. 

Officer,  when  and  when  not  protected.  A  mere  ministerial  officer 
will  always  be  protected  in  executing  process  if  it  is  regular  and  legal 
on  its  face ;  and  if  the  process  is  such  as  the  court  or  officer  issuing  it 
has  general  jurisdiction  to  issue  in  the  proper  cases.  The  officer  need  not 
look  behind  his  process  to  know  that  there  was  authority  to  issue  it. 
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Savacool  y.  Boughton,  5  Wend,  170;  Cornell  v.  Barnes,  7  Hill,  35; 
Parher  v.  Wal/rod,  16  Wend.  514 ;  Fulton  v.  Heaton,  1  Barb.  552  ; 
Bullis  V.  Montgomery,  50  N.  Y,  352,  355  ;  Sheldon  v.  Vwii  Buskirk, 
2  id.  473 ;  Bovee  v.  Kmg,  11  Hun,  250  ;  Field  v.  Parker,  4  id.  342  ; 
Arrex  v.  Brodhead,  19  id.  269  ;  Shaw  v.  Damis,  55  Barb.  389.  Cases 
without  number  might  be  cited  in  support  of  this  proposition.  But  if 
the  process  shows  on  its  face  either  that  it  was  issued  without  authority, 
or  that  the  person  who  issued  it  had  no  jurisdiction  to  issue  such  pro- 
cess, then  the  process  will  not  afford  any  protection  to  the  ofiBcer  execut- 
ing it.  Stroud  V.  Butler,  18  Barb.  327 ;  Pa/rker  v.  Walrod,  16  Wend. 
514 ;  vol.  2,  p.  433,  551. 

Again,  if  process  is  regular  and  legal  on  its  face,  and  is  issued  by  a 
court  or  a  person  who  is  authorized  to  issue  such  process,  it  will  protect 
the  officer  although  it  is  alleged  and  proved  that  he  knew  of  a  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  issuing  it.  In  such  cases  the  general  rule  is  still  enforced, 
that  the  officer  need  look  only  to  his  process.  Wdiber  v.  Oa/y,  24 
Wend.  485 ;  People  v.  Warren,  5  Hill,  440  ;  Arrex  v.  Brodhead,  19 
Hun,  269,  270 ;  Bovee  v.  King,  11  id.  250,  253.  But  though  an 
officer  may,  he  is  not  bound  to  execute  process  which  he  knows  to  be 
void.  Cornell  v.  Ba/rnes,  7  Hill,  35 ;  Earl  v.  Camp,  16  Wend.  562 ; 
Forsyth  v.  Campbell,  15  Hun,  235 ;  Josuez  v..  Conner,  7  Daly,  448 ; 
Bradley  v.  Ward,  58  N.  Y.  401.  If,  however,  there  is  merely  some 
irregularity  in  the  issuing  of  the  process  which  merely  renders  it  void- 
able, but  not  void,  the  officer  will  not  be  excused  from  serving  it. 
Bacon  v.  Cropsey,  7  N.  Y.  195,  199  ;  Forsyth  v.  Campbell,  15  Hun, 
235  ;  Ames  v.  Webbers,  8  Wend.  545  ;  Pa/rmelee  v.  Hitchcock,  12 
id.  96 ;  Josuez  v.  Conner,  7  Daly,  448.  Thus,  it  is  no  defense  to 
an  action  for  not  returning  an  execution  against  the  person  that  the 
execution  was  irregular.  If  an  execution  is  voidable  for  any  defect  or 
irregularity  it  is  no  excuse  to  the  officer,  as  that  is  a  matter  of  which 
the  party  alone  can  take  advantage.  It  is  voidable  whenever  it  is 
amendable,  and  it  is  not  amendable  if  there  was  no  authority  whatever 
in  the  law  to  issue  execution  against  the  person.  No  execution  can 
issue  for  the  arrest  of  a  person  except  in  the  cases  provided  by  law ; 
and  if  such  an  execution  be  issued  upon  a  judgment  in  an  action  where 
the  defendant  is  not  and  could  not  be  subjected  to  arrest,  it  is  not 
merely  voidable,  but  void.  lb. 

An  officer,  acting  under  process  apparently  valid  but  actually  void, 
•may  avail  himself  of  the  process  for  defense  but  not  for  aggression. 
Clearwater  v.  Brill,  63  N.  Y.  627. 
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Process,    when  set  aside  for  fraud.      The  law  condemns  every 
species  of  fraud  and  unfair  practice.     And  whenever  there  is  an  at- 
tempt to  pervert  and  prostitute  the  process  of  the  law  to  the  purposes 
of  base  men,  in  their  unjust  designs,  it  is  the  duty  of  every  court  to 
enforce  a  proper  remedy,  by  promptly  setting  aside  such  process  as  may 
have  been  fraudulently  obtained.     No  justice  who  is  fit  to  hold  his 
office  will  tolerate  an  abuse  of  his  process  by  any  man  who  would  em- 
ploy it  for  an  unlawful  purpose.     And  where  an  unlawful  use  is  made 
of  his  process,  or  where  there  is  a  gross  abuse  of  it,  in  the  commence- 
ment of  actions,  the  justice  has  the  same  power  to  correct  that  wrong 
that  is  possessed  by  a  court  of  record.     Vol.  1,  p.  3,  §  2868  ;  Bahcock 
V.  Lvpe,  1  Denio,  139  ;  Mosher  v.   Lawrence,  i  id.  419 ;  Bobbins  v. 
Oorham,  26  Barb.  686,  592;  S.  C,  25  N.  T.  588  ;  Fulton  v.  Eeaton, 
1  Barb.  552 ;  Brace  v.  Benson,  10  Wend.  213.     In  one  case  the  de- 
fendants moved  to  set  aside  a  warrant  because  they  were  not  liable  to 
arrest ;  and  they  oflEered  to  prove  the  facts,  which  were  conceded  by 
the  plaintiffs.     The  justice  refused  to  set  the  warrant  aside  ;  and  after 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  County 
Court  of  Washington  county,  the  judgment  of  the  justice  and  that  of 
the  County  Court  were  both  reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court.     It  was 
conceded  that  the  defendants  were  not  liable  to  arrest  by  warrant ;  but 
the  plaintiflE's  affidavits  made  &  prima  facie  case,  and  it  was  insisted 
that  the  defendants  could  not  controvert  their  truth.     Judge  Cowen 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  said :  "  Upon  the  motion  to 
quash  the  warrant,  the  plaintiffs,  before  the  justice,  admitted  that  the 
defendants  were  residents  of  Granville,  in  Washington  county,  and  had 
been  so  for  more  than  thirty  days  before  the  warrant  was  taken  out. 
The  justice  had  jurisdiction  of  the  process,  and  the  affidavit  on  which 
the  warrant  was  issued  made  it  regular  in  the  first  instance.     But  cer- 
tainly  the  affidavit  was  not  conclusive.     It  was  still  open  to  be  met  by 
the  defendants,  on  proof  that  it  was  made  under  a  plain  mistake.  That 
was  admitted,  and  the  justice  should,  therefore,  have  dismissed  the 
suit ;  or,  to  speak  more  technically,  he  should  have  set  aside  the  pro- 
ceedings for  irregularity."     Shannon  v.  Comstoch,  21  Wend.  457,  469. 
It  wiU  readily  be  seen  that  if  this  is  the  rule  when  process  is  obtained 
by  mistake,  a  far  more  cogent  reason  exists  for  its  exercise  in  cases  of 
fraud.     No  court  will  sanction  any  attempt  by  fraud  or  misrepresenta- 
tion to  bring  a  party  within  its  jurisdiction. 

And  if  a  party  has  been  induced  by  a  false  statement  to  come 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  is  there  served  with  process, 
the  service  and  the  process  will  be  set  aside.     Carpenter  v.  Spooner,  2 
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Sandf.  717.  See  Stcmton  v.  Crosby,  9  Hun,  370 ;  Townsend  v.  Smith, 
47  Wis.  623.  And  if  he  has  been  arrested  under  such  circumstances 
the  court  will  set  aside  the  service  and  discharge  the  defendant  from 
arrest.  Ooupil  v.  Simonson,  3  Abb.  474 ;  Metcalf  v.  Cla/rh,  41  Barb- 
45  ;  Benninghoff  v.  Oswell,  37  How.  235  ;  Matter  of  Lagrame,  45  id. 
301.  See  Adriance  v.  Lagrave,  59  N.  Y.  110 ;  S.  C,  17  Am.  Eep. 
317 ;  BrowniTig  v.  Abrams,  51  How.  172 ;  8lade  v.  Joseph,  5  Daly, 
187.  And  if  a  person,  for  the  purpose  of  serving  process,  unlocks  the 
door  and  enters  the  house  of  another  without  permission,  the  service 
will  be  set  aside  for  the  irregularity.  Mason  v.  Libhy,  51  How.  436  ; 
S.  C,  1  Abb.  N.  C.  354. 

Process,  service  Iby  constable  in  his  own  favor.  It  has  been  held 
that  a  constable  may  serve  a  summons  when  he  is  plaintiff  in  the  action. 
Putnam  Y.  Mem,  3  Wend.  202;  Tuttle-yr.  Hwnt,  2  Gow.  436.  See 
Goni/ra,  Morton  v.  Crane,  39  Mich.  526.  But  the  plaintiff  in  an  action 
cannot  be  deputized  by  a  justice  to  serve  a  mandate  in  his  own  favor,  as 
the  statute  authorizing  the  justice  to  empower  another  person  to  serve 
a  mandate  impliedly  prohibits  the  grant  of  such  power  to  a  party  to 
the  action. 

Amendment  of  process.  The  court  may  upon  the  trial  or  at  any 
other  stage  of  the  action,  before  or  after  judgment,  in  furtherance  of 
justice,  and  on  such  terms  as  it  deems  just,  amend  any  process  by  add- 
ing or  strildng  out  the  name  of  a  person  as  a  party,  or  by  correcting 
a  mistake  in  the  name  of  a  party,  or  a  mistake  in  any  other  respect. 
Yol.  1,  p.  122,  §  723. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

AFFIDAVITS  AND  PETITIONS. 

Section  1.  Affldarits.  The  general  rules  of  practice  relating  to 
mandates  and  their  service  have  been  noticed  in  the  preceding  chap- 
ter. For  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  summons  for  the  commencement 
of  an  action,  an  informal  application  to  the  justice  is  all  that  is  neces- 
sary. When,  however,  a  party  desires  to  commence  a  special  proceed- 
ing in  a  justice's  court  a  more  formal  application,  based  upon  a  sworn 
statement  of  facts,  is  generally  necessary  to  authorize  the  justice  to  is- 
sue the  precept,  which  in  a  special  proceeding  performs  substantially 
the  office  of  a  summons  in  an  action.  So,  too,  where  a  provisional  rem- 
edy is  desired  in  an  action,  a  sworn  statement  of  facts,  showing  that 
the  case  is  one  in  which  the  remedy  may  properly  be  allowed,  must  be 
presented  to  the  justice  at  the  time  of  applying  for  the  summons. 
These  are  only  illustrations  of  the  many  instances  in  which  such  state- 
ments of  facts  are  required  in  actions  or  proceedings  before  justices  of 
the  peace.  In  each  case  a  different  statement  of  facts  may  be  required 
to  authorize  the  justice  to  issue  the  process  or  to  grant  the  remedy  or 
relief  sought,  so  that  no  general  rule  can  be  given  as  to  what  particular 
facts  shall  be  stated  in  the  mo-ving  papers ;  yet,  there  are  certain  general 
rules  firmly  established  by  law  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  required 
facts  shall  be  stated  in  the  moving  papers,  and  as  to  the  form  of  such 
papers,  that  are  applicable  to  aU  cases  alike.  These  general  rules  wiU 
be  considered  in  this  place,  leaving  the  discussion  of  the  particular  facts 
necessary  to  be  established  to  entitle  a  party  to  a  particular  remedy  or 
relief  to  its  appropriate  place  in  this  volume. 

An  affidavit  is  a  sworn  statement  in  writing,  or  a  declaration  or  state- 
ment in  writing,  signed  and  made  upon  oath  before  an  authorized  mag- 
istrate. See  Bac.  Abr.,  title  Affida/oit.  As  used  in  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  the  word  "  affidavit "  includes  a  verified  pleading  in  an  action 
or  a  verified  petition  or  answer  in  a  special  proceeding.  Vol.  1,  p.  169. 
But  verified  pleadings  and  petitions  have  certain  peculiarities  of  form 
which  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

Frequently  an  affidavit  is  required  before  an  action  is  commenced  ; 
and  as  no  action  is  then  pending  before  the  justice,  it  would  seem  that 
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the  affidavit  should  not  be  entitled  in  the  proposed  action.  Before  the 
adoption  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  the  entitling  of  an  affidavit  in  an 
action  not  then  commenced  might  be  fatal  to  the  proceeding.  The 
reason  assigned  for  the  rule  was,  that  as  the  affidavit  purported  to  be 
made  in  a  suit,  where  in  fact  no  suit  was  pending,  an  indictment  for 
perjury  could  not  be  sustained  if  the  affidavit  should  prove  to  be  false. 
See  Pindar  v.  Black,  41  How.  95  ;  City  Bank  v.  Lumley,  28  id.  397. 
But  since  the  Code  the  practice  has  generally  prevailed  of  entitling  all 
affidavits,  whether  in  an  action  actually  commenced  or  in  one  about  to 
be  commenced ;  and  this  practice  may  be  safely  followed.  But  the 
want  of  a  title  or  a  defect  in  the  title  of  an  affidavit  will  not  impair  it 
if  it  intelligibly  refers  to  the  action  or  special  proceeding  in  which  it  is 
made.  Yol.  1,  p.  122,  §  728.  After  an  action  is  commenced  it  is  proper 
to  entitle  all  the  subsequent  papers  in  the  action. 

The  title  of  an  action  includes  the  name  of  the  court,  the  name  of 
the  parties,  and  usually  the  name  of  the  justice  before  whom  the  action 
is  pending.     Thus : 

JUSTICE'S  COUKT. 

John    Smith 

agst.  j.  Before  John  Feothingham,  Esq.,  Justice. 

George  White.  ^' 


Following  the  title  of  the  affidavit  is  the  statement  of  the  venue. 
The  term  "  venue  "  relates  to  the  place  where  the  affidavit  was  made, 
and  the  reference  is  to  the  county  in  which  it  is  sworn  to.  It  is  ex- 
pressed in  this  manner :  "  Fulton  County,  ss."  The  venue  is  an  essen- 
tial part  of  every  affidavit,  and  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  place 
where  the  affidavit  was  taken.  An  affidavit  without  a  venue  is  a  nul- 
lity, although  sworn  to  before  an  officer,  whose  residence  is  mentioned 
in  the  jurat.  Cook  v.  Staats,  18  Barb.  407;  Zane  v.  Morse,  6  How. 
394 ;  Vincent  v.  People,  5  Park.  83 ;  Thompson  v.  Burham^s,  61  JST. 
Y.  52,  63 ;  People  v.  De  Camp,  12  Hun,  378.  Every  affidavit  should 
show  upon  its  face  that  it  was  taken  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  of- 
ficer who  certifies  it.  Thompson  v.  Burham,s,  61  N.  Y.  52,  63.  An 
affidavit  which  states  the  venue  in  one  county  will  be  defective  if  the 
jurat  shows  that  it  was  sworn  to  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  another 
county.  Damis  v.  Rich,  2  How.  86 ;  Sandland  v.  Adams,  id.  127 ; 
Snyder  v.  Olmstead,  id.  181. 

Immediately  after  the  venue  should  be  placed  the  name  of  the  per- 
son mating  the  affidavit  and  a  statement  of  the  fact  that  he  was  duly 
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sworn.  Thus,  "  John  Smith,  being  duly  sworn,  says,"  etc.  If  it  is 
essential  to  establish  the  identity  of  the  person  making  the  affidavit,  as 
for  example,  that  he  is  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  the  fact  that  he  is 
the  plaintiff  should  be  stated  affirmatively  in  the  body  of  the  affidavit 
and  not  merely  by  way  of  recital.  In  some  cases  the  statute  requires 
that  a  particular  affidavit  shall  be  made  by  the  party  or  his  ag6nt ;  and 
if  the  affidavit  is  made  by  the  agent,  it  is  not  sufficient  that  he  should 
merely  be  described  as  agent  in  the  recital,  as  for  example,  "  John  Doe, 
agent  for  Eichard  Eoe,  being  duly  sworn,  says,"  etc.,  but  the  fact  of 
agency  should  be  directly  stated  as  follows :  "  John  Doe,  being  duly 
sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  agent  of  Eichard  Eoe."  See  Cu7mm,gham  v 
Qoelet,  4  Denio,  71 ;  Ex  parte  Bank  of  Monroe,  7  Hill,  177  ;  People 
V.  Johnson,  1  N.  T.  Sup.  Ot.  (T.  &  C.)  578.  So  where  the  residence 
of  the  deponent  is  a  material  fact,  the  affidavit  will  be  insufficient  if  it 
merely  recites  the  residence  of  the  deponent.  Thus,  an  affidavit  com- 
mencing with  the  words  "  Giles  Sanford,  of  the  city  of  Albany,  being 
duly  sworn,  says,"  is  not  sufficient  to  establish  the  fact  that  Giles  San- 
ford is  a  resident  of  the  city  of  Albany.  Staples  v.  Fairohild,  3  K. 
T.  41.  And  generally  when  the  affidavit  to  be  effectual  must  be  made 
by  one  having  a  certain  character  or  personal  capacity,  wherein  he  acted 
or  is  to  act  in  doing  the  matters  averred  therein,  the  paper  ought  to 
state  that  the  deponent  has  that  character  or  capacity.  In  such  case 
it  is  manifest  that  the  name  of  the  deponent  must  be  stated  to  apply 
to  him  by  that  name  the  statement  of  his  capacity.  But  when  such  is 
not  the  case,  it  is  not  absolutely  indispensable  to  the  validity  of  an  affi- 
davit that  the  name  of  the  deponent  should  appear  in  the  body  of  the 
paper,  if  it  is  signed  and  sworn  to  before  an  officer  authorized  to  take 
the  oath,  and  the  jurat  states  that  fact.  People  v.  Sutherland,  81  N. 
T.  1.  It  frequently  happens  in  practice  that  affidavits  are  drawn  by 
persons  who  have  no  means  of  knowing  the  name  of  the  person  who 
will  ultimately  make  oath  to  the  facts  stated,  and  blanks  for  the  name 
of  the  deponent  are  therefore  left  in  the  instrument,  to  be  filled  at  the 
time  it  is  sworn  to.  An  affidavit  of  the  service  of  a  paper  attached  to 
the  paper  to  be  served  and  mailed  to  a  client  who  cannot  himself  make 
the  service,  but  is  instructed  to  procure  some  other  person  to  make  the 
service,  and  to  return  the  original  with  proof  of  service  to  the  attorney, 
is  a  familiar  example  of  such  an  affidavit.  If  by  inadvertence  the 
'blank  left  for  the  name  of  the  person  making  the  service  should  not  be 
filled  at  the  time  the  affidavit  of  service  was  signed  and  sworn  to,  and 
the  paper,  in  that  imperfect  form,  is  presented  to  the  justice  as  proof 
of  service,  the  question  as  to  whether  the  affidavit  could  be  received, 
15 
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as  proof  of  the  facts  stated  therein,  would  depend  upon  the  question 
whether,  if  it  was  willfully  false,  an  indictment  for  perjury  would  lie 
upon  the  paper  against  the  person  who  signed  and  swore  to  it.  It 
seems  that  an  indictment  would  lie,  and  that  the  omission  of  the  name 
of  the  deponent,  although  a  sufficient  ground  to  justify  the  justice  in 
a  refusal  to  receive  the  paper  in  its  imperfect  form,  would  not  be  a 
fatal  defect.  People  v.  Sutherland,  81  N.  Y.  1.  Such  an  affidavit  is 
irregular  but  not  void. 

After  the  statement  of  the  matters  above  mentioned,  the  party  should 
proceed  to  set  forth  ih.&  facts  upon  which  he  relies  to  establish  a  right 
to  the  relief  sought.  The  object  of  the  affidavit  is  to  present  to  the 
justice  a  certain  state  of  facts  from  which  he  may  determine  judicially 
whether  the  application  should  be  granted  or  denied.  It  is  the  province 
of  the  justice  to  draw  the  conclusions  from  these  facts;  and  as  a  gen- 
eral rule  a  mere  statement  of  the  conclusions  -of  the  party  making  the 
affidavit,  without  a  statement  of  the  facts  upon  which  those  conclusions 
are  based,  will  be  insufficient  to  entitle  the  party  to  the  relief  sought. 
See  Dreyfus  v.  Otis,  54  How.  405  ;  Vanderpoel  v.  Kissa/m,  5  Sandf. 
715 ;  Stewart  v.  Brown,  16  Barb.  367. 

Facts  within  the  personal  knowledge  of  the  deponent  should  be 
stated  positively.  WhiUock  v.  Both,  5  How.  143 ;  S.  C,  10  Barb.  78. 
If  the  party  making  the  application  has  no  personal  knowledge  of  the 
material  facts,  he  should,  if  possible,  obtain  the  affidavit  of  some  other 
person  who  has  such  knowledge.  If  he  is  unable  to  obtain  the  affi- 
davit of  any  person  having  personal  knowledge  of  such  facts,  he  should 
state  them  upon  information  and  belief,  and  also  set  forth  the  sources 
of  his  information  and  the  grounds  of  his  belief,  and  give  a  satisfactory 
reason  why  a  positive  statement  of  the  facts  cannot  be  procured. 
Whitlock  V.  Roth,  5  How.  143 ;  S.  C,  10  Barb.  78 ;  City  Bank  v. 
Lumley,  28  How.  397 ;  CramdaU  v.  Bryan,  15  id.  48 ;  S.  C,  5  Abb. 
162  ;  De  Weerth  v.  Feldner,  16  id.  295 ;  S.  0.,  25  How.  419  ;  Dreyfus 
V.  Otis,  54  id.  405  ;  Blason  v.  Bruno,  21  id.  112 ;  S.  C,  33  Barb. 
520;  12  Abb.  265;  Cook  v.  Boach,  21  How.  152;  Sotow  y.  Bisen- 
herger,  25  id.  164  ;  Bell  v.  Mali,  11  id.  254.  But  unless  the  sources  of 
the  deponent's  information,  the  grounds  of  his  belief,  and  a  satisfactory 
reason  why  the  best  evidence  is  not  given  are  stated  in  the  affidavit, 
the  mere  statement  of  the  essential  facts  upon  information  and  belief , 
will  be  wholly  insufficient  to  authorize  the  justice  to  act  upon  the  affi- 
davit, lb. ;  Steuben  County  Bank  v.  Alherger,  78  N.  Y.  252 ;  Dewey 
V.  Oreene,  4  Denio,  93  ;  Tallman  v.  Bigelow,  10  Wend.  420.  If  the 
information  of  the  person  making  the  affidavit  is  derived  from  doeu- 
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mentary  evidence  or  other  written  papers,  the  documents  or  papers 
should  be  set  out  in  some  way.  City  Bank  v.  Lvmley,  28  How.  39Y ; 
BeWeerth  v.  Feldner,  16  Abb.  295 ;  S.  C,  2.5  How.  419.  The  object 
of  requiring  these  statements  in  an  affidavit  is  to  place  before  the 
justice  something  from  which  he  may  judge  whether  the  party  making 
the  affidavit  is  justified  by  the  facts  in  entertaining  the  behef  to  which 
he  deposes,  or  whether  such  belief  is  merely  assumed,  or  is  at  most  but 
an  ill-founded  suspicion.  If,  however,  the  deponent  states  the  facts 
positively,  and  not  upon  information  and  belief,  he  is  not  required  to 
state  the  source  of  his  knowledge  or  his  means  of  information.  Pier- 
son  V.  Freeman,  77  N.  Y.  589. 

In  some  cases  it  is  impossible  that  the  party  making  the  affidavit 
could  have  actual  knowledge  of  facts  to  which  he  is  required  to  make 
affidavit  to  obtain  an  order  or  relief.  In  such  cases  it  is  always  allow- 
able to  make  the  affidavit  upon  belief.  Thus,  where  the  intent  of 
another  person  is  a  material  fact,  this  must  necessarily  be  stated  upon 
belief,  as  no  man  can  know  the  actual  intent  of  another,  except  so  far 
as  that  intent  may  be  inferred  from  his  acts.  For  this  reason  the  law 
permits  a  person  to  sWear  to  his  belief  as  to  the  intent  of  another  if  he 
states  positively  the  facts  and  circumstances  upon  which  that  belief  is 
founded.  Johnson  v.  Moss,  20  Wend.  145  ;  Fulton  v.  Heaton,  1  Barb. 
552 ;  Hall  v.  Munger,  5  Lans.  100. 

Great  care  should  be  taken  in  the  statement  of  facts  in  an  affidavit 
both  as  to  the  matter  and  the  manner  of  the  statement.  Every  mate- 
rial fact  should  be  fully  yet  concisely  stated,  and  any  ambiguity  of  state- 
ment capable  of  being  construed  as  an  intentional  evasion  of  a  direct 
affirmation  of  a  fact  should  be  carefully  avoided.  The  distinction  be- 
tween quantity  and  quality  should  not  be  overlooked,  nor  should  it  be 
forgotten  that  a  fact  gains  no  additional  force  by  being  twice  sworn 
to  in  the  same  affidavit. 

After  the  statement  of  facts  should  follow  the  signature  of  the  de- 
ponent and  the  jurat.  In  the  definition  of  an  affidavit  given  on  a  pre- 
ceding page,  the   signature   of  the  deponent  is  an  essential  element. 

But  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State  has  held  that  the  writing  is  an 
affidavit  in  law,  although  not  signed  by  the  deponent,  if  his  name  ap- 
pears in  the  body  of  it,  and  it  is  duly  sworn  to.  Haff  v.  Spicer,  3  Cai, 
190 ;  Jackson  v.  Virgil,  3  Johns.  539  ;  Millius  v.  Shafer,  3  Denio,  60. 
And  see  Soule  v.  Chase,  1  Bob.  222 ;  S.  C,  1  Abb.  (N.  S.)  48.  The  op- 
posite doctrine  was  laid  down  by  Chancellor  Walworth,  based  upon  the 
ground  that  without  the  subscription  of  the  deponent  at  the  foot  of 
the  affidavit,  it  would  be  difficult  if  not  impossible  to  base  a  prosecu- 
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tion  for  perjury  upon  it.  Hathaway  y.  StiOtt,  11  Paige^  178.  The  fact 
that  an  affidavit  may  be  sufficient  without  the  signature  of  the  defponent 
is,  however,  no  excuse  for  the  omission. 

The  jurat  is  that  part  of  an  affidavit  which  states  the  time  when, 
the  place  where,  and  the  person  before  whom  it  is  sworn  to ;  thUs, 
"Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me  this  14th  day  of  November,  1864. 
John  Frothingham,  justice  of  the  peace,  in  and  for  Fulton  county." 
Every  affidavit  should  show  upon  its  face  that  it  was  taken  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  officer  who  certifies  it.  Thtrnvpson  v.  Burham,B, 
61  N".  T.  52.  And  if  the  venue  is  laid  in  one  county,  and  the  jurat 
shows  that  the  affidavit  was  sworn  to  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of 
another  county,  the  affidavit  will  be  defective  and  void.  Da/vis  v.  Rich, 
2  Howi  86;  Sandland  v.  Adamsjid.  121 ;  Snyder  y.  Olmstead,  lA^  181. 

Whenever  an  affidavit  is  necessary  to  enable  a  justice  of  the  peace 
to  decide  upon  the  propriety  of  doing  any  act,  he  may  receive  an  affi- 
davit for  that  purpose ;  and  whenever  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  author- 
ized by  law  to  hear  or  receive  an  affidavit  in  relation  to  a  matter  con- 
cerning which  he  has  a  duty  to  perform,  he  may  administer  an  oath 
for  that  purpose.  Vol.  1,  p.  130,  §  843.  It  follows  that  a  justice  of 
the  peace  may  take  an  affidavit  in  any  case  where  the  affidavit  may  prop- 
erly be  used  before  him.  For  taking  the  affidavit  he  is  entitled  to  a 
fee  of  ten  cents,  and  for  drawing  any  affidavit  required  by  statute,  five 
cents  for  each  folio,  or  one  hundred  words.  Vol.  1,  p.  98,  §  3322,  It 
is  his  duty  also  to  carefully  file  and  preserve  each  affidavit  or  other  paper 
delivered  to  him  to  be  filed  in  an  action  or  special  proceeding.  Vol.  1, 
p.  85,  §  3143.  And  for  each  affidavit  so  filed  he  is  entitled  to  a  fee  of 
five  cents.     Vol.  1,  p.  99. 

When  the  statute  does  not  require  that  the  affidavit  should  bo  taken 
before  the  justice,  or  before  a  particular  officer,  it  may  be  taken  before 
any  other  person  authorized  by  law  to  take  an  affidavit,  and  when  cer- 
tified by  such  officer  to  have  been  taken  before  him,  the  affidavit  may 
be  used  before  the  justice  with  the  same  effect  as  if  taken  by  the  jus- 
tice. The  persons  who  are  authorized  to  administer  oaths  and  take 
affidavits  within  this  State  are  clearly  designated  by  statute.  See  vol. 
1,  p.  130,  §  842.  An  affidavit  taken  without  the  State,  if  taken  before 
the  proper  officer  and  properly  certified,  may  also  be  used  before  the 
justice,  uiiless  there  is  a  special  provision  of  the  statute  to  the  contrary. 
Id.,  §  844.  An  affidavit  taken  without  the  State  must  be  taken  before 
an  officer  authorized  by  the  laws  of  the  State  to  take  and  certify  the 
acknowledgment  and  proof  of  deeds,  to  be  recorded  in  the  State. 
The  officer  taking  the  affidavit  must  certify  that  it  was  taken  he£ot& 
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him,  and  the  affidavit;  must  be  aecompanied  with  the  like  certificates  as 
to  the  official  character  of  the  officer  and  the  gennin^i^esp  of  his  sign%. 
tnre  as  are  required  to  entitle  a  deed  acknowledged  h§fpre  hinj  to  be 
recorded  within  the  State.     lb. 

In  speaking  of  affidavits  no  attenipt  has  been  made  to  point  out 
what  facts  must  be  stated  to  authorize  thp  court  to  grant  a  particular 
order  or  some  special  relief.  These  matters  will  be  discussed  as  they 
arise.  It  will  be  noticed  that  in  many  cfises  a  justice  of  the  peace  is 
authorized  to  do  a  specified  act  when  certain  facts  are  shown  by  affidavit 
"  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice."  It  has  sometimes  been  supposed 
that  where  this  phrase  is  used  a  justice  has  the  right  to  dispense  with 
some  of  the  general  rules  of  law  prescribing  the  ijature  and  character 
of  the  evidence  to  be  produced  before  him  as  the  basis  of  his  judicial 
action,  or  to  require  the  party  to  furnish  proof  of  such  a  conclusive 
character  as  would  practically  amount  to  a  denial  of  justice.  But 
this  is  a  misconstruction  of  the  intent  of  the  statute.  The  satisfaction 
spoken  of  is  a  legal  satisfaction.  The  justice  is  to  be  convinced.  His 
conviction  is  not  to  be  arbitrary  or  capricious.  It  is  to  be  brought 
about  by  means  that  are  tit  and  enough  to  produce  conviction  in  the 
mind  acting  judicially.  He  may  no  more  be  satisfied  by  that  which 
the  law  will  deem  inadequate  to  produce  conviction,  than  he  may  with- 
hold his  satisfaction  when  that  proof  is  produced  to  him  that  the  law 
will  say  he  ought  in  reason  to  be  satisfied  with,  people  v.  Sutherland, 
81  N.  T.  1.  It  is  not  meant  merely  that  the  justice  shall  be  personally 
satisfied,  but  he  must  be  satisfied  judicially  ;  and  be  has  no  right  to  be 
satisfied  unless  upon  legal  proof.  Mott  v.  Lawrenoe,  9  Abb.  196  ;  S. 
C,  17  How.  569  ;  Smith  v.  Luce,  14  Wend.  237  ;  Qreen  v.  Gonzales, 
2  Daly,  412.  And  see  Yvedenburgh  v.  Hendricks,  17  Barb.  179.  If 
a  statute  requires  that  certain  facts  shall  be  shown  by  affidavit  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  justice  before  he  makes  a  specified  order  or  issues  a 
particular  process,  and  the  justice  disregarding  the  statute  makes  the 
order  or  issues  the  process  without  requiring  any  affidavit  of  the  facts 
specified  by  the  statute,  the  order  or  process  so  made  will  be  absolutely 
void,  and  will  be  so  declared  either  in  a  direct  proceeding  to  reverse  his 
action,  as  by  appeal,  or  whenever  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the 
order  or  process  arises  collaterally,  as  in  another  action,  or  proceeding. 
See  Stone  v.  Miller,  62  Barb.  430. 

But  if  an  affidavit  is  made  and  presented  to  the  justice,  and  the  facts 
and  circumstances  disclosed  therein  have  a  legal  tendency  to  establish 
the  f^cts  specified  in  the  gtetute,  and  fii'irly  call  upon  the  justice  for  the 
exercise  of  his  judgment  upon  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  an  order 
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made  or  process  issued  thereon  will  not  be  void,  even  if  the  justice 
erred  in  his  action  upon  the  facts  presented  ;  and  this  rule  is  the  same 
whether  the  question  arises  in  a  direct  or  in  a  collateral  proceeding. 
Schoonmaker  v.  Spencer,  54  N.  T.  366  ;  Allen  v.  Meyer,  7  Daly,  229 ; 
Easton  V.  Malavazi,  id.  147 ;  Niles  v.  Vcmderzee,  14  How.  547.  But 
if  the  facts  stated  in  the  affidavit  are  so  slight  and  inconclusive  as  to 
warrant  the  appellate  court  to  hold  that  the  action  of  the  justice  was 
erroneous,  his  error  in  judgment  may  be  corrected  by  a  reversal  of  his 
action  upon  appeal,  provided  the  case  is  one  in  which  an  appeal  is 
authorized.  lb. 

§  2.  Petitions.  A  petition  is  included  in  the  term  "  affidavit "  as  used 
in  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  although  in  form  it  bears  a  more  strik- 
ing resemblance  to  a  verified  complaint  than  to  an  ordinary  affidavit. 

"What  has  heretofore  been  said  in  regard  to  the  title  of  affidavits  ap- 
plies with  equal  force  to  a  petition.     See  ante.  111. 

If  the  petition  is  not  entitled  its  essential  parts  will  consist  of  the 
address,  the  statement  of  facts,  the  prayer  for  rehef ,  and  the  verification. 

The  address  may  be  in  the  following  form :  "  To  Richard  Murray, 
Esq.,  Justice  of  the  Peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  county  of  Fulton." 
The  statement  of  facts  is  usually  preceded  by  formal  introductory 
matter,  varying  in  form  according  to  the  taste  of  the  person  drawing 
the  instrument.  By  some  the  following  form  is  adopted  :  "  The  im- 
dersigned,  your  petitioner,  respectfully  states ; "  and  by  others  the  fol- 
lowing forai  is  used :  "  The  petition  of  John  Doe  respectfully  shows," 
etc.  Any  other  equivalent  matter  would  answer  equally  as  well. 
Following  this  is  the  statement  of  facts,  to  which  the  rules  before  given 
as  to  the  statement  of  facts  in  an  affidavit  are  applicable.  See  ante, 
114.  In  a  petition,  the  words  "your  petitioner"  should  be  used 
where  the  word  "  deponent  "  would  be  proper  in  an  affidavit. 

Following  the  statement  of  facts  is  the  prayer  for  relief,  which  may 
be  in  the  following  form  :  "  Wherefore  your  petitioner  prays  for  a  final 
order,"  etc.,  stating  the  relief  to  which  the  party  deems  himself  entitled 
on  the  facts  stated,  or  following  the  direction,  if  any,  given  in  the 
statute  by  which  the  petition  is  authorized.  The  prayer  for  relief  is 
followed  by  the  signature  of  the  petitioner  and  the  verification. 

The  verification  is  a  brief  affidavit  in  the  following  form : 

Verifioabion. 
County  of  Fulton,  ss.  : 

John  Doe,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  the  foregoing  petition  is  true 
to  his  own  knowledge  except  as  to  the  matters  therein  stated  to  be  al- 
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leged  upon  information  and  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  he  believes 
it  to  be  true. 

JOHN  DOE. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me, ) 
this  15th  day  of  April,  1882.     j 

EioHAED  MuKEAY,  JusUce  of  the  Peace. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

THE  SUMMONS  A^D  ITS  SEEYICE. 

Section  1.  Form  and  contents  of  the  summons.  Under  the  pres- 
ent practice,  a  person  desiring  to  commence  an  action  in  justice's  court 
must  first  obtain  a  summons  and  have  it  served  upon  the  person  or 
persons  to  be  proceeded  against,  unless  such  person  or  persons  vohin- 
tarily  appear  and  join  issue.  'No  other  process  is  now  authorized  for 
the  commencement  of  an  action  as  defined  by  the  Code,  though  a  dif- 
ferent form  of  process  is  authorized  for  the  commencement  of  certain 
statutory  proceedings,  callled  actions,  which  fall  within  the  Code  defi- 
nition of  special  proceedings.     See  cmte,  24,  99,  100. 

Under  the  present  statute,  also,  there  is  but  one  kind  of  summons 
authorized  for  the  commencement  of  actions,  whether  the  parties  are 
residents  or  non-residents.  The  general  Kepealing  Act  of  1880  abol- 
ished the  provisions  of  the  Non-Imprisonment  Act  authorizing  a  short 
summons  or  a  short  attachment  in  case  one  of  the  parties  was  a  non- 
resident. 

As  there  is  no  special  provision  of  law  to  the  contrary,  the  sum- 
mons must  be  in  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  State.  Vol.  1,  p.  105,  § 
22.  It  must  be  directed  generally  to  any  constable  of  the  county  where 
the  justice  resides,  and  it  must  command  him  to  summon  the  defend- 
ant to  appear  before  the  justice  at  a  place  specified  therein,  to  answer 
the  complaint  of  the  plaintifE  in  a  civil  action.  If  the  summons  is  ac- 
companied by  an  order  to  arrest  the  defendant,  it  must  be  made  re- 
turnable immediately  upon  the  arrest  of  the  defendant,  within  twelve 
days  after  the  day  when  it  was  issued.  In  every  other  case  it  must 
be  made  returnable  not  less  than  six  nor  more  than  twelve  days  after 
the  day  when  it  was  issued,  and  the  time  when  it  is  returnable  must 
be  specified  in  the  summons.  Yol.  1,  p.  5,  §  2877.  It  must  be  signed 
by  the  justice  and  entirely  filled  up  so  as  to  leave  no  blank  either  in 
the  date  or  otherwise.     Ante,  8. 

When  not  accompanied  by  an  order  to  arrest  the  defendant  the 
summons  may  be  in  the  following  form,  the  blanks  being  properly 
filled: 
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County  of 
Town  of 


Form  of  summons. 
^\ss.: 


The  People  of  the  State  of  New    York,  to   cmy   constable  of  the 
county  of  ,  greeting: 

Toa  are  hereby  commauded  to  summon  ,  to  appear 

before  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  said  town  and  county, 
on  the  day  of  ,  188        ,  at 

o'clock  in  the  noon,  at  ,  in  said  town 

and  county,  to  answer  the  complaint  of  ,  in  a 

civil  action. 

Given  under  my  hand,  this  day  of  , 

1882. 

A.  B.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Form  when  accom/pomied  iy  order  of  arrest. 

COTTNTT   OF  ,         ) 

Town  of  ,  f  ^*"' 

The  People  of  the  State  of  JSfew    York,  to   my   CfmstcMe   of  the 
county  of  ,  greeting/: 

You  are  hereby  commanded  to  summon  ,  to 

appear  before  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  said  town 
^nd  countj',  immediately  upon  his  arrest  under  the  order  hereto  at- 
tached {or  hereupon  indorsed),  and  within  twelve  days  after  the  day 
of  the  receipt  hereof  by  you  for  service,  at  ,  in 

said  town  and  county,  to  answer  the  complaint  of  ,  in 

a  civil  action. 

Given  under  my  hand,  this  day  of  , 

1882. 

A.  B.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

These  forms  are  given  merely  as  illustrajbions  of  the  matter  imme- 
diately preceding  them,  Printed  blanks  are  so  commonly  used  in 
making  out  a  summons,  and  possess  so  many  advantages,  that  a  form 
for  a  summons  is  of  little  practical  value. 

The  statute  does  not  require  that  the  summons  shall  be  in  any  par- 
ticular form,  and  it  will  be  sufficient  if  the  language  used  meets  the 
general  requirements  of  the  Code. 

The  place  where  the  defendant  is  to  appear  before  the  justice  should 
16 
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be  Stated  as  speciiically  as  possible,  especially  where  the  justice  has  no 
fixed  place  of  holding  court.  Too  great  particularity  in  this  respect 
will  not  impair  the  validity  of  the  summons,  while  a  want  of  particu- 
larity may  be  a  source  of  great  inconvenience  to  the  parties. 

§  2.  When  to  be  made  returnable.  When  a  summons  is  not  ac- 
companied by  an  order  of  arrest,  it  must  be  returnable  not  less  than 
six  nor  more  than  twelve  days  after  the  day  when  it  was  issued.  A 
summons  is  issued  when  it  is  made  out  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  a 
person  authorized  to  serve  it,  with  the  intent  to  have  it  served.  Mills 
V.  Gorbett,  8  How.  500.  Under  the  old  practice  a  long  summons  was 
made  returnable  "  not  less  than  six  nor  more  than  twelve  days  from 
the  date  of  the  same."  See  3  E.  S.  (5th  ed.)  428,  §  14.  The  justice 
should  take  into  consideration  the  possibilities  of  immediate  service  of 
the  summons  and  so  fix  the  date  of  its  return  that  the  constable  may 
make  personal  service  at  least  six  days  before  the  time  of  appearance 
specified  in  the  summons.  Fractions  of  a  day  are  not  regarded  in  the 
computation  of  time  for  the  service  of  process.  Columbia  Turnpike 
Road  V.  Haywood,  10  Wend.  422  ;  Marvin  v.  Mamiin,  75  N.  Y.  240 ; 
Ball  V.  Mander,  19  How.  468.  Under  the  Eevised  Statutes  it  was 
well  settled  that  where  six  days'  service  of  a  summons  was  required 
and  it  was  returnable  upon  the  eighth  day  of  a  given  month,  a  service 
on  the  second  day  of  that  month  was  sufiicient.  Columbia  Turnpike 
Road  V.  Haywood,  10  Wend.  422.  See  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §§  787, 
788. 

As  has  been  stated,  when  an  order  of  arrest  accompanies  the  sum- 
mons, the  latter  must  be  made  returnable  immediately  upon  the  arrest 
of  the  defendant,  and  within  twelve  days  after  the  day  when  it  was 
issued.  This  would  seem  to  permit  service  to  be  made  at  any  time 
within  twelve  days  after  the  summons  w^s  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
officer  for  service,  without  regard  to  the  date  of  the  process. 

§  3.  Indorsement  of  summons  in  action  for  a  penalty.  "In  an 
action  to  recover  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  given  by  a  statute,  if  a  copy 
of  the  complaint  is  not  delivered  to  the  defendant  with  a  copy  of  the 
summons,  a  general  reference  to  the  statute  must  be  indorsed  upon  a 
copy  of  the  summons  so  delivered  in  the  following  form  :  "  According 
to  the  provisions  of,"  etc.,  adding  such  a  description  of  the  statute  as 
will  identify  it  with  reasonable  certainty,  and  also  specifying  the  sec- 
tion if  penalties  or  forfeitures  are  given  in  different  sections  thereof 
for  different  acts  or  omissions."  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1897.  See 
Coxy.  N.  T.  Central (SsH.R.R.  R.  Co.,  61  Barb.  615. 

The  Eevised  Statutes  contained  a  similar  provision  which  was  liberally 
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construed.  The  following  indorsements  have  been  held  sufficient.  In 
an  action  for  a  violation  of  the  excise  law,  the  process  was  indorsed 
thus:  "Issued  according  to  the  proceedings  of  title  9,  chapter  20, 
part  1  of  the  Revised  Statutes."  Andrews  v.  Harrington,  19  Barb. 
343.  Ii*  another  action  of  a  similar  kind,  the  indorsement  was  :  "  Ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  title  9,  part  1,  chapter  20  of  the  statute 
of  excise  and  the  regulations  of  taverns  and  groceries."  Perry  v. 
Tynen,  22  Barb.  137. 

In  an  action  for  a  penalty  for  receiving  illegal  toll  at  a  plankroad 
gate :  "  Issued  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  concerning 
the  incorporation  of  turnpike  and  plankroad  companies,  and  the  collec- 
tion of  penalties  for  demanding  and  recovering  more  than  lawful  toll, 
in  passing  through  toll-gates  on  such  roads."  Marselis  v.  8eam,an,  21 
Barb.  319.  But  the  following  was  held  defective  in  an  action  for  a 
violation  of  the  excise  law  :  "  According  to  the  act  '  Of  the  internal 
police  of  the  State.'  " 

The  object  of  such  an  indorsement  is  to  inform  the  defendant  what 
particular  statute  it  is  claimed  that  he  has  violated.  There  ought, 
therefore,  to  be  such  a  reference  as  will  accomplish  that  purpose.  If  a 
reference  is  made  to  the  Revised  Statutes,  it  may  be  thus :  "  Issued 
according  to  the  provisions  of  article  of  title  of  chapter  of 
part  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  entitled,"  etc. ;  or,  the  reference  may 
be  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the  section  of  the  statute  which  has 
been  quoted.  Or  the  reference  may  be  to  the  laws  of  some  particular 
year,  as :  "  Issued  according  to  the  provisions  of  Laws  of  1878,  chapter 
274,  entitled,"  etc. 

When  the  process  is  served  by  delivering  a  copy  of  the  summons  to 
the  defendant,  there  ought  also  to  be  a  copy  of  the  indorsement  served, 
and  duly  certified  as  a  part  of  the  process.  A  general  appearance  in 
the  action  without  objection  will  waive  the  objection  that  the  process 
ought  to  have  been  indorsed  in  the  manner  required  by  the  statute. 
Spraguev.Irwvn,  27  How.  51.  And  the  effect  of  the  appearance  is 
the  same,  whether  the  defendant  knew  of  the  irregularity  or  not  at  the 
time  of  appearing.  lb. 

In  actions  for  a  willful  trespass  on  land,  it  is  not  necessary  to  indorse 
the  process,  because  the  statute  does  not  give  the  action  ;  it  merely 
creates  a  forfeiture  for  treble  damages,  where  the  evidence  warrants 
such  damages.  lb. 

§  4.  Designation  of  parties  in  the  summons.  In  a  preceding 
chapter  the  general  rule  was  laid  down  that  every  actiou  must  be 
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prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  the  exceptions 
to  that  rule  were  there  discussed.     See  ante,  60. 

As  a  matter  of  convenience  a  few  illustrations  will  here  be  given  show- 
ing the  manner  in  which  the  character  of  the  parties  should  be  stated  in 
the  summons.  , 

A  summons  in  behalf  of  an  infant  will  conclude  as  follows  :  "  To 
answer  the  complaint  of  John  Smith,  an  infant,  by  WilUam,  Smith, 
his  guardian,  in  a  civil  action;"  if  in  behalf  of  the  people,  "to 
answer  the  complaint  of  the  people  of  the  State  of  New  York,"  etc. 
If  in  behalf  of  an  executor,  "  to  answer  the  complaint  of  Jojin  Smith 
as  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Williwm  Smith,  deceased," 
etc. ;  if  in  behalf  of  a  sv/rviving  executor,  "  to  answer  the  complaint 
of  John  Sfnith  as  surviving  executor  of,"  etc.;  if  in  behalf  of  an 
adm,inistrator,  ' '  to  answer  the  complaint  of  John  Smith,  as  administrg,- 
tor  of  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  William  Smith,  deceased," 
etc. ;  if  in  behalf  of  a  surviving partmer,  "  to  answer  the  complaint 
of  John  Smith  as  surviving  partner  of  the  late  firm  of,"  etc. ;  if  in 
behalf  of  a  county,  "  to  answer  the  complaint  of  the  board  of  supervi- 
sors of  the  county  of  Fulton^''  etc. ;  if  in  behalf  of  a  joint-stock  asso- 
ciation, consisting  of  seven  or  more  members,  "  to  answer  the  com- 
plaint of  Johni  Smith,  President  of  the  B.a'milton  GovrnMi  Silver  Itlin- 
ing  Oompany,^^  etc. ;  or  "Treasurer  of,"  etc.;  or  all  the  names  of  the 
associates  may  be  inserted  as  plaintiffs ;  and  if  in  behalf  of  a  corpora 
tion,  the  corporate  name  of  the  plaintiff  should  be  inserted  in  the  sum- 
mons, as,  "  to  answer  the  complaint  of  the  Hamilton  County  Silver 
Mining  Company,"  etc.  A  full  discussion  of  this  subject  will  be  found 
in  a  preceding  chapter.     See  amte,  60,  title  "  Parties  to  Actions.''^ 

The  omission  of  the  word  "  as  "  between  the  name  of  a  plaintiff 
suing  as  executor,  administrator,  etc.,  and  the  words  descriptive  of  his 
office,  has  not  as  much  significance  as  formerly.  It  has  been  some- 
times held  that  without  that  word  in  that  position,  the  addition  of  the 
words,  "  executor  of,^^  etc.,  to  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  is  but  udescrip- 
tio  personoe,  and  does  not  give  to  him  other  than  a  personal  or  indir 
vidual  character  in  the  action.  Merritt  v.  Seaman,  6  N.  Y.  168,  172  ; 
Sheldon  v.  Boy,  11  id.  11 ;  Worden  v.  Worthington,  2  Barb.  368 ; 
Hoot  V.  Price,  22  How.  372.  In  other  words,  that  the  words  "  John 
Smith,  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament,"  etc.,  when  inserted  in 
a  summons,  have  no  more  force  and  effect  than  the  words,  "John 
Smith,  carpenter  and  joiner."  But  it  has  been  held  on  the  other  hand, 
that  although  there  is  nothing  in  the  title  of  the  summons  or  complain^ 
to  give  a  representative  character  to  the  plaintiff,  that  the  frame,  and 
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averments,  and  scope  of  the  complaint  may  be  such  as  to  aflBx  to  him 
such  character  and  standing  in  the  litigation.  Stilwell  v.  Ca/rpenter, 
62  N.  Y.  639 ;  S.  C,  2  Abb.  N".  C.  238 ;  Beers  v.  Shmmm,  73 
N.  Y.  292.  In  such  case  the  plaintiff  may  recover  in  his  representa- 
tive character.  But  whenever  a  person  sues  in  such  capacity  the 
insertion  of  the  word  "as"  between  his  name  and  the  words  descrip- 
tive of  his  oflBice  in  the  summons  will  remove  all  doubt  as  to  the  char- 
acter in  which  he  sues. 

§  5.  Personal  service  generally.  As  we  have  seen,  a  summons 
may  be  served  by  a  constable  of  the  county  in  which  it  is  issued,  by 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  case  resistance  to  the  service  is  appre- 
hended, and  that  fact  is  certified  to  by  the  constable,  or  by  a  person 
specially  deputized  by  the  justice  to  make  such  service.     Ante,  105. 

Personal  service  of  a  summons  must  be  made  by  delivering  a  copy 
of  the  summons  to  the  defendant,  except  where  it  is  specially  pre- 
scribed in  chapter  19  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  that  per- 
sonal service  may  be  made  by  delivering  a  copy  to  another  person. 
Where  service  of  a  summons  is  personal,  it  must  be  made  at  least  six 
days  before  the  time  of  appearance  specified  in  it,  unless  it  is  accom- 
panied by  an  order  of  arrest.     Yol.  1,  p.  5,  §  2878. 

The  service  must  be  made  in  the  county  in  which  the  summons  was 
issued  and  is  returnable.  If  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  is  limited 
to  the.  limits  of  the  city  or  village  in  which  he  resides,  service  of  the 
summons  must  be  made  in  that  city  or  village.  The  jurisdiction  of 
a  local  court  must  be  exercised  within  the  locality,  and  its  process  can- 
not be  executed  outside  of  it.  Oeraty  v.  Reid,  78  N.  Y.  64,  67.  If 
served  beyond  the  limits  of  his  territorial  jurisdiction,  the  justice  wiU 
acquire  no  jurisdiction  by  such  service.  lb.  The  rule  is  positive  and 
inflexible  that  a  service  of  the  summons  out  of  the  county  where  it  is 
returnable,  will  not  confer  any  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the 
defendant.  If  any  judgment  is  rendered  in  pursuance  of  such  service, 
the  person  named  as  defendant  may  reverse  the  judgment  upon  appeal 
or  treat  it  as  a  nullity.  But  if  the  return  does  not  show  where  the 
summons  was  served,  the  legal  presumption  will  be  that  the  service 
was  made  in  the  proper  county.  Potter  v.  Whittaker,  27  How.  10 ; 
Gilbert  v.  Brown,,  9  N"eb.  90. 

A  constable  has  no  right  to  unlatch  the  outer  door  of  the  dwelling- 
house  of  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  serving  a  summons.  If, 
however,  on  knocking  at  the  outer  door,  or  on  ringing  the  door  bells, 
any  proper  person  appears  and  invites  him  into  the  house,  he  may  law- 
fully enter  and  serve  the  summons.     So  if  he  finds  the  outer  door  of 
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the  defendant's  house  standing  open,  he  may  lawfully  enter  the  house 
to  serve  the  summons.  If  he  is  ordered  to  leave  the  house  he  may 
remain  until  he  has  made  the  service  ;  and  if  an  attempt  is  made  to 
put  him  out  of  doors,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  such  service,  he 
may  resist  the  attempt,  using  no  more  force  than  is  necessary  in  self- 
defense.     See  Hager  v.  Danforth,  20  Barb.  16. 

It  is  sometimes  said  that  a  constable  is  not  bound  to  look  for  the  de- 
fendant at  any  place  except  his  dwelling-house.  But  this  statement  is 
not  founded  upon  authority.  It  is  not  easy  to  lay  down  any- general 
rule  measuring  the  degree  of  diligence  required  of  a  constable  in  mak- 
ing search  for  a  defendant  in  an  attempt  to  serve  process  upon  him. 
In  case  the  property  of  the  defendant  has  been  attached,  the  constable 
is  required  to  serve  the  summons,  warj-ant  of  attachment  and  inventory 
upon  the  defendant  by  delivering  to  him  personally  a  copy  of  each,  if  he 
can  with  reasonable  diligence  be  found  within  the  county.  Yol.  1,  p.  15) 
§  2910.  The  summons,  aflBdavit  and  requisition  must  in  like  manner 
be  served  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel.  Yol.  1,  p.  20,  §  2922.  There 
is  no  reason  why  this  requirement  of  the  statxite  that  the  constable 
should  use  reasonable  diligence  to  find  the  defendant  within  the  county 
should  not  be  applied  to  the  service  of  a  summons,  in  every  case  where 
personal  service  is  required.  What  is  reasonable  diligence  in  a  given 
case  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  all  the  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances. 

The  Revised  Statutes  required  that  a  summons  should  be  served  by 
reading  it  to  the  defendant  and  by  delivering  to  him  a  copy  if 
required.  In  common  practice  the  reading  of  the  summons  was 
omitted  and  the  officers  merely  stated  its  contents  to  the  defendant. 
Under  the  present  practice  even  this  is  dispensed  with  and  a  delivery 
of  a  copy  of  the  summons  to  the  defendant  is  all  that  is  required. 

§  6.  Personal  seryice  upon  a  city.  When  an  action  is  brought 
against  the  mayoi-,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
personal  service  may  be  made  upon  the  defendant  by  delivering  a  copy 
of  the  summons  to  the  mayor,  comptroller  or  counsel  to  the  corpora^ 
tion.  If  the  action  is  against  any  other  city,  personal  service  may  be 
made  by  delivering  a  copy  of  the  summons  to  the  mayor,  treasurer, 
counsel,  attorney,  or  clerk,  or,  if  the  city  lacks  either  of  these  officers, 
to  the  officer  performing  corresponding  functions  under  another  name. 
Yol.  1,  p.  6,  §§  2879  and  431. 

§  7.  Serrice  upon  domestic  corporations  generally.  Personal 
service  may  be  made  upon  any  domestic  corporation  other  than  a  city, 
by  delivering  a  copy  of  the  summons  to  the  president  or  other  nead  of 
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the  corporation,  the  secretary  or  clerk  to  the  corporation,  the  cashier, 
the  treasurer,  a  director  or  managing  agent,  or  to  any  director  or  trustee 
of  the  corporation  by  whatever  official  title  he  is  called.  Yol,  1,  p.  6, 
§§  2879  and  431. 

A.  domestic  corporation  is  one  created  by  or  under  the  laws  of  the 
State ;  or  located  in  the  State,  and  created  by  or  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  or  by  or  pursuant  to  the  laws  in  force  in  the  colony  of 
New  Tork  before  the  19th  day  of  April,  1775.  Every  other,  corpora- 
tion is  a  foreign  corporation.  Yol.  1,  p.  170,  §  3343,  subd.  18.  Under 
this  definition  a  National  bank  located  in  this  State  would  be  a  domestic 
corporation,  but  if  located  in  another  State  would  be  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion. A  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  this  State  by  the  con- 
solidation of  various  foreign  and  domestic  railroad  companies  is  a  do- 
mestic and  not  a  foreign  corporation.  Matter  of  Sage,  70  N.  Y.  220. 

After  a  corporation  is  dissolved,  it  has  no  president  or  other  officer 
on  whom  a  summons  can  be  served  to  bring  the  corporation  into  court 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  judgment  against  it.  Hetzel  v.  TarwiehaU 
Silver  Mining  Co.,  4  Abb.  N.  0.  40.  And  where  an  officer  has  re- 
signed and  his  resignation  has  been  duly  accepted,  the  subsequent  ser- 
vice of  a  summons  upon  him  will  be  inoperative,  even  though  the  res- 
ignation was  tendered  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  service.  Ervin  v. 
Oregon  Steam  Navigation  Co.,  22  Hun,  598. 

The  only  difficulty  in  construing  the  statute  prescribing  the  mode  of 
personal  service  of  a  summons  upon  a  corporation  is  in  determining 
what  persons  are  to  be  deemed  managwig  agents  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute.  It  is  clear  that  the  legislature  attached  importance  to 
the  term  "  managing  agent,"  and  employed  it  to  distinguish  a  person 
who  should  be  invested  with  general  power,  involving  the  exercise  of 
judgment  and  discretion,  from  an  ordinary  agent  or  employee  who  acts 
in  an  inferior  capacity  and  under  the  direction  and  control  of  superior 
authority,  both  in  regard  to  the  extent  of  the  work  and  the  manner  of 
its  execution.  Beddmgton  v.  Marvposa  Land  and  Mining  Co.,  19 
Hun,  405.  The  managing  agent  must  be  one  whose  agency  extends  to 
all  the  transactions  of  the  corporation ;  one  who  has  or  is  engaged  in 
the  management  of  the  corporation,  in  distinction  from  the  manage- 
ment of  a  particular  branch  or  department  of  its  business.  Brewster  v. 
Michigan  Central  R.  -R.  Co.,  6  How.  183.  He  must  have  the  same 
general  supervision  and  control  of  the  interests  of  the  corporation  that 
are  usually  associated  with  the  office  of  cashier  or  secretary.  FVynn  v. 
Hudson  Evoer  B.  B.  Co.,  6  How.  308.  The  baggage  master  of  a  rail- 
road company  is  not  such  an  agent.  lb.     Nor  is  a  person  who  mei-ely 
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sells  tickets  for  the  company  a  managing  agent.  Doty  v.  Michigan 
Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  8  Abb.  427.  An  assistant  secretary  of  a  railroad  cor- 
poration, -vtrhose  duty  it  is  to  merely  write  and  record  as  he  is  directed, 
is  not  its  managing  agent.  Sterrett  v.  Denver  <&  Rio  (h^a/rtde  R.  R. 
Co.,  lY  Hnn,  316.  A  person  employed  by  a  railroad  company  to  su- 
perintend the  running  of  horse  cars  on  an  unfinished  portion  of  its 
road,  btit  who  has  no  authority  to  make  contracts  for  the  company  ex- 
cept to  purchase  horses  and  feed,  and  who  has  no  control  over,  or 
knowledge  of  the  affairs  of  the  company,  or  its  books,  is  not  its  man- 
aging agent.  Emefson  t.  Avhurn  <&  Owasco  Lake  R.  R.,  13  Hun, 
150.  So  one  who  is  employed  to  take  charge  of  a  branch  oflBce  of  a 
land  and  mining  corporation,  and  who  transfers  stocks  and  transmits 
assessments  as  directed  by  the  officers  of  the  corporation,  but  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  the  general  business  of  the  company  or  with  its  books 
and  papers,  is  not  a  managing  agent  of  the  corporation  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  Reddvngton  V.  Mariposa  Land  ctmd  Mining 
Co.,  19  How.  405.  But  on  the  other  hand  it  has  been  held  that  the 
agent  of  an  insurance  cotnpany  who  has  the  entire  management  of  the 
business  of  the  company  at  a  place  other  than  that  at  which  the  princi- 
pal office  is  located,  and  who  has  full  power  to  procure  business  for 
the  company,  to  receive  premiums,  issue  policies,  and.subject  the  com- 
pany to  liabilities  limited  only  to  the  extent  of  its  capital,  is  a  manag- 
ing agent  of  the  company.  Bain  v.  Oloie  Lns.  Co.,  9  How.  448. 

Domestic  railroad  corporations.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  as  to 
personal  service  of  a  summons  on  domestic  corporations  generally  apply 
as  well  to  railroad  corporations  as  to  any  other.  If  the  president,  secre- 
tary, treasurer,  managing  agent,  or  cashier  of  the  corporation,  or  a  clerk 
to  the  corporation,  or  any  director  or  trustee  thereof,  by  whatever  offi- 
cial title  he  is  called,  resides  in  the  county  in  which  the  summons  is 
returnable,  personal  service  upon  the  corporation  must  be  made  by  de- 
livering a  copy  of  the  summons  to  some  one  of  such  resident  officials 
or  agents.  But  it  often  happens  that  no  such  official  resides  in  the 
county  in  which  the  summons  is  to  be  served,  and  consequently  no  ser- 
vice can  be  made  upon  the  company  in  the  manner  prescribed  for  the 
service  of  a  summons  upon  domestic  corporations  generally.  In  that 
case  the  officer  should  ascertain  whether,  at  least  thirty  days  before  the 
summons  issued,  the  railroad  company  had  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk 
of  the  county,  a  written  instrument,  designating  a  person,  residing  in 
the  county,  upon  whom  process  against  the  company  to  bei  issued  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  may  be  served  ;  and  whether,  if  such  designation 
has  been  made,  it  has  subsequently  been  revoked.     The  revocation  of 
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the  (iesignation  would  appear  by  a  written  instrument,  executed  by  the 
company,  and  filed  in  the  same  clerk's  office  with  the  designation. 
See  vol.  1,  p.  7,  §  28,82.  If  he  finds  that  such  designation  has  been  made 
^n,d  has  not  been  revoked,  he  should  serve  the  summons  by  delivering 
a  copy  of  it  to  the  person  so  designated,  if  h^  can  find  him  within  thje 
county  by  exercising  reasonable  diligence.  Service  so  made  will  be 
personal  service  upon  the  corporation.  Yol.  1,  p.  6,  §  2880.  If,  how- 
ever, no  such  designation  has  been  made,  or  if  it  has  bepn  made  and  re 
voked,  or  if  the  person  designated  is  dead,  or  h^s  ceased  to  reside  within 
the  county,  or  cannot,  after  dije  diligence,  be  found  within  the  county, 
then  the  officer  may  make  valid  personal  service  of  the  summons  upon 
the  corporation,  by  delivering  a  copy  to  the  local  superintendent  of  re- 
pairs, freight  agent,  agent  to  sell  tickets,  or  station-keeper  of  the  cpr- 
poration,  residing  in  the  county.  Yol.  1,  pp.  6,  7,  §§  2880  and  2882. 
But  a  careful  reading  of  the  statute  will  show  that  service  of  a  sum- 
mons upon  a  railroad  corporation  by  the  delivery  of  a  copy  to  either  of 
the  employees,  last  mentioned,  ig  authorized,  only  in  case,  for  some  one 
of  the  reasons  stated  in  the  statute,  no  service  could  be  made  upon  an 
officer  of  the  company,  or  upon  a  person  designated  by  it.  The  attempt 
to  inake  the  service  should  be  in  the  order  indicated. 

§  8.  Service  upon  a  foreign  corporation.  Any  corporation  which 
does  not  come  within  the  definition  of  a  domestic  corporation,  as  given 
on  a  preceding  page,  is  deemed  a  foreign  corporation.     Ante,  127. 

A  summons  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  must  be  personally 
served  upon  a  foreign  corporation  by  delivering  a  copy  of  the  summons, 
as  follows : 

1.  To  the  president,  treasurer  or  secretary,  or  if  the  corporation  lacks 
either  of  these  officers,  to  the  officer  performing  corresponding  func- 
tions under  another  name. 

2.  To  a  person  designated  for  the  purpose  by  a  writing,  under  the 
seal  of  the  corporation,  and  the  signature  of  its  president,  vice-president 
or  other  acting  head,  accompanied  with  the  written  consent  of  the  per- 
son designated,  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

3.  If  such  designation  is  not  in  force,  or  if  neither  the  person  desig- 
nated, nor  the  president,  treasurer  or  secretary,  or  an  officer  perform- 
ing corresponding  fimctions,  under  another  name,  can  be  found  with 
due  diligence,  and  the  corporation  has  property  within  the  State,  or  the 
cause  of  action  arose  therein,  to  the  cashier,  a  director,  or  a  managing 
ggent  of  the  coi-poration  within  the  State.  Yol.  1,  p.  6,  §  432.  The 
summons  may  also  be  personally  served  upon  the  corporation  by  de- 
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livering  a  copy  of  it  to  any  director  or  trustee  of  the  corporation,  by 
whatever  official  title  he  is  called.     Id.,  §  2879. 

It  has  been  held  that  where  a  foreign  corporation  has  a  place  of  busi- 
ness within  the  State,  and  has  not  designated  any  person  upon  whom 
the  service  of  papers  might  be  made,  service  may  be  made  upon  the 
general  counsel  or  solicitor  of  the  company,  if  there  is  no  officer  of  the 
corporation  upon  whom  service  could  be  made.  Clews  v.  Hochford, 
Mock  Island  c&  G.  R.  H.,  49  How.  117.  If  the  president  of  a  foreign 
corporation  is  found  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice,  personal  ser- 
vice of  a  summons  may  be  made  upon  the  corporation  by  delivering  a 
copy  of  it  to  the  president,  although  his  presence  in  the  State  has  no 
relation  whatever  to  the  corporation  or  to  his  official  duties,  and  al- 
though the  corporation  has  no  property  within  the  State  and  the  cause 
of  action  did  not  arise  therein.  Rope  v.  Terra  Haute  Car  and  Manf. 
Co.,  24  Hun,  238.  The  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  corporation 
has  property  within  the  State,  or  whether  the  cause  of  action  arose 
therein,  is  important  only  where  the  corporation  have  failed  to  desig- 
nate a  person  upon  whom  service  may  be  made,  and  service  has  been 
made  upon  the  cashier,  a  director,  or  the  managing  agent  of  the  cor- 
poration, lb.  But  when  the  coi-poration  has  no  property  within  the 
State,  and  the  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  therein,  service  of  the  sum- 
mons upon  a  director  temporarily  in  the  State  in  pursuit  of  his  own 
business  is  unauthorized,  and  not  a  sufficient  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion, unless  the  final  clause  of  section  2879  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure has  given  greater  effect  to  such  service  where  the  summons  issues 
out  of  a  justice's  court  than  where  it  issues  out  of  a  court  of  record. 
See  Miller  v.  Burlington  amd  Missouri  Rimer  R.  R.  Co.,  70  N.  Y. 
223.  For  a  history  of  the  statutory  provisions  relating  to  service  of  a, 
summons  upon  foreign  corporations,  see  Gibhs  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co.,  63 
N.  T,  114;  S.  C,  20  Am.  Eep.  513. 

§  9.  Service  upon  an  express  company.  "Where  the  defendant  to 
be  served  is  a  corporation,  association,  partnership  or  person  doing  busi- 
ness in  this  State  as  an  express  company,  the  mode  of  effecting  personal 
service  is  to  be  determined  by  the  rules  already  given,  if  they  provide 
a  mode  by  which  such  service  can  be  made.  Thus,  if  the  defendant  is 
a  corporation,  foreign  or  domestic,  service  should  be  made  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  for  the  service  of  a  summons  upon  such  corporations,  if 
there  is  any  person  residing  in  the  county  to  whom  the  copy  summons 
can  be  delivered  pursuant  to  the  sections  of  the  Code  heretofore  cited 
regulating  such  service.  If  the  defendant  is  not  a  corporation  then 
service  should  be  made  in  the  manner  prescribed  for  the  service  of  a 
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summons  upon  a  natural  person.  But  if  no  person  resides  in  the 
county  to  whom  a  copy  of  the  summons  can  be  delivered  so  as  to  effect 
personal  service  under  these  provisions  of  the  Code,  and  the  defendant, 
at  least  thirty  days  before  the  summons  was  issued,  has  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  a  written  instrument  designating  a  per- 
son residing  in  the  county  upon  whom  process  to  be  issued  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace  against  the  defendant  may  be  served,  which  designation 
is  unrevoked,  then  the  summons  may  be  personally  served  upon  the 
defendant  by  delivering  a  copy  of  it  to  the  person  so  designated.  But 
if  no  such  designation  has  been  made,  or  if  it  has  been  made  and  re- 
voked by  a  writing  executed  by  the  defendant  and  filed  in  the  oftice  of 
the  clerk  of  the  county,  or  if  the  person  designated  is  dead,  or  has 
ceased  to  reside  within  the  county,  or  cannot,  after  due  diligence,  be 
found  therein  so  as  to  deliver  a  copy  of  the  summons  to  him,  it  may, 
in  that  case,  be  personally  served  upon  the  defendant  by  delivering  a 
copy  to  any  local  or  general  agent,  agent  to  receive  freight  or  parcels,  route 
agent  or  messenger  of  the  defendant  residing  in  the  county.  Yol.  1,  p. 
7,  §§  2881  and  '2882.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  above  cited  are  a 
substantial  re-enactment  of  a  prior  statute  which  was  repealed  by  the 
general  Repealing  Act  of  1880.     See  Laws  of  1864,  chap.  411. 

§  10.  Service  by  copy.  Under  the  old  practice  a  constable  who  was 
unable  to  find  the  defendant,  and  consequently  was  unable  to  make  personal 
service  of  the  summons  upon  him,  could  serve  it  by  leaving  a  copy  at  the 
defendant's  last  place  of  abode  in  the  presence  of  some  one  of  the  family 
of  suitable  age  and  discretion  to  whom  he  stated  its  contents.  If  the 
defendant  did  not  appear  on  the  return  day,  the  action,  which  was  com- 
menced by  the  mere  delivery  of  the  summons  to  the  ofiicer,  was  deemed 
discontinued  unless  a  new  smnmons  or  a  warrant  was  issued  on  the  day 
of  the  return  of  the  first  summons,  and  if  so  issued,  the  action  was 
thereby  deemed  to  have  been  continued.  See  Cornell  v.  Moulton,  3 
Denio,  12.  By  this  mode  of  service  the  plaintiff  was  enabled  in  many 
instances  to  avoid  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  also  to  pre- 
vent the  defendant  from  purchasing  a  demand  to  be  used  as  a  set-off 
after  having  been  warned  that  an  action  was  about  to  be  commenced 
against  him.  This  mode  of  service  could  be  resorted  to  in  any  and  all 
cases,  if  the  constable  was  unable  to  find  the  defendant. 

But  since  the  adoption  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  "  service  by 
copy,"  as  that  term  was  understood  by  the  profession,  has  been 
abandoned,  except  in  connection  with  the  service  of  a  warrant  of  at- 
tachment or  of  a  requisition  to  replevy,  and  even  then  such  service  has 
not  the  effect  of  service  by  copy  under  the  former  practice,  as  will  be 
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shown  hereafter.  It  is  tnie  that  every  summons  issued  out  of  a  justdee's 
court  must  be  served,  if  possible,  by  a  deUvery  ef  a  copy  to  the  de- 
fendant personally,  if  the  defendant  is  a  natural  person.  In  that  sense 
every  service  of  a  summons  is  a  service  by  copy.  But  under  the 
former  practice,  service  by  copy  meant  the  reverse  of  personal  service, 
or  delivery  of  a  copy  of  a  summons  to  the  defendant  personally. 

Where  a  warrant  of  attachment  accompanies  the  summons,  the  con- 
stable must  immediately,  after  making  an  inventory  of  the  property 
attached,  and  at  least  six  days  before  the  return  day  of  the  summons, 
serve  the  summons  together  with  the  warrant  of  attachment  and 
inventory  upon  the  defendant,  by  delivering  to  him  personally  a 
copy  of  each,  if  he  can  with  reasonable  diligence  be  foimd  within 
the  county,  or,  if  he  cannot  be  so  found,  by  leaving  a  copy  of  each, 
certified  by  the  constable,  at  the  last  place  of  residence  of  the  de- 
fendant in  the  county,  with  a  person  of  suitable  age  and  discretion  ; 
or  if  such  person  cannot  be  found  there,  by  posting  it  on  the  outer 
door,  and  also  depositing  another  copy  in  the  nearest  post-office,  in- 
closed in  a  sealed  post-paid  wrapper,  directed  to  the  defendant  at  his 
residence ;  or,  if  the  defendant  has  no  place  of  residence  in  the  county, 
by  delivering  it  to  the  person  in  whose  possession  the  property  at- 
tached is  found.  Yol.  1,  p.  15,  §  2910.  Service  made  by  deliver- 
ing a  copy  to  a  third  person,  as  above  provided,  is  not  a  preliminary  to 
the  actual  service  of  other  process  as  it  was  under  the  former  practice, 
but  is  a  completed  service.  It  is  essential  to  the  commencement  of 
any  action  imder  the  Code  that  a  summons  shall  be  served  in  some  of 
the  modes  prescribed,  or  that  the  defendant  shall  appear  and  join  issue. 
If  personal  service  of  the  summons,  warrant  and  inventory  cannot  be 
made,  the  officer  must  seek  the  defendant's  last  place  of  residence  in 
the  county,  and  if  he  can  find  there  a  person  of  suitable  age  and  dis- 
cretion, leave  with  such  person  a  certified  copy  of  the  papers  mentioned. 
The  statute  does  not  require  that  this  person  sha;ll  be  a  member  of  the 
defendant's  family,  or  in  any  way  connected  with  the  defendant,  nor 
does  it  require  that  the  officer  should  state  the  contents  of  the  summons. 

The  certificate  of  the  officer  is  merely  to  the  effect  that  the  papers 
left  are  correct  copies  of  the  originals.  The  certifi.cate  may  be  in  the 
following  form  :  "  I  hereby  certify  that  the  within  is  a  correct  copy 
of  the  summons  in  this  action.  Dated  January  3,  1882,  Jacob  Plantz, 
constable." 

If  the  officer  cannot  find  a  suitable  person  at  the  defendant's  residence 
with  whom  to  leave  the  papers  for  service  he  must  proceed  to  post  and 
mail  certified  copies,  as  required  by  the  statute.     If  the  defendant  has 
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no  re»tien<3e  in  the  <Sounty,  the  officer  must  serve  tlie  summons  and  ac- 
companying papers,  by  delivering  certified  copies  of  them  to  the  person 
found  in  possession  of  the  property  attached. 

The  summons,  affidavit  and  requisition  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chat- 
tel must  be  served  within  the  time  and  in  the  manner  above  stated  for 
the  service  of  a  summons,  warrant  of  attachment  and  inventory.  Vol. 
1,  p.  20,  §  2922. 

The  proeeedings  in  case  a  provisional  remedy  is  issued  in  an  action 
win  be  fully  noticed  hereafter.  From  what  has  been  said  it  is  clear 
that  the  former  practice  of  serving  a  summons  by  copy  has  little  that 
is  in  common  with  any  form  of  service  now  recognized  by  the  Code. 

§  11.  Form  and  coBtents  of  the  return.  The  constable  who  serves 
a  summons  most,  at  or  before  the  time  when  it  is  returnable,  make  and 
deliver  to  the  justice  a  written  return  under  his  hand,  stating  the  time 
when,  and  the  manner  in  which  he  served  it.  If  he  has  failed  to  make 
reasonable  service  of  the  summons,  he  must  still  make  his  return,  stat- 
ing that  it  was  not  served,  and  the  reason  why  he  failed  to  serve  it. 
Vol.  l,p.  8,§288&. 

The  statute  requires  that  the  return  should  be  in  writing  under  the 
hand  of  the  constable.  But  the  statute  will  be  satisfied  by  a  return 
partly  written  and  partly  printed,  signed  with  the  name  of  the  constable 
by  the  hand  of  a  third  person,  if  signed  at  the  request  of  the  officer. 
Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  33-1:3  ;  Reno  v.  Finder,  20  N.  Y.  298. 

The  Revised  Statutes  required  the  return  to  be  made  upon  the  sum- 
mons ;  the  present  statute  does  not.  In  an  action  of  replevin  the  re- 
turn to  the  requisition  contains  also  a  return  to  the  summons  and  no 
further  or  separate  return  is  required.  Such  return  must  state  the 
manner  in  which  the  summons,  affidavit  and  requisition  were  served, 
and  if  they  were  serVed  otherwise  than  by  delivering  the  requisite 
copies  to  the  defendant  personally,  must  state  the  reason  why  they  were 
so  served,  and  also  the  name  of  the  person  to  whom  they  were  de- 
livered, if  his  name  is  known  to  the  constable,  and  if  it  is  not,  the  re- 
turn must  describe  the  person  so  as  to  identify  him  as  nearly  as  may 
be^  Vol.  1,  p^  20,  §  2923.  Substantially  the  same  return  is  required 
to  a  warrant  of  attachment,  except  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  re- 
turn to  the  warrant  should  contain  a  return  to  the  summons.  But  as 
the  warrant,  inventory  and  summons  are  all  served  at  the  same  time 
and  in  precisely  the  same  manner,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  return  to 
the  warrant  should  not  include  a  return  to  the  summons.  See  vol.  1, 
p.  16,  §2915, 

In  certain  actions  a  plaintiff  is  permitted  to  verify  liis  complaint,  at- 
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tacli  it  to  his  summons,  and  have  both  summons  and  complaint  served 
upon  the  defendant  by  the  constable.  In  case  of  default,  judgment  is 
taken  against  the  defendant  on  proof  of  due  service  of  the  summons 
and  complaint .  The  summons  and  complaint  are  served  by  delivering 
to  and  leaving  with  the  defendant  true  copies  not  less  than  six  nor  more 
than  twelve  days  before  the  return  day.  Proof  of  such  service  is 
made  by  the  return  of  the  constable  making  the  service.  Vol.  l,p.  178. 

Where  a  person  has  been  deputized  by  a  justice  to  make  service  of  a 
summons,  he  must  make  a  return  in  writing  in  the  same  manner  as  a 
constable,  in  order  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  justice.  It  is  not 
sufficient  that  the  person  deputized  to  make  the  service  appears  before 
the  justice  on  the  return  day,  and  testifies  orally  under  oath  to  all  the 
essentials  of  a  valid  service.  Nothing  will  take  the  place  of  a  return. 
Jackson  v.  Sherwood^  50  Barb.  356. 

Where  there  are  two  or  more  defendants  named  in  the  summons  the 
return  should  show  the  time  and  manner  of  service  upon  each,  or  if 
either  of  the  defendants  was  not  served,  that  fact  should  be  stated  with 
the  reason  for  non-service.  If  the  defendants  are  joint  debtors  a  service 
upon  one  but  not  upon  all  of  the  defendants,  and  a  return  showing 
service  upon  the  one,  but  silent  as  to  the  others,  may  be  sufficient  to 
authorize  the  justice  to  proceed  in  the  action  and  render  judgment 
against  all.  See  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §§  1932,  3020  ;  Fogg  v.  GhiM,  13 
Barb.  246.  But  such  a  return,  while  possibly  conforming  to  the  letter 
of  the  statute,  is  contrary  to  its  spirit  and  intent.  The  justice  who 
gives  a  transcript  of  a  judgment  so  taken  is  required  to  distinctly  desig- 
nate therein  each  defendant  who  was  not  summoned ;  and  the  con- 
stable's return  is  the  means  designated  by  the  statute  to  furnish  to  the 
justice  prima  faoie  evidence  of  the  facts  as  to  service  stated  in  the 
transcript.  All  of  the  defendants  named  in  the  summons  may  in 
fact  have  been  served,  and  yet  the  constable  may  have  omitted  to  re- 
turn that  fact.  The  question  of  service  should  not  in  any  case  be  de- 
termined by  conjecture  or  inference,  nor  by  the  mere  oral  declarations 
of  the  officer. 

The  return  to  a  summons  which  is  issued  against  a  corporation  must 
state  such  facts  as  will  show  affirmatively  that  the  person  to  whom  the 
copy  was  delivered  was  a  person  to  whom  such  delivery  is  valid  as  a 
personal  service  upon  the  corporation.  It  should  state  that  the  person 
to  whom  the  copy  was  delivered  was  the  president  or  secretary,  etc.,  of 
the  corporation.  When  the  defendant  is  a  railroad  corporation, 
and  there  are  no  officers  resident  in  the  county,  and  no  person  has 
been  legally  designated    by  the  company  as  a   person   upon    whom 
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process  may  be  served,  the  return  should  state  these  facts  and  then  show 
a  delivery  of  a  copy  of  the  summons  to  a  freight  agent  or  other  person  to 
whom  such  delivery  is  authorized  by  the  statute  as  a  means  of  perfect- 
ing personal  service  upon  the  company.  The  return  of  the  constable 
that  the  person  to  whom  the  copy  summons  was  delivered  is  an  officer 
of  the  corporation  is  sufficient  evidence  of  that  fact.  New  York  and 
Erie  R.  B.  Co.  v.  Purdy,  18  Barb.  574  ;  Wheeler  v.  New  York  and 
Harlem  R.  R.  Co.,  24  id.  415.  See  Sherwood  v.  Saratoga  and  Wash- 
ington R.  R.  Co.,  15  id.  650.  So  where  the  defendant  is  a  railroad 
corporation,  and  there  are  no  officers  of  the  company  residing  in  the 
county,  and  no  person  has  been  designated  as  a  persbn  upon  whom 
process  may  be  served,  the  constable' s  return  of  those  facts  is  sufficient 
evidence  thereof,  and  that  the  person  to  whom  the  copy  was  delivered 
was  the  freight  agent  or  other  employee  of  the  corporation,  as  stated  in 
the  return.     New  York  and  Erie  R.  R.  Co.  v,  Pv/rdy,  18  Barb.  574. 

Where  a  railroad  corporation  or  express  company  have  designated  a 
person  residing  in  the  county  upon  whom  process  issued  out  of  a  justice's 
court  against  the  corporation  or  company  may  be  served,  and  such 
person  has  since  died,  or  has  ceased  to  reside  within  the  county,  or 
cannot  after  due  diligence  be  found  within  the  county,  the  return  of 
the  constable  to  a  summons  against  the  corporation  or  company  should 
show  this  fact,  either  as  a  reason  why  the  summons  was  served  upon 
some  person  other  than  the  one  designated,  if  any  service  is  made,  or 
as  a  reason  for  omitting  service,  and  as  the  ground  for  issuing  a  second 
or  third  summons  after  the'  return  of  the  original  not  served.  These 
facts  may,  however,  be  shown  by  affidavit.     Vol.  1,  p.  7,  §  2882. 

In  all  cases  the  return  should  be  according  to  the  fact,  as  the  officer 
will  be  bound  by  his  return,  and  liable  for  all  damages  a  party  may 
sustain  by  reason  of  a  false  return. 

A  few  forms  of  return  will  be  given  as  illustrations  of  the  preced- 
ing matter,  though  of  course  no  form  can  be  given  applicable  to  every 
case. 

Return  of  personal  service  on  individual. 

The  within  (or  annexed)  summons  was  personally  served  on  the  de- 
fendant John  Doe,  on  the  24th  day  of  January,  1882,  by  delivering  to 
him  a  copy  thereof. 

Dated  January  31,  1882.        CHAELES  L.  OLAEK,  Constable. 

Fees,  $1.25. 
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Service  of  swrmnons  a/nd  complaint. 

The  annexed  summoiis  ^ild  Complaint  were  pei'sonatUy  served  upon 
the  defendant  Eichard  Eoe,  on  the  24:th  day  of  Jatiiiaty,-  1883,  by 
delivering  to  and  leaving  with  him  petsonally,  true  copies  thereof. 

Dated  Jmuary  31,  1882.        OHAELES  L.  CLAEE,  ComtdbU. 

Servide  ijt/pon  a  corporation. 

The  within  summons  was  personally  served  upon  the  Eldorado  Sil- 
ver Mining  Company,  the  defendant  therein,  on  the 
day  of  ,  1882,  by  delivering  a  aapy  thereof  to 

Henry  Livitg'aton,  the  secretary  of  such  coi^poration. 

{Date.)  (Signature  of  constable.) 

Service  up6n  TdilfoaA  cOtporation. 

The  within  summons  was  personally  served  upon  the  defendant,  the 
Fonda,  Johnstown  and  Gloversville  Eailroad  Company,  on  the 

day  of  ,  1882,  by  delivering  a  copy  thereof 

to  John  Cook,  a  freight  agent  of  said  defendant,  residing  in  the  county 
of  Fulton,  no  person  upon  whom  process  may  be  served  having  been 
designated  by  the  defendant,  as  prescribed  in  section  2880  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  and  there  being  no  officer  of  said  railroad  com- 
pany residing  in  said  county  of  Fulton. 

{Date.)  {Signature  of  oonstahle.) 

Service  on  one  of  two  defendants. 

The  within  summons  was  personally  served  on  the  defendant 
John  DoCj  on  the  day  of  ,  1882, 

by  delivering  to  him  a  copy  thereof,  and  was  not  served  upon  the  de- 
fendant Eichard  Eoe,  for  the  reason  that  he  could  not,  after  due  dili- 
gence, be  found  within  the  county  in  time  to  make  seasonable  service 
of  said  summons  upon  him; 

{Date)  {Signature  of  officer.) 

1 12.  Defective  return.  In  the  absence  of  any  return  of  the  sum- 
mons the  justice  has  no  authority  to  proceed  in  the  action  although  he 
has  other  satisfactory  evidence  before  him  of  the  due  service  of  the 
summons.  Jaehson,  v.  Sherwood,  50  Barb.  356.  But  with  a  proper 
return  of  the  personal  service  of  summons  before  him,  the  justice 
has  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  after  waiting  an 
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horn*  for  tlie  defendant  to  appear,  may  regularly  proceed  with  the  ease 
in  his  absence.  See  Douglass  v.  Reilly,  8  Hun,  &5 ;  Sagendorph  v. 
Shult,  41  Barb.  102.  If  the  return  is  defective  in  any  material  point 
he  will  be  without  aiithority  to  proceed  in  the  action  unless  the  defect 
is  amended  or  waived.  The  defendant  has  the  right  to  demand  that 
the  constable  shall  specifically  state  the  time  when  the  summons  was 
served.  Wheder  v.  Lampmcm,  14  Johns.  481 ;  Legg  t.  Stillman,  2 
Cow.  418.  And  it  is  equally  important  that  the  return  should  state 
the  mcmner  in  which  it  was  served  so  that  the  justice  may  judicially 
determine  that  he  has  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant. 
See  Sherwood  v.  Saratoga  and  Washingto7i  R.  R^  Co.,  15  Barb.  650. 
If  the  return  shows  aflfirmatively  that  the  service  of  the  summons  was  not 
made  in  the  manner  required  by  the  statutcj  the  justice  has  no  author- 
ity to  proceed  with  the  action.  But  if  the  return  shows  a  service  in 
compliance  with  the  statute,  and  nothing  is  shown  or  offered  to  be  shown 
to  the  contrary,  the  return  will  be  preisumptive  evidence  of  the  facts 
stated,  and  the  justice  is  authorized  to  proceed  with  the  action. 
Wheeler  v.  New  Yorh  aiid  Mmlem  R.  R.  Oo.^  24  Bd,rb.  414.  The 
appearance  of  a  defendant  on  the  return  of  the  summons  in  ordfer  to 
take  an  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  return  will  not  be  a  wfeiver 
of  the  irregularity .  But  the  objection  will  come  too  late  after  answer. 
Wheeler  v.  Lampman,  14  Johns.  480.  If  a  return  is  defective  by 
reason  of  a  failure  to  state  either  the  time  or  the  manner  of  the  service^ 
a  judgment  rendered  against  the  defendant  in  the  action  will  be 
reversed  on  appeal  unless  the  defect  in  the  return  has  in  some  way 
been  cured  or  waived.  lb. ;  Stewart  v.  Smithy  lY  Wend.  517  ;  Brorn^ 
ley  v.  Smithy  2  Hill,  517.  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  authority  to 
allow  the  constable  to  amend  his  return,  and  the  refusal  of  the  defend- 
ant to  appear  will  not  deprive  him  of  that  right.  The  power  of 
amendment  in  such  a  case  does  not  depend  upon  the  appearance  of  the 
defendant.     Perry  v.  Tynam,,  22  Barb.  137. 

§  13.  Impeaching  return.  The  presumption  that  a  summons  was 
served  in  the  manner  stated  in  the  return  is  not  conclusive  and  may  at 
the  proper  time  and  in  the  proper  manner  be  ov^ercome.  If  the  sum- 
mons has  in  fact  been  defectively  served  or  not  served  at  all,  the 
defendant  may  come  in,  and  by  affidavit  show  the  error,  and  ask  a 
dismissal  of  the  proceedings.  If  the  justice  disregards  his  objections, 
he  may,  on  appeal  from  the  judgment)  have  a  re? leW  of  the  question, 
and  thus  obtain  the  relief  denied  him  in  the  court  below.  But  he 
18 
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cannot  take  the  objection  by  answer.  Tlie  issue  to  be  joined  and  tried 
relates  to  the  merits  and  not  to  the  practice  in  the  suit.  Waring  v. 
McKinley,  62  Barb.  612.  If  the  defendant  has  no  notice  of  the  suit 
his  only  remedy  is  by  appeal.  lb.  Where  the  return  of  the  constable 
is  mistaken  or  false,  the  defendant  may,  by  attidavit,  allege  the  defect 
or  want  of  service  as  an  error  of  fact  upon  an  appeal,  and  if  he  estab- 
lishes the  error  alleged,  obtain  a  reversal  of  the  judgment.  Fitch  v. 
Devlin,  15  Barb.  47 ;  New  York  and  Erie  R.  R.  Go.  v.  Purdy,  18 
id.  574;  Waring  v.  McKinley,  62  id.  612.  If  the  return  is  not 
defective  but  false,  the  party  injured  may  prosecute  the  constable  for  a 
false  return.  JVew  York  and  Erie  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Purdy,  18  Barb. 
574;  Waring  N.  McKinley,  62  id.  612.  In  either  of  the  methods 
mentioned,  the  proceeding  to  attack  the  return  is  direct,  and  its  falsity 
may  be  shown.  But  where  an  action  has  been  prosecuted  to  judgment, 
the  defendant  cannot  in  another  action  contradict  the  return  and  show 
it  to  be  false  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  judgment.  New  York 
and  Erie  R.  R.  Go.  v.  Purdy,  18  Barb.  574 ;  Putmcm  v.  Man,  3 
Wend.  202  ;  Bromley  v.  Smith,  2  Hill,  517.  The  return  of  the  con- 
stable cannot  be  impeached  collaterally.  lb. ;  Wari/ng  v.  McKinley, 
62  Barb.  612  ;  Allen  v.  Martin,  10  Wend.  301.  And  see  Sparling  v. 
Levy,  1  Daly,  75.  It  has  been  held  that  "  if  the  party  injured  lies  by 
and  permits  judgment  to  be  rendered  against  him,  when  no  legal  ser- 
vice has  been  made  upon  him,  he  is  remediless  and  justly  so.  By 
lying  by  until  judgment  is  recovered,  the  rights  of  third  persons  who 
had  no  knowledge  of  the  defect,  and  who  had  been  led  to  deal  with 
the  judgment  as  valid,  are  involved,  and  it  would  be  alike  unwise  and 
unjust  to  subject  them  to  injury  by  permitting  the  defendant  to  allege 
a  defect  in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  or  the  officer  rendering  it, 
when  there  was  a  prima  facie  valid  return  of  service."  Wa/ring  v. 
McKinley,  62  Barb.  612.  But  as  against  a  party  instituting  proceed- 
ings, it  is  always  competent  to  show  that  a  certificate  of  a  public 
officer  designed  to  confer  jurisdiction  is  false  or  fraudulent.  In  an 
action  brought  upon  a  judgment  the  defendant  may  show  that  there 
was  no  jurisdiction  of  his  person  in  the  action  in  which  it  was  ren- 
dered, because  no  service  of  process  was  made  upon  him.  Shv/mwa/y 
V.  Stillman,  6  Wend.  447  ;  Noyes  v.  Butler,  6  Barb.  613  ;  Hard  v. 
Shipman,  id.  621,  623 ;  Porter  v.  Branson,  29  How.  292  ;  Ferguson 
V.  Cramford,  70  K  T.  253 ;  S.  C,  26  Am.  Eep.  589. 

§  14.  Second  and  third  summons.    "When  it  appears  by  the  re- 
turn of  the  constable  to  whom  a  summons  has  been  duly  delivered  for 
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service,  that  it  was  not  served  for  any  cause,  a  second  summons  may- 
be issued  by  the  same  justice,  in  the  same  action,  within  twenty  days 
after  the  first  summons  was  issued  ;  and  upon  a  like  return  thereof  a 
third  summons  may  be  issued  within  twenty  days  after  the  second  was 
issued.  The  second  or  third  summons,  as  the  case  may  be,  relates  back 
to  the  time  when  the  first  summons  was  issued  ;  and  with  respect  to 
all  proceedings  before  actual  service,  the  service  thereof  has  the  same 
effect  as  if  the  first  summons  had  been  seasonably  served.  For  the  pur- 
pose of  issuing  a  new  summons  as  prescribed  in  this  section,  a  previous 
summons  may  be  returned  upon  the  sixth,  or  any  subsequent  day  be- 
fore the  return  day  thereof."     Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  2883. 

This  section  of  the  Code  furnishes  a  substitute  for  the  former  practice 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  authorizing  service  of  a 
summons  by  copy,  and  the  issuing  of  a  second  summons  or  warrant 
upon  the  return  day  of  the  summons  so  served  if  the  defendant  failed 
to  appear ;  but  it  dispenses  with  the  useless  formality  of  a  service 
which  of  itself  gave  the  court  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  merely  warned  him  to  prepare  a  defense  to  the  action,  or 
to  evade  the  service  of  the  process,  which  was  to  follow. 

The  second  summons  authorized  by  this  section  of  the  Code  must 
be  issued  within  twenty  days  after  the  first  summons  was  issued.  In 
computing  this  time  the  day  upon  which  the  first  summons  issued  must 
be  excluded,  and  the  day  upon  which  the  second  summons  issues  must 
be  included  unless  the  last  day  is  Sunday,  or  a  public  holiday,  in  which 
case  it  must  be  excluded,  and  the  summons  may  issue  on  the  day  fol- 
lowing. See  vol.  1,  p.  124,  §  788.  If  the  second  summons  is  not  per- 
sonally served  upon  the  defendant,  the  constable  should  return  that 
fact  with  his  reasons  why  such  service  was  not  made.  The  third  sum- 
mons should  then  be  served  if  possible,  and  returned  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  first  summons  in  an  action. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

OKDEE  OF  ARKEST. 

SECtiON  1.  Natnre  of  the  remedy*  The  f  ramers  of  tlie  Oode^  deeming 
it  advisable  that  there  should  be  but  one  process  for  the  commencement 
of  a  civil  action,  and  that  the  summons  abolished  the  process  known 
under  the  Revised  Statutes  as  a  civil  warrant,  and  provided  in  its  plac© 
a  s'uminons  accompanied  by  an  order  of  arrest*  The  office  of  the  sum- 
mons is  to  commence  the  action ;  the  office  of  the  order  of  arrest  is  to 
compel  the  iitimediate  attendance  of  the  defendant  before  the  justice  ; 
and  both  togiether  perform  the  office  of  a  civil  warrant. 

Under  the  old  practice,  there  were  cases  in  which  either  a  summons 
or  a  warrant  might  issue  for  the  purpose  of  commencing  an  action ; 
and  thefe  Were  other  cases  in  which  the  warrant  was  the  only  process 
which  could  lawfully  issue.  See  Wa/ier$  v.  Whittemore,  22  Barb.  693. 
Under  the  present  practice  the  summons  issues  in  all  actions,  and  it  is 
a  matter  wholly  within  the  discretion  of  the  plaintiff  whether  he  will 
compel  the  attendance  of  the  defendant  by  procuring  his  arrest  under 
an  order  accompanying  the  summons,  provided  of  course  the  case  is 
one  in  which  the  order  may  lawfully  issue. 

An  order  of  arrest  is  not  a  remedy  pectihar  to  justices'  courts,  but  is 
one  of  the  provisional  remedies  authorized  by  the  Code  in  actions 
brought  iti  courts  of  record  as  well  as  in  courts  not  of  record.  But  an 
order  of  arrest  may  properly  issue  in  a  court  of  record  in  many  cases 
where  the  remedy  would  be  utianthorized  in  an  action  pending  before 
a  justice.  In  a  court  of  record^  too,  it  is  within  tlife  discretion  of  the 
court  to  grant  or  withhold  the  remedy,  althougli  the  papers  upon  which 
the  application  for  the  order  is  made  would  clearly  authorize  the  court 
to  issue  the  order.  See  Clark  v.  Zowrie,  82  N.  Y.  580.  But  where 
an  application  is  made  to  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  a  proper  case,  and 
upon  the  proper  papers,  he  has  no  discretion  in  the  matter,  and  must 
grant  the  order.  In  such  case  the  issuing  of  the  order  is  a  matter  of 
statutory  right.  In  courts  of  record  an  order  of  arrest  may  accom- 
pany the  summons,  or  be  granted  at  any  time  after  the  commencement 
of  the  action  ;  while  in  a  justice's  court,  the  order,  if  issued  at  any 
time,  must  accompany  the  summons. 
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It  is,  therefore,  evident  that  the  old  practice  in  justices'  courts,  and 
the  decisions  in  respect  to  the  issuing  of  a  civil  warrant,  and  the  prac- 
tice and  decisions  of  courts  of  record  in  respect  to  the  allowance  of  an 
order  of  arrest,  are  not  in  all  respects  applicahle  to  this  remedy  in  a 
justice  court  under  the  present  Code,  although  in  many  cases  the  old 
practice,  and  the  practice  in  courts  of  record,  and  the  decisions  of  the 
courts  in  respect  thereto,  may  be  of  great  use  in  construing  the  present 
statute. 

§  2.  In  what  cases  an  order  of  arrest  may  be  issued.  In  order 
to  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  an  order  for  the  arrest  of  the  defendant,  the 
action  must  be  brought  either : 

1.  To  recover  a  fine  or  penalty ;  or 

2.  To  recover  damages  for  a  personal  injury  of  which  a  justice  of 
the  peace  has  jurisdiction ;  an  injury  to  property,  including  the  wrong- 
ful taking,  detention  or  conversion  of  personal  property ;  misconduct 
or  neglect  in  office ;  or  in  a  professional  employment ;  fraud ;  or  de- 
ceit ;  or 

3.  To  recover  for  money  received,  or  to  recover  a  chattel  where  it 
appears  that  the  money  was  received,  or  that  the  chattel  was  embezzled 
or  fraudulently  misapplied  by  a  public  officer,  or  by  an  attorney,  solic- 
itor, or  counselor,  or  by  an  officer  or  agent  of  a  corporation  or  bank- 
ing association  in  the  course  of  his  employment ;  or  by  a  factor,  agent 
or  broker,  or  other  person  in  a  fiduciary  capacity.  Yol.  1,  p.  10,  §  2895. 
The  second  subdivision  does  not  apply  to  a  claim  for  damages  in  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  a  chattel.  lb.  Unless  the  action  is  brought  for  one  of 
the  causes  above  specified  no  order  of  arrest  can  issue,  nor  can  the 
order  issue  in  any  case  where  the  person  sought  to  be  arrested  is  a 
female.  Id.,  §  2894. 

Where  the  action  is  brought  for  one  or  more  of  the  causes  of  action 
specified,  this  alone  will  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  order.  In  ad- 
dition to  this  one  of  three  things  must  exist,  namely  : 

1.  Either  the  defendant  to  be  arrested  must  be  a  non-resident  of  the 
county ;   or 

2.  All  the  parties  plaintiff  must  be  non-residents  of  the  county ;  or 

3.  It  must  appear,  by  affidavit,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice  that 
the  defendant  is  about  to  depart  from  the  country  with  intent  not  to 
return  thereto.  lb. 

When  it  appears  by  affidavit,  upon  an  application  made  by  the  plaint- 
iff at  the  time  the  summons  is  issued,  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  cause  of 
action  against  the  defendant,  and  that  it  belongs  to  one  of  the  classes 
above  specified,  and  also  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident  of  the 
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county,  or  if  there  are  two  or  more  plaintiffs,  that  all  of  them  are  non- 
residents, or  that  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident,  or  is  about  to  depart 
from  the  county  with  the  intention  of  not  returning,  the  justice,  upon 
receiving  the  statutory  undertaking,  must  issue  an  order  for  the  arrest 
of  the  defendant.  lb.  For  the  statute  regulating  the  issuing  of  the 
order  in  District  Courts  of  the  city  of  New  York,  see  Laws  of  1882, 
vol.  2,  chap.  410,  §  1303-1308. 

There  can  be  but  little  dilBculty  in  determining  whether  a  cause  of 
action  falls  within  either  of  the  classes  for  which  the  right  to  arrest  the 
defendant  is  given  by  the  Code.  The  most  meagre  statement  of  facts 
in  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  application  for  the  order  is  based  should 
be  sufficient  to  disclose  whether  the  action  is  brought  to  recover  a  fine 
or  a  penalty ;  or  whether  the  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
a  "  personal  injury  "  or  an  "  injury  to  property  "  within  the  meaning 
of  those  terms  as  defined  by  the  Code.  See  vol.  1,  p.  169.  The  cases 
in  which  a  justice  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
a  personal  injury,  or  for  an  injury  to  property,  have  been  pointed  out 
in  a  preceding  chapter.  See  ante,  32,  33.  The  term  "property  "  in- 
cludes both  real  and  personal  property,  and  the  right  to  an  order  of  ar- 
rest is  the  same  whether  the  action  is  for  damages  to  lands  or  to  personal 
property.  See  vol.  1,  p.  169,  §  3342,  subd.  8  ;  Welofi  v.  Winterburn, 
14  Hun,  518.  But  see  Merritt  v.  Carpenter,  3  Keyes,  142 ;  Oriswold 
V.   Sweet,  49  How.  171. 

The  statute  authorizes  the  justice  to  issue  an  order  of  arrest  in  an 
action  to  recover  damages  for  fraud  or  deceit.  But  this  does  not  give 
authority  to  issue  the  order  merely  because  the  plaintiff  may  claim  that 
he  has  been  defrauded  by  the  defendant.  The  remedy  is  given  only 
where  the  gist  of  the  action  is  the  fraud  committed,  and  where  with- 
out proof  of  the  fraud  alleged  the  plaintiff  must  fail  in  his  action. 
For  example,  if  by  means  of  false  and  fraudulent  representations,  the 
defendant  has  induced  the  plaintiff  to  part  with  his  property  on  credit, 
and  has  thereby  sustained  damage  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  his 
goods,  the  plaintiff  may  rescind  the  contract,  and  without  waiting  for 
the  term  of  credit  to  expire,  bring  an  action,  based  solely  upon  the 
fraud,  to  recover  the  amount  of  damages  sustained,  and  in  such  action 
obtain  an  order  of  arrest.  The  appropriate  allegations  in  the  com- 
plaint in  such  action  would  be  the  representations  made  by  the  defend- 
ant ;  the  falsity  of  the  representations ;  that  the  defendant  knew  them 
to  be  false  at  the  time  that  they  were  made,  and  made  them  with  intent 
to  deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintiff ;  that  the  plaintiff  believed  the 
representations  to  be  true,  and  relying  upon  them  parted  with  his  goods 
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to  the  defendant ;  and  that  by  reason  of  these  wrongful  acts  the  plaint- 
iff sustained  damage  in  a  sum  specified. 

If,  however,  the  action  is  brought  wpon  the  contract  which  the  plaint- 
iff was  induced  to  enter  into  by  reason  of  the  false  and  fraudulent  rep- 
resentations of  the  defendant,  as  for  example,  upon  a  promissory  note 
given  for  the  purchase-price  of  goods,  no  order  of  arrest  can  issue,  as 
such  actions  are  not  among  those  specified  in  the  section  giving  the 
remedy.  It  is  otherwise  in  courts  of  record.  In  those  courts  the 
plaintiff  may  have  an  order  of  arrest  in  an  action  upon  contract,  express 
or  implied,  where  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  fraud  in  contract- 
ing the  debt  or  incurring  the  liability.  See  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §§  549, 
550. 

The  fraud  for  which  a  defendant  is  liable  to  arrest  should  be  in  some 
sense  his  individual  or  personal  act.  It  has  been  held  that  a  member 
of  a  firm  is  liable  to  arrest  for  the  frauds  committed  by  other  members 
of  the  firm,  although  he  may  have  been  entirely  innocent  of  such 
frauds.  See  Matter  of  Benson,  60  How.  314 ;  Bowmam,  v.  Gates,  11 
Keporter,  744 ;  Sherman  v.  Smith,  42  How.  198.  In  such  cases  the 
act  of  one  partner  is  the  act  of  all  so  far  as  it  is  in  pursuance  of  the 
business  of  the  firm.  But  the  courts  do  not  favor  a  construction  of  the 
statute  which  holds  one  person  liable  to  arrest  for  a  fraud  committed 
by  another,  where  he  in  noway  participated  in  the  commission  of  the 
fraudulent  act,  and  has  not  ratified  or  adopted  it  with  knowledge  of  the 
fraud.  See  Hathaway  v.  Johnson,  55  N.  T.  93 ;  S.  0.,  14  Am.  Eep. 
186 ;  Ham,over  Company  v.  Sheldon,  9  Abb.  240. 

It  has  been  held  that  an  infant  who  has  made  false  statements  as  to 
his  property  when  buying  goods  other  than  necessaries  cannot  be 
made  liable  to  arrest  by  basing  the  action  iipon  the  fraud,  for  the  rea- 
son that,  on  account  of  the  defendant's  infancy,  he  could  not  have 
been  made  liable  upon  his  contract  if  all  his  statements  had  been  true, 
and  therefore  the  falsity  of  such  statement  could  not  cause  that  legal 
injury  to  the  plaintiff  which  is  necessary  to  make  fraud  actionable. 
Taylm'  v.  Van  Keuren,  54  How.  26.  Falsehood,  the  intent  to  deceive, 
and  damage  must  concur  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  right  to  arrest  the 
defendant  in  an  action  for  damages  for  fraud  and  deceit.  Chester  v. 
Comstock,  40  F.  Y.  5Y5 ;  Marsh  v.  Falker,  id.  562. 

Under  the  provision  of  the  Code  authorizing  the  arrest  6f  a  defend- 
ant in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  misconduct  or  neglect  in  office 
or  in  a  professional  employment,  a  defendant  in  an  action  against  an 
officer  to  recover  damages  sustained  by  reason  of  his  neglect  to  per- 
form an  official  duty,  or  by  reason  of  his  misconduct  in  the  attempted 
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performance  of  such  duty,  may  be  arrested,  in  case  the  other  facts,  a^ 
to  residence,  etc.,  exist,  and  are  made  to  appear  by  affidavit. 

So  in  an  action  against  a  physician  or  surgeon  for  malpractice,  of 
against  an  attorney  for  negligence  or  willful  misconduct  in  the  manage- 
ment of  a  suit  an  order  of  arrest  may  issue.  So  the  order  may  be 
issued  in  an  action  to  recover  for  money  received,  or  to  recover  a 
chattel,  where  it  appears  that  the  money  was  received  or  the  chattel 
was  embezzled  or  fraudiilently  misapplied  by  a  public  officer,  or  by  an 
attorney,  solicitor  or  counselor,  or  by  an  officer  or  agent  of  a  corpora- 
tion or  banking  association  in  the  course  of  his  employment.  If 
money  is  paid  into  court  for  a  party,  and  is  received  by  an  attor- 
ney for  such  party  and  not  paid  over  to  his  client,  an  order  of  arrest 
may  be  issued  in  an  action  brought  by  the  client  to  recover  from  the 
attorney  the  amount  so  received.  Gross  v.  Graves,  19  Abb.  95  ;  S. 
C,  2  Rob.  TOT.  So  where  an  attorney  refiises  to  return  to  his  client 
on  demand  a  sum  of  money  placed  in  his  hands  by  the  client  for  a  pur- 
pose still  unaccomplished,  the  attorney  may  be  arrested  in  an  actipn 
to  recover  the  money  ;  Schadle  v.  Chase,  16  How.  413  ;  and  generally 
an  attorney,  solicitor  or  counselor  may  be  arrested  in  an  action  to 
recover  for  money  received,  or  to  recover  a  chattel  where  it  appears 
that  the  money  was  I'eceived  or  that  the  chattel  was  embezzled  or 
fraudulently  misapplied  by  the  attorney,  solicitor  or  counselor  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.     Vol.  1,  p.  10,  §  2895,  subd.  3. 

An  order  of  arrest  may  be  issued  in  an  action  to  recover  for  money 
received  or  to  recover  a  chattel  where  it  appears  that  the  money  was 
received  or  that  the  chattel  was  embezzled  or  fraudulently  misapplied 
by  a  factor,  agent,  broker  or  other  person  in  a  fiduciary  capacity.  lb. 
The  term  "fiduciary,"  as  iised  in  the  statute,  has  a  legal  meaning. 
It  involves  the  idea  of  trust  and  confidence  in  the  integrity  and  fidelity 
of  the  agent  or  other  person  trusted,  rather  than  in  his  credit  and 
ability.  It  contemplates  good  faith  rather  than  legal  obligation  as  the 
basis  of  the  transaction.  Stoll  v.  King,  8  How.  298.  See  Ohregon  v. 
DeMier,  52  id.  356. 

And  in  all  cases  upon  the  question  of  the  right  to  arrest  an  agent  or 
factor  at  the  suit  of  the  principal,  the  inquiry  is  whether  the  fiduciary 
relation,  that  is,  that  of  .personal  trust,  exists.  Merrill  v.  Thomas,  1 
Daly,  393,  396.  If  this  is  wanting  there  can  be  no  abuse  of  confidence 
or  breach  of  trust,  and  consequently  no  right  to  arrest.  Fuentes  v. 
Mayorga,  7  Daly,  103. 

A  conversion  of  money  by  an  agent,  and  its  receipt  in  a  fiduciary 
capacity  are  necessarily  entirely  different  and  inconsistent.     The  latter 
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renders  the  liability  to  pay  such  money  a  mere  debt,  while  the  former 
constitutes  a  tort.     McBumey  v.  Martin,  6  Rob.  503.     If  moneys  are 
deposited  with  the  defendant,  as  the  banker  of  the  plaintiff  from  time 
to  time  during  a  period  of  several  years,   in   the   ordinary  course   of 
banking  business,  subject  to  checks  at  sight,  and  it  is  neither  intended 
or  supposed  that  the  funds  deposited  were  to  be  held  in  trust  for  the 
plaintiff,  but  were  to  be  used  by  the.  defendant,  as  is   the  custom  with 
bankers,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  business,  the  money  so  deposited 
becomes  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  the  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor,  and  not  of  trustee  and  cestui  que   trust,  is   created   by   the 
transaction.     The  credit  is  given  to  the  pecuniary  responsibility  of  the 
banker,  and  not  to  his  personal  integrity,  and  the    money  deposited  is 
not  received  by  the   defendant  in   a  fiduciary  capacity.     Buchanan 
Fa/rm  Oil  Co.  v.  Woodman,  1  Hun,  639  ;  8.  C,  4  IST.  Y.  Sup.  Ct. 
(T.  &  0.)  193.     "Where  the  effect  of  the  agreement  between  the  prin- 
cipal and  his  agent  is  that  the  latter  may  use  the  money  of  the  princi- 
pal as  his  own,  and  pay  the  same  amount  to  the  principal  on  demand, 
and  not  that  the  agent  shall  return  the  identical  money  or  its  traceable 
proceeds  to  the  principal,  there  is  no   fiduciary  relation   between  the 
parties.     Bobbins  v.  Falconer,  11  Jones  &  Sp.  363.     To   render   a 
person  liable  to  arrest  upon  the  ground  that  he  has  appropriated  to  his 
own  use  money  received  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  the  identical  money 
received  must  be  the  property  of  the  creditor.     Mora/nge  v.  Waldron, 
6  Hun,  529 ;  Wallace  v.  Castle,  14    id.  106 ;    Liddell  v.   Baton,  7 
id.  196.     But  where  an  agent  is  employed  to  collect  money  he  acts 
under  a  special  trust ;  the  money  he  receives  is  not  his  own ;  and  he 
receives  and  holds  it  in  a  fiduciary  capacity.     Stoll  v.  King,  8  How. 
298.     If  the  agent  appropriates  such  moneys  to  his  own   use   he  is 
liable  to  arrest.     lb.     So  if  a  commission  merchant  sells  the  property 
of  another  in  his  own  name,  and  receives  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  he 
receives  the  money  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  and  under  an  imphed  trust 
that  he  will  hold  for  and  pay  over  to  his  principal  the  excess  of  such 
proceeds   beyond   what  may  be  required  to  discharge   his  lien  as  a 
factor ;  and  if,  in  violation  of  his  duty  to  his  principal,  he  mingles 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  with  his  own  funis,  and  fails  to  pay  over  such 
proceeds  on  demand,  he  is  liable  to  arrest.     Duguid  v.  Edwa/rds,  50 
Barb.  288.     The  fact  that  he  was  acting  under  a  del  credere  commis- 
sion does  not  necessarily  destroy  the  fiduciary  relation  ;  and  if  he   in 
fact  receives  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  the  money  so  received  belongs  to 
the  principal  and  not  to  the  factor,  and  he  will  be  liable  to  arrest  for 
its  conversion.    Wallace  v.  Castle,  14  Hun,  106  ;  OsUll  v.  Brough,  24 
19 
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How.  274.  See  Oermom  Bomk  v.  Edwards,  53  IST.  Y.  541,  544.  An 
agent  must  be  deemed  to  have  received  the  moneys  of  his  principal  in 
a  fiduciary  capacity,  when  it  appears  that  he  had  no  authority  to  dis- 
burse them  on  account  of  his  principal,  but  was  bound  to  pay  them 
over  on  request.  RepubUo  of  Mexico  v.  DeArangoiz,  6  Duer,  634 ; 
S.  C,  11  How.  576.  If  a  broker,  by  false  representations,  induces  the 
owner  of  goods  to  ship  them  to  the  several  purchasers  to  whom  he 
had  sold  them,  and  to  forward  the  invoices  and  bills  of  lading  to 
him,  at  the  same  time  undertaking  to  collect  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
from  the  purchasers,  and  pay  them  over  to  the  owner  of  the  goods, 
he  will  occupy  the  position  of  a  factor  and  not  that  of  a  broker,  and 
if  he  collects  such  proceeds  and  misapplies  them  he  will  be  liable  to 
arrest  in  an  action  for  moneys  received  in  a  fiduciary  capacity.  Stand- 
ard Sugar  Rejmery  v.  Dayton,  70  N.  Y.  486. 

If  a  person  consigns  goods  to  another  for  sale,  and  he  turns  them 
over  to  a  firm  of  which  he  is  a  member,  and  the  firm  sells  the  goods 
with  full  knowledge  of  aU  the  facts,  the  partners  of  the  original  con- 
signee williiot  be  liable  to  arrest  as  having  received  money  in  a  fidu- 
ciary capacity,  as  there  is  no  relation  of  personal  trust  or  confidence  be 
tween  them  and  the  consignor.     Fuentes  v.  Mayorga,  7  Daly,  103. 

If  a  person,  having  in  his  hands  property  consigned  to  him  for  sale, 
accepts  a  draft  drawn  on  him  by  the  consignor  in  favor  of  a  third 
party  on  account  of  the  property  consigned,  and  afterward  sells  the 
property  and  neglects  to  pay  the  draft,  he  may  be  arrested  in  an  action 
to  recover  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  as  he  does  not  cease  to  be  a  factor 
or  agent  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  mere  acceptance  of  the  draft.  Kelly 
V.  Scripture,  9  Hun,  283.  But  if  the  consignor  receives  from  his 
agent  the  notes  of  third  persons  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  goods  consigned,  and  has  collected  some  of 
them,  and  retained  the  others  without  any  offer  to  return  them,  the  right 
of  arrest  will  be  barred.  Trunninger  v.  Busch,  7  Daly,  124.  If,  however, 
the  creditor  had  accepted  the  promissory  note  of  his  debtor  for  moneys 
received  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  this  would  be  no  bar  to  the  right  to 
arrest  the  debtor  in  an  action  brought  upon  the  original  indebtedness 
after  the  dishonor  of  the  note,  where  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  able 
to  return  it.  Shipman  v.  Shafer,  14  Abb.  449.  And  see  Dubois  v. 
Thompson,  1  Daly,  309  ;  S.  C,  25  How.  417. 

§  3.  Joinder  of  seyeral  causes  of  action.  The  Code  authorizes  an 
order  of  arrest  where  the  action  is  brought  by  or  against  a  party  speci- 
fied in  section  2894,  and  prohibits  the  issuing  of  the  order  except 
where  the  action  is  brought  for  one  or  more  of  the  causes  specified  in 
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section  2895  of  that  act.  Yol.  1,  p.  10.  The  Code  also  specifies  the 
causes  of  action  which  may  be  united  in  the  same  complaint,  and  de- 
clares that  where  a  cause  of  action  for  which  a  defendant  might  be  ar- 
rested is  united  with  a  cause  of  action  for  which  he  cannot  be  arrested, 
an  execution  against  the  person  of  the  defendant  cannot  be  issued  upon 
the  judgment.  Yol.  1,  §  2937.  The  effect,  therefore,  of  an  improper 
joinder  of  a  cause  of  action  for  which  the  defendant  may  be  arrested 
with  a  cause  of  action  for  which  an  arrest  is  not  authorized  is  to  de- 
prive the  plaintiff  of  all  right  to  an  execution  against  the  person  of  the 
defendant  in  that  action  and  place  him  in  the  same  position  in  respect 
to  the  enforcement  of  the  judgment  as  if  he  had  waived  the  tort  and 
sued  upon  an  implied  contract.  The  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action 
would  also  appear  the  moment  the  complaint  was  filed,  and  could  then 
be  made  the  subject  of  objection  by  the  defendant,  and  prompt  relief 
obtained.  Where  a  plaintiff  unites  in  his  complaint  two  causes  of  ac- 
tion, one  of  which  would  authorize  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  while 
the  other  would  not,  he  waives  his  right  to  an  order  of  arrest  as  to 
both,  and  if  the  order  has  been  granted,  it  must  be  vacated  upon  appli- 
cation to  the  justice.  Madge  v.  Ping,  71  N.  Y.  608  ;  Smith  v.  Knajyp, 
30  id.  581;  MoOovernY.  Payne,  32  Barb.  83;  Bowen  v.  True,  53 
N.  Y.  640  ;  Ehi  v.  Steigler,  9  Abb.  (N.  S.)  35 ;  Lambert  v.  Snow,  17 
How.  517 ;  S.  C,  9  Abb.  91 ;  2  Hilt.  501  ;  Tofey  v.  Williams,  5  IST. 
T.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  294 ;  S.  C,  3  Hun,  211.  And  see  Mining 
Co.  V.  Eaht,  9  id.  208 ;  Mason  v.  Lambert,  3  Daly,  250 ;  Wilson 
V.  Harvey,  52  How.  126.  If  the  misjoinder  appeared  upon  the  face 
of  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  application  for  the  order  is  based,  it 
would  of  course  be  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  refuse  to  issue  the  order„ 
§  4.  Application  for  tlie  order.  The  application  to  the  justice  for 
an  order  of  arrest  must  be  made  at  the  time  the  summons  is  issued,  or 
at  least  before  the  summons  is  placed  in  the  hands,  of  the  constable 
for  service.  The  application  must  be  based  upon  an  affidavit,  setting 
forth  facts,  by  which  it  must  be  made  to  appear  to  the  justice  that  a 
sufficient  cause  of  action  exists  against  the  defendant ;  that  the  cause 
of  action  is  one  for  which  an  order  of  arrest  is  authorized  by  section 
2895  of  the  Code  ;  and  that  either  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of 
the  county  or  is  about  to  depart  from  the  county  with  intent  not  to  re- 
turn thereto ;  or  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident,  or  if  there  are  two 
or  more  plaintiffs,  that  all  of  them  are  non-residents  of  the  county. 
Yol.  1,  p.  11,  §  2896.  This  affidavit  may  be  made  by  the  plaintiff,  or 
by  any  other  person.  lb.  The  plaintiff  must  also  be  prepared  to  fur- 
nish an  undertaking  to  the  amount  of  at  least  $100,  to  the  effect  that  if 
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the  defendant  recovers  jadgment,  the  plaintiff  will  pay  all  costs  which 
may  be  awarded  to  the  defendant,  and  all  damages  which  he  may  sus- 
tain by  reason  of  the  arrest,  not  exceeding  the  sum  specified  in  the 
undertaking.  lb. 

The  application  for  the  order  is  informal,  and  of  course  ex  parte. 

§  5.  Form  and  contents  of  the  altidavit.  The  essential  facts  that 
must  in  some  manner  be  set  forth  in  every  affidavit  upon  which  an  ap- 
plication for  an  order  of  arrest  is  based  are :  First,  The  non-residence  of 
the  plaintiff',  or  of  the  defendant,  or  the  intent  of  the  defendant  to  depart 
permanently  from  the  county ;  and  secondly,  the  existence  of  a  cause 
of  action  against  the  defendant  for  one  of  the  causes  specified  in  sec- 
tion 2895  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  Vol.  1,  p.  11,  §  2896.  The 
next  thing  to  consider  is  how  shall  these  facts  be  stated. 

In  a  preceding  chapter  the  subject  of  affidavits  has  been  discussed  at 
considerable  length,  and  what  is  there  stated  in  respect  to  the  title, 
venue,  signature  and  jurat  of  an  affidavit,  and  the  general  mode 
of  stating  facts  therein,  including  the  residence  of  the  deponent,  is  ap- 
pKcable  to  an  affidavit  used  on  an  application  for  an  order  of  arrest. 
See  ante,  111-118. 

The  affidavit  may  be  made  by  the  plaintiff,  or  by  any  other  person 
possessing  sufficient  knowledge  of  the  material  facts.  Yol.  1,  p.  11, 
§  2896.  As  the  statute  does  not  specify  the  officer  before  whom  the 
affidavit  is  to  be  taken,  it  may  be  sworn  to  before  any  officer  author- 
ized to  take  affidavits.     See  arnie,  116. 

The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county  in  which 
the  action  is  to  be  brought  should  be  directly  and  positively  alleged  in 
the  body  of  the  affidavit,  if  the  non-residence  of  the  plaintiff  is  one  of 
the  grounds  of  the  application.  The  same  rule  applies  to  a  statement 
of  the  non-residence  of  the  defendant,  when  that  is  one  of  the  grounds 
of  application.  The  fact  of  residence  must  be  within  the  personal 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  witnesses  whose  affidavit  he  could  pro- 
cure, and,  therefore,  should  not  be  stated  upon  information  and  belief. 
But  when  the  application  for  the  order  is  based  in  part  upon  the  fact 
that  the  defendant  is  about  to  depart  from  the  county  with  intent  not 
to  return  thereto,  these  facts  must  necessarily  be  stated  upon  informa- 
tion and  belief,  as  they  cannot,  from  the  nature  of  things,  be  within 
the  personal  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  witnesses.  How  that  in- 
tent shall  be  stated  in  the  affidavit  has  been  sufficiently  noticed.  See 
rnite,  115. 

It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule  that  when  any  essential  fact 
upon  which  the  right  to  an  order  of  arrest  depends  is  not  within  the 
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actual  knowledge  of  the  plaintifE  or  his  witnesses,  this  fact  may  be 
stated  upon  information  and  belief,  provided  the  plaintiff  also  sets  forth 
that  information,  states  the  source  from  which  it  was  obtained,  and 
gives  a  satisfactory  reason  why  a  positive  statement  of  facts  could  not 
be  procured,  but  not  otherwise.  See  Whitlock  v.  Roth,  5  How.  143  ; 
S.  C,  10  Barb.  78  ;  City  Bank  v.  Lumley,  28  How.  397 ;  Grandall  v. 
Bryvm,  15  id.  48  ;  S.  C,  5  Abb.  162  ;  De  Weerth  v.  Fel&ner,  IC  Abb. 
295  ;  Dreyfus  v.  Otis,  54  How.  405  ;  ante,  114. 

If  the  plaintifE  swears  merely  to  his  belief  that  the  defendant  is 
about  to  depart  from  the  county  witb  intent  not  to  return  thereto, 
without  disclosing  any  grounds  for  that  belief,  the  affidavit  will  be  in- 
sufficient to  authorize  the  justice  to  issue  the  order,  although  every 
other  fact  necessary  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  the  order  is  fully  and 
positively  alleged.  See  Dewey  v.  Oreene,  4  Denio,  93,  95  ;  Tallman 
V.  Bigelow,  10  Wend.  420.  But  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  plaintiff 
swears  to  his  belief  that  the  defendant  is  about  to  depart  from  the 
county  with  intent  not  to  return,  and  also  directly  and  positively 
alleges  facts  and  circumstances  tending  to  show  such  an  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  these  facts  and  circumstances  are  of  such 
a  nature  that  they  satisfy  the  mind  of  the  justice  of  the  existence  of 
such  an  intent,  the  order  may  properly  issue.  See  Johnson  v.  Moss, 
20  Wend  145 ;  Fulton  v.  Heaton,  1  Barb.  552.  The  order  issues  in 
such  case  not  because  the  plaintiff  believes  that  the  defendant  is  about 
to  depart  from  the  county  with  intent  not  to  return  to  it,  but  because 
the  justice  is  led  to  believe  tljat  such  is  the  defendant's  purpose  and 
intent  by  the  facts  and  circumstances  set  forth  in  the  affidavit.  If  the 
justice  arrives  at  a  different  conclusion  upon  the  facts  stated,  or  if  the 
facts  and  circumstances  unexplained  fail  to  satisfy  his  mind  that  such 
is  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  defendant,  and  the  right  to  the  order 
depends  upon  that  intent,  then  no  order  should  be  issued. 

Declarations  of  the  defendant  ais  to  his  intention  to  depart  from  the 
county  may  properly  be  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  the  person  to  whom 
the  declarations  were  made  as  evidence  of  such  intent  upon  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  admissions  of  a  party  are  evidence  against  him. 
And  it  seems  that  where  the  defendant  has  made  declarations  from 
which  aparticalar  intent  may  be  inferred,  and  has  also  made  explanatory 
statements  tending  to  do  away  with  the  effect  of  the  declarations  from 
which  the  inference  is  drawn,  the  justice  may  reject  the  explanatory 
statements  if  he  believes  them  to  be  untrue,  and  issue  an  order  of  arrest. 
See  WJieaton  v.  Fay,  62  JST.  T.  275. 

The  plaintiff  in  his  affidavit  must  state  the  facts  which  will  justify 
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the  issuing  of  the  order,  and  not  his  mere  conclusions.  Dreyfus  v. 
Otis,  54  How.  405  ;  Yanderpool  v.  Kissam,  5  Sandf .  715.  The 
statute  requires  that  it  shall  appear  to  the  justice  by  the  affidavit  of 
the  plaintiff  or  another  person  that  a  sufficient  cause  of  action  exists 
against  the  defendant,  and  that  the  case  is  within  the  provisions  of 
sections  2894  and  2895  of  the  Code.  This  can  only  appear  by  a  state- 
ment of  the  plaintiffs  cause  of  action  in  the  affidavit.  It  will  not  be 
sufficient  to  state  that  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  has,  as  he  verily  believes,  a  good  cause  of  action 
against  him  to  recover  for  wrongful  and  fraudulent  representations  in 
the  exchange  of  horses  by  which  the  plaintiff  was  damaged  to  a  large 
amount,  without  stating  facts  and  circumstances  from  which  the  justice 
can  determine  whether  or  not  there  is  a  sufficient  cause  of  action 
for  fraud  or  deceit.  Wells  v.  S'lsson,  14  Hun,  267.  K or  will  it  be 
sufficient  for  the  party  making  the  affidavit  to  state  that  his  case  is  one 
of  those  mentioned  in  section  2895  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 
It  must  appear  fi-om  the  facts  stated  that  it  is  such  a  case.  Pindar  v. 
Black,  4  How.  95. 

In  alleging  the  existence  of  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff  should  set  forth  the  facts  upon  which  he  relies  substantially 
in  the  same  manner  that  he  would  allege  his  cause  of  action  in  a  care- 
fully framed  complaint.  It  is  the  facts  and  not  the  evidence  of  these 
facts  which  should  be  stated  in  this  portion  of  the  affidavit ;  and  as  the 
Code  does  not  contemplate  that  the  merits  of  the  action  are  to  be  de 
termined  upon  an  application  for  a  provisional  remedy,  it  will  be 
sufficient  if  the  facts  stated  show  a.  prima  facie  case. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  all  of  the  essential  facts  should  be  stated  in 
one  affidavit.  It  may  be  necessary  to  establish  the  existence  of  a 
sufficient  cause  of  action  by  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  fact 
that  the  defendant  is  about  to  depart  from  the  county  with  intent  not 
to  return  by  the  affidavit  of  a  third  party  who  has  heard  the  defendant 
make  declarations  to  that  effect.  But  the  justice  has  no  right  to  dis- 
pense with  an  affidavit  by  some  person,  to  establish  the  existence  of 
any  material  fact,  even  though  he  is  satisfied  of  the  fact  by  other  means 
of  evidence,  or  has  personal  knowledge  of  it.  See  Money  v.  Tobias, 
12  Johns.  422 
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Affidavit  for  cm  order  of  a/rrest. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Dye 

agat. 

Daniel  Shea. 


Before  James  M.  Kennedy,  Justice. 


Fulton  County,  ss.  : 

Jolm  Dye,  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  resides  in  the  town  of 
Johnstown  in  said  county,  and  that  Daniel  Shea,  above  named,  does 
not  reside  in  said  county,  but  is  a  resident  of  the  town  of  Mohawk  in 
the  county  of  Montgomery. 

And  deponent  further  says,  that  he  has  a  good  cause  of  action  against 
the  said  Daniel  Shea  for  the  recovery  of  the  damages  he  has  sustained 
by  reason  of  the  wrongful  taking  and  conversion  by  said  Shea,  as  herein- 
after stated,  of  certain  personal  property  of  deponent,  of  the  value  of 
$160  ;  and  that  said  cause  of  action  is  based  upon  the  following  facts  ; 
namely,  that  on  and  before  the  15th  day  of  February,  1882,  deponent 
was  the  owner  and  in  possession  of  fifteen  dozen  of  gloves,  which  were 
worth  $10  per  dozen ;  that  on  said  15th  day  of  February,  the  said 
Daniel  Shea,  without  deponent's  knowledge  or  consent,  wrongfully 
took  said  gloves  from  deponent's  shop  in  the  village  of  Johnstown 
in  said  county,  and  sold  them  to  one  Aaron  Rosenbergh,  falsely 
claiming  to  be  the  agent  of  deponent,  and  authorized  to  make  such 
sale ;  and  that  by  reason  of  said  wrongful  acts  deponent  has  sustained 
damage  to  the  amount  of  $150. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  ]  JOHN  DTE. 

me,  this  16th  day  February,  1882.  j 

James  M.  Kennedy,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  affidavit  should  be  filed  by  the  justice  and  retained  with  the 
other  papers  in  the  case. 

§  6.  Undertaking  required  on  the  application.  If  the  justice  is 
satisfied,  from  the  affidavit  or  affidavits  produced  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  a  proper  case  exists  for  the  arrest  of  the  defendant,  he 
should  require  a  written  undertaking  to  the  defendant  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  with  one  or  more  sureties,  approved  by  the  justice,  to  the 
effect  that,  if  the  defendant  recovers  judgment,  the  plaintiff  will  pay 
all  costs  which  may  be  awarded  to  the  defendant,  and  all  damages 
which  he  may  sustain  by  reason  of  the  arrest,  not  exceeding  the  sum 
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specified  in  the  undertaking,  which  must  be  at  least  $100.  Vol.  1,  p. 
11,  §  2896.     This  must  be  required  before  the  order  is  granted.  lb, 

The  sum  to  be  specified  in  the  undertaking  as  the  limit  of  the  lia- 
bility of  the  parties  executing  it  is  left  to  be  fixed  by  the  justice  in 
each  case,  except  that  the  amount  specified  cannot  be  less  than  $100. 
lb.  But  the  discretion  of  the  justice  ought  not  to  be  arbitrarily  exer- 
cised and  an  amount  fixed  so  excessively  large  as  to  be  in  effect  a  denial 
of  the  order.  The  object  of  the  undertaking  is  to  discourage  a  ma- 
licious abuse  of  the  process  by  an  iiTespopsible  plaintiff,  and  at  the 
same  time  provide  a  means  of  compensating  a  defendant  for  the  dam- 
ages he  may  sustain  by  reason  of  an  arrest  in  an  unfounded  action.  It 
is  only  in  case  the  defendant  recovers  judgment  that  any  liability  can 
be  created  under  the  undertaking ;  and  in  case  the  order  of  arrest  was 
improperly  granted  and  the  defendant  is  discharged  from  arrest  upon 
the  groimd  that  the  case  was  not  one  justifying  the  issuing  of  the  order, 
or  for  any  other  reason,  the  defendant  cannot  maintain  an  action  upon 
the  undertaking  to  recover  any  damages  he  may  have  sustained  by 
reason  of  the  arrest,  imless  he  recovers  a  judgment  in  the  action  in 
which  the  order  issued.  This  necessarily  follows  from  the  language 
of  the  undertaking,  which  will  furnish  the  measure  of  liability  of  the 
parties  under  it. 

As  the  statute  requiring  the  undertaking  does  not  in  terms  require 
that  the  plaintiff  shall  execute  it,  it  will  be  vahd  without  his  joining 
with  the  sureties  in  its  execution,  if  it  is  in  other  respects  suflicient. 
Vol.  1,  p.  124,  §  811.  So  as  the  statute  does  not  expressly  require  two 
or  more  sureties,  an  undertaking  executed  by  a  single  surety  only  will 
be  sufficient.  lb.  These  matters  are  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  justice 
to  whom  the  application  is  made.  In  exercising  this  discretion  he 
shoidd  look  to  the  security  of  the  defendant,  rather  than  to  the  con- 
venience of  the  plaintiff. 

If  the  undertaking  is  executed  by  two  or  more  persons,  it  must  be 
joint  and  several  in  form  ;  and  it  must  be  accompanied  with  the  affi- 
davit of  each  surety  to  the  effect  that  he  is  a  householder  or  freeholder 
within  the  State  and  is  worth  twice  the  sum  specified  in  the  imdertak- 
ing  over  aU  the  debts  and  liabilities  which  he  owes  or  has  incurred,  and 
exclusive  of  property  exempt  by  law  from  levy  and  sale  under  an  exe- 
cution. Vol.  1,  p.  124,  §  812.  This  affidavit  must  be  "  subjoined  "  to 
the  undertaking,  lb.,  and  is  technically  called  the  "justification"  of 
the  undertaking,  although  the  word  more  properly  applies  to  the  act  of 
taking  the  oath,  than  to  the  affidavit  itself.  The  plaintiff  need  not 
join  in  the  justification,  although  he  is  a  party  to  the  undertaking. 
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The  undertaking  must  be  acknowledged  or  proved,  and  certified  in  the 
same  manner  that  would  be  necessary  if  the  instrument  was  a  deed 
which  was  to  be  recorded.  Id.,  §  810.  It  must  be  approved  by  the  jus- 
tice, and  his  approval  must  be  indorsed  upon  the  undertaking.  Id.,  §  812. 
The  undertaking  should  then  be  filed  with  the  justice.  Vol.  1,  p.  125, 
§  816 ;  id.,  p.  83,  §  3134. 

The  following  form  of  undertaking  is  in  common  use  and  may  be 
varied  as  to  the  names  of  the  parties,  date,  amount,  etc.,  to  conform  to 
the  necessities  of  the  case. 

Plcmdiff^s  wndertakvng  on  a/rrest. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Dye 

agst. 
Daniel  Shea. 


Before  James  M.  Kennedy,  Justice. 


The  above-named  plaintiff  having  applied  to  said  justice  for  a  sum- 
mons herein,  and  having  also  applied  to  said  justice  to  grant,  at  the 
time  when  the  summons  is  issued,  an  order  for  the  arrest  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  it  appearing  to  the  said  justice  by  the  affidavit  of  John 
Dye,  the  above-  named  plaintiff,  that  a  sufficient  cause  of  action  exists 
against  the  defendant,  and  that  the  case  is  within  the  provisions  of 
sections  2894  and  2895  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  he  being 
about  to  grant  the  order  of  arrest  applied  for  : 

Now,  therefore,  we,  John  Dye,  plaintiff,  and  John  Doe  and  Richard 
Roe,  sureties,  do  hereby  jointly  and  severally  undertake  to  the  defendant 
that  if  the  defendant  recovers  judgment,  the  plaintiff  will  pay  all  costs 
which  may  be  awarded  to  the  defendant  and  all  damages  which  he  may 
sustain  by  reason  of  the  arrest,  not  exceeding  $100. 

Dated  the  IQth  day  of  February,  1882. 

JOHN  DYE, 
JOHN  DOE, 
RICHARD  ROE. 
State  of  New  Yoek,  )        . 

CovMy  of  Fulton,  \ 

On  this  16th  day  of  February,  1882,  before  me,  the  subscriber,  per- 
sonally appeared  John  Dye,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe,  to  me  known 
to  be  the  same  persons  described  in  and  who  executed  the  above  un- 
.dertaking,  and  severally  acknowledged  that  they  executed  the  same. 
JAMES  M.  KENNEDY,  Justice-of  the  Peace. 


20 


154  OKDER  OF  ARREST. 

The  order  of  arrest. 

State  of  New  York,  ) 
County  of  Fulton,  j 

John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe,  being  severally  sworn,  each  for  himself 
says,  said  John  Doe  that  he  is  a  freeholder  of  the  county  of  Fulton  in  this 
State,  and  that  he  is  worth  the  sum  of  $200  over  and  above  all  debts 
and  liabilities  which  he  owes  or  has  incurred,  excliisive  of  property 
exempt  by  law  from  levy  and  sale  under  an  execution ;  and  the  said 
Richard  Roe,  for  himself,  says  that  he  is  a  freeholder  of  the  county  of 
Fulton  in  this  State,  and  that  he  is  worth  the  sura  of  $200  over  and 
above  all  debts  and  liabilities  which  he  owes  or  has  incurred,  exclusive 
of  property  exempt  by  law  from  levy  and  sale  under  an  execution. 

JOHN  DOE. 
RICHARD  ROE. 
Severally  subscribed  and  sworn  to,  before  me, ) 
this  16th  day  of  February,  1882.  \ 

Jambs  M.  Kennedy,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

I  certify  that  I  find  the  sureties  in  the  foregoing  undertaking  suffi- 
cient, and  do  approve  of  the  same. 

JAMES  M.  KENNEDY,  Justice  of  the  Peace 

Where  the  application  is  made  to  a  District  Court  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  and  the  undertaking  given  to  procure  the  order  is  executed  by 
the  plaintiff  without  any  surety,  the  plaintiff  must  state  in  his  affidavit 
of  justification,  in  addition  to  the  other  matters  required  by  law,  that 
he  is  a  resident  of,  and  a  householder  within,  the  city  of  New  York, 
specifying  the  street  and  number,  or  other  sufficient  identification  of 
the  building  where  he  resides.  Yol.  1,  p.  93,  §  3219.  See  Laws  of 
1882,  chap.  410  (Vol.  2,  p.  340),  §  1305. 

§  7.  The  order  of  arrest.  The  plaintiff  having  made  application 
for  the  order  upon  an  affidavit  or  affidavits  showing  a  proper  case  for  the 
arrest  of  the  defendant,  and  having  furnished  a  written  undertaking 
complying  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  and  the  directions  of 
the  justice  as  to  sureties  and  amount,  the  order  issues  as  a  matter  of 
right. 

The  order  must  be  subscribed  by  the  justice,  and  be  indorsed  upon  or 
attached  to  the  summons.  It  must  briefly  recite  the  ground  of  arrest, 
and  must  direct  the  constable  who  serves  the  summons  to  arrest  the  de- 
fendant, to  bring  him  forthwith  before  the  justice,  and  to  notify  the 
plaintiff  of  the  arrest  if  he  can  do  so  with  reasonable  diligence.  Yol. 
1,  p.  11,  §  2897. 

The  genera]  provisions  of  the  Code  as  to  the  form  and  contents  of  a 
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mandate  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  apply  to  an  order  of  arrest. 
See  anU,  101-105. 

An  order  of  arrest  in  an  action  brought  in  the  justice's  court  of 
Albany,  or  the  justice's  court  of  Troy,  and  the  manner  of  applying  for, 
granting  and  executing  such  order,  are  governed  by  statutes  specially 
applicable  to  those  courts.     Vol.  1,  p.  90,  §  3211. 

An  order  of  arrest  issued  out  of  a  District  Court  of  the  city  of  New- 
York  must  direct  that  the  summons  accompanying  it  be  made  return- 
able immediately  upon  the  arrest  of  the  defendant,  and  must  specify  a 
sum  in  which  the  defendant  may  be  let  to  bail.  The  mode  of  applying 
for  an  order  of  arrest  in  a  District  Court,  the  granting  and  execution 
of  the  order  and  the  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  order,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  letting  the  defendant  to  bail,  are  governed  by  the  statutes 
applying  to  and  regulating  applications  in  that  court  for  a  warrant  to 
arrest  a  defendant.  See  vol.  1,  p.  93,  §  3218.  See  Laws  of  1882, 
chap.  410,  §§  1307,  1308. 

The  order  of  arrest  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  may  be  in  the 
following  form  : 

Order  of  arrest. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Jolm  Dye 

agst. 

Daniel  Shea. 


Before  James  M.  Kennedy,  Justice. 


Town  of  Johnstown,  ) 
Fulton  Oov/nty,        ]      ' ' 

In  the  na/me  of  the  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any  constable 
of  sadd  county  who  serves  the  summons  herein,  greeting  : 
The  plaintiff  herein  having  applied  to  me  as  a  justice  of  the  peace  of 
said  county  for  a  summons  herein,  and  I  issuing  the  same,  and  at  the 
same  time  when  the  summons  is  issued  the  plaintiff  having  applied  to 
me,  as  such  justice  of  the  peace,  to  grant  an  order  for  the  arrest  of  the 
defendant,  and  it  appearing  to  me,  as  such  justice  of  the  peace,  by  the 
affidavit  of  John  Dye,  the  above-named  plaintiff,  that  a  sufficient  cause 
of  action  exists  against  the  defendant,  and  that  the  case  is  within  the 
provisions  of  sections  2894  and  2895  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
to- wit :  That  the  defendant  is  not  a  resident  of  the  county  of 
Fulton ;  and  that  the  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  $150 
as  damages  sustained   by  the   plaintiff   by  reason   of    the   wrongful 
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taking  and  conversion  by  the  defendant  of  personal  property 
of  the  plaintiff,  to-wit,  fifteen  dozen  gloves  valued  at  $10  per  dozen; 
and  I,  before  granting  this  order  of  arrest,  having  required  a  written 
undertaking  to  the  defendant,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  with  one  or 
more  sureties  approved  by  me  as  such  justice  of  the  peace,  to  the  effect 
required  by  law,  and  the  same  having  been  duly  given,  execiited  and 
delivered,  and  it  appearing  to  me  that  there  is  ground  as  aforesaid  for 
the  arrest  of  the  defendant :  ITow,  therefore,  you  the  said  constable 
who  serve  the  summons  herein  are  hereby  directed  to  arrest  the  defend- 
ant, to  bring  him  forthwith,  before  me,  the  said  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
to  notify  the  plaintiff  of  the  arrest  if  you  can  do  so  with  reasonable 
dUligence. 

Dated  at  the  town  of  Johnstown  aforesaid  this  16th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1882. 

JAMES  M.  KENNEDY,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

%  8.  Execution  of  the  order  and  return  thereto.  The  constable 
to  whom  the  summons  and  order  of  arrest  is  delivered  must  serve  the 
summons  as  in  other  cases,  and  at  the  same  time  must  arrest  the  de- 
fendant. 

An  arrest  is  the  apprehension  of  a  person  by  virtue  of  a  lawful  au- 
thority to  answer  the  demand  against  him  in  a  civil  action.  No  manual 
touching  of  the  body  or  actual  force  is  necessary  to  constitute  an  arrest. 
It  is  sutficient  if  the  party  be  within  the  power  of  the  oflBcer  and  sub- 
mits to  the  arrest.  And,  therefore,  if  a  constable  has  an  order  of  arrest, 
and  he  goes  to  the  defendant  and  informs  him  of  that  fact,  and  the  de- 
fendant voluntarily  accompanies  the  officer,  it  will  be  an  arrest.  See 
,Oold  V.  Bissell,  1  Wend.  210,  215. 

As  to  the  time  of  executing  the  order  the  statute  is  silent  except  so 
far  as  it  provides  that  the  order  shall  be  executed  at  the  time  of  serv- 
ing the  summons.  A  summons  cannot  be  lawfully  served  after  its 
return  day,  and  a  summons  accompanying  an  order  of  arrest  is  made 
returnable  immediately  upon  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  within  twelve 
days  after  the  day  when  it  was  issued.  Yol.  1,  p.  5,  §  2877.  The 
only  limitation,  therefore,  as  to  the  time  of  executing  the  order  is  that 
it  shall  be  executed  within  twelve  days  after  the  day  when  it  was  issued. 
The  arrest  should  be  made  at  the  earliest  day  possible ;  and  if  the  de- 
fendant is  absent  from  the  county  or  keeps  concealed  therein,  so  that  no 
arrest  can  be  made  before  the  return  day  of  the  summons  accompanying 
the  order,  the  constable  should  return  the  summons  with  a  statement 
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of  the  reason  why  it  was  not  served,  and  thereupon  a  new  summons 
may  issue  as  hereinbefore  explained.     See  rnite,  138,  139. 

When  the  name  of  the  defendant  is  not  known,  he  may  be  arrested 
although  a  fictitious  name  is  given  to  him  in  the  order.  But,  in  this 
case,  the  constable  must  exercise  great  care,  for  if  he  arrests  any  other 
person  than  the  one  intended,  he  will  be  liable  to  an  action  for  a  false  im- 
prisonment. If  the  defendant  is  not  present,  the  constable  should  re- 
quire the  plaintiff  to  accompany  him  in  making  the  arrest,  or  to  send 
some  other  person  to  point  out  the  individual  whom  he  wishes  to  have 
arrested.  If  the  plaintifE  refuses  or  neglects  to  do  either,  the  consta- 
ble should  refuse  to  execute  the  process. 

The  manner  of  making  an  arrest  has  been  partially  explained,  and  so 
far  as  relates  to  what  may  constitute  an  arrest.  But  a  few  more  re- 
marks are  necessary,  since  there  may  be  cases  in  which  the  defendant 
will  not  peaceably  accompany  the  officer.  The  first  duty  of  an  officer 
is,  to  n9tify  the  defendant  that  he  has  an  order  for  liis  arrest.  The  of- 
ficer may  at  the  same  time  lay  his  hand  gently  upon  the  shoulder  or 
the  person  of  the  defendant,  although  this  is  not  necessary  if  the  de- 
fendant submits  to  the  arrest  and  accompanies  the  officer.  If  the  de- 
fendant should  attempt  to  evade  an  arrest  by  running  away,  or  by  at- 
tempting to  secrete  himself,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  pursue 
him  and  take  him  into  actual  custody ;  and  if  it  is  necessary,  the  offi- 
cer may  use  such  force  as  may  be  necessary  to  aecompKsh  the  arrest. 
And  in  aU  cases  of  resistance  to  the  officer  in  executing  the  order,  it 
is  his  duty  to  meet  and  overcome  such  resistance.  And  if  third  per- 
sons aid  the  defendant,  they  should  be  arrested  and  carried  before  a 
justice  or  other  proper  magistrate  to  be  held  to  bail  for  trial.  For  it 
is  an  indictable  offense  to  resist  an  officer  in  the  execution  of  the 
duties  of  his  office,  or  to  aid  another  person  in  doing  so.  The  consta- 
ble may,  in  case  of  apprehended  resistance,  by  a  proper  certificate  in 
writing,  transfer  his  duties  under  the  order  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
county.     See  vol.  1,  p.  88,  §  3158. 

It  was  held,  under  the  old  practice,  that  a  regular  officer  having  a  civil 
warrant  for  the  arrest  of  the  defendant,  and  acting  within  his  proper  dis- 
trict, was  not  bound  to  show  his  warrant  for  the  arrest,  even  upon  demand. 
Arnold  v.  Steeves,  10  "Wend.  .514.  But  that  either  before  or  at  the 
moment  of  the  arrest  the  officer  was  bound  to  give  the  substance  of 
the  warrant,  or  to  say  enough  to  show  the  party  that  he  is  not  deahng 
with  a  trespasser,  but  with  a  minister  of  justice.  This  is,  however,  when 
the  party  submits  to  the  arrest,  and  not  where  he  makes  resistance 
before  the  officer  has  time  to  give  the  information.     .Bellows  v.  Shan- 
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non,  2  Hill,  86.  If,  however,  the  justice  deputed  a  private  citizen  for 
the  purpose  of  executing  the  warrant,  the  person  so  deputed  was  bound 
to  show  his  process  if  the  defendant  requested  him  to  do  so,  as  other- 
wise the  defendant  would  be  justified  in  resisting  an  arrest.  Arnold 
V.  Steeves,  10  Wend.  514 ;  Frost  v.  Thomas,  24  id.  418.  Under  the 
present  practice,  a  justice  of  the  peace  may  empower  a  person  of  fuU 
age  and  not  a  party  to  the  suit  to  execute  an  order  of  arrest,  and,  with 
the  exception  of  a  right  to  compensation  for  the  service,  the  person  so 
empowered  has  all  the  power  and  authority  and  is  subject  to  all  the 
obligations  and  liabilities  of  a  constable.  See  vol.  1,  p.  87,  §  3156.  It 
may  be  doubted  if  the  person  so  deputized  would  be  under  greater 
obligation  to  show  his  process  upon  demand  than  a  constable  acting  in 
a  similar  matter.  Any  officer  serving  a  mandate  must,  upon  the  re- 
quest of  the  person  served,  deliver  a  copy  to  him  without  compensa- 
tion.    Vol.  1,  p.  109,  §  101. 

A  constable  cannot,  in  any  case,  break  open  the  defendant's  dwell- 
ing-house to  arrest  him  in  the  first  instance.  And  a  breaking,  in  such 
a  case,  need  not  be  a  violent  forcing  of  the  locks  or  fastenings  of  the 
doors.  If  the  outer  door  is  merely  latched,  it  will  be  a  breaking  to 
merely  unlatch  it  and  enter  the  house.  If  a  constable  does  thus  un- 
lawfully enter  the  defendant's  house,  the  defendant,  and  any  other 
person  therein,  may  lawfully  resist  the  officer  in  making  the  arrest. 
People  V.  Hubbard,  24  Wend.  368  -^urtis  v.  HuUa/rd,  4  Hill,  437  ; 
Glover  v.  Whittenhall,  6  id.  597. 

If  the  outer  doors  of  the  house  are  any  of  them  open,  the  officer  may 
lawfully  enter  the  house  and  arrest  the  defendant  if  he  is  found  therein. 
If  the  front  door  of  the  defendant's  house  is  usually  kept  fastened,  the 
constable  may  enter  by  a  back  door  if  it  is  open,  and  he  may  then 
break  any  inner  doors  for  the  purpose  of  making  an  arrest.  Huhhard 
V.  Mace,  17  Johns.  127.  He  should  make  a  demand  to  have  the 
door  opened,  however,  before  breaking  it  open.  The  officer  will  not  be 
justified  in  obtaining  an  entrance  into  the  outer  door  by  a  fraud ;  nor, 
if  the  door  is  opened  by  any  person  in  answer  to  a  knocking  at  such 
door  or  the  ringing  of  the  door-bell,  will  he  be  justified  in  forcibly  rush- 
ing in  and  thus  gaining  admission.  Crocker  on  Sheriffs,  §  312.  A 
dweUing-house  is  a  protection  to  all  persons  who  are  members  of  the 
family.  And  it  is  also  a  protection  to  all  the  persons  who  board  there, 
and  make  it  their  home,  including  servants  of  the  family,  etc.  But  it 
is  no  protection  to  a.  stranger  ;  and  if  a  stranger  is  in  the  house,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  owner,  on  the  demand  of  the  constable,  to  open  the 
door.     And  if  the  owner  refuses  to  do  so,  after  a  proper  demand,  the 
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constable  may  lawfully  break  the  door,  though  he  should  do  no 
unnecessary  damage  to  the  house.  But  in  such  a  case  the  constable 
should  be  certain  that  the  person  whom  he  wishes  to  arrest  is  in  the 
house  ;  for  if  it  should  turn  out  that  no  such  person  was  in  the  house 
at  the  time  of  the  breaking,  the  officer  will  be  hable  to  an  action  for 
the  trespass.  Where  the  defendant  owned  a  house,  and  he  let  all  of  the 
house  but  one  room,  which  he  reserved  for  himself,  it  was  held  that 
a  constable  might  enter  the  outer  door  of  the  house,  which  was  open, 
and  that  he  might  then  break  the  inner  door,  and  arrest  the  defendant. 
Willicmis  V.  Speiicer,  5  Johns.  352. 

This  privilege  from  arrest  in  the  defendant's  dwelling-house  extends 
to  all  buildings  which  constitute  a  part  of  the  dwelling-house  itself. 
But  it  does  not  extend  to  a  barn,  or  shop,  or  store,  or  warehouse,  and 
the  like  buildings,  if  they  are  disconnected  from  the  dwelling-house, 
and  they  do  not  form  a  part  of  the  curtilage.  Haggerty  v.  'Wilber,  16 
Johns.  287.  The  curtilage  is  the  open  space  situated  within  a  common 
inclosure  belonging  to  a  dwelling-house.  There  are  instances  in  which 
an  officer  may  break  open  the  defendant's  dwelling-house,  although  it 
cannot  be  done  in  the  first  instance.  If  the  defendant  has  been  arrested 
outside  of  his  dwelling-house,  and  he  escapes  from  the  officer  without 
his  consent,  and  against  his  wiU,  and  he  then  seeks  to  shelter  himself 
from  being  rearrested  by  shutting  himself  into  his  dwelling-house,  this 
will  not  be  of  any  avail.  If  the  officer  immediately  pursues  the  defend- 
ant, he  may  break  open  the  door  for  the  purpose  of  retaking  the  de- 
fendant, and  he  is  not  bound  in  such  a  case  to  demand  admittance 
before  breaking  the  outer  door.  Allen  v.  Ma/rtin,  10  "Wend.  300.  But 
it  is  the  better  practice  in  all  cases  to  demand  admission  before  break- 
ing open  the  outer  door. 

The  duty  of  the  constable  in  relation  to  taking  the  defendant  before 
the  justice,  after  the  arrest,  is  declared  in  language  too  explicit  to  be 
misunderstood.  It  must  be  done  forthwith.  This  is  the  requirement 
of  the  statute  in  relation  to  the  command  which  the  order  shall  con- 
tain ;  and  it  is  the  requirement  which  is  made  upon  the  constable  after 
the  arrest. 

The  constable  has  no  right  to  consult  his  own  convenience,  his  in- 
terest, or  his  inclinations  in  the  matter.  If  the  defendant  is  arrested 
at  any  time  in  the  day,  so  that  he  may  reasonably  be  taken  before  the 
justice  by  eight  or  nine  o'clock  in  the  evening,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
constable  to  do  so.  And,  especially,  is  it  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  do 
it  if  the  defendant  insists  upon  having  it  done. 

Circumstances  may  make  it  more  convenient  for  the  officer  in  some 
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cases  than  in  others.  The  defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  the  justice  and 
the  constable,  may,  in  some  cases,  all  reside  in  the  same  city,  village  or 
neighborhood.  In  that  case  there  would  not  need  to  be  much  delay  in 
attending  before  the  justice.  In  other  cases,  all  the  parties  may  reside 
at  considerable  distance  from  the  justice,  or  the  defendant  may  be 
arrested  at  a  distance  from  the  justice's  office.  In  such  cases  the  officer 
should  act  diligently  in  relation  to  taking  the  defendant  before  the  jus- 
tice. He  need  not  travel  all  night,  nor  later  than  the  usual  hours  of  the 
evening.  There  may  be  causes  which  will  unavoidably  delay  an  officer. 
His  conveyance  may  become  useless,  and  other  similar  things  may 
hinder  and  embarrass  him.  His  duty  is  to  act  as  promptly  as  possible 
to  remedy  the  difficulty,  and  to  discharge  his  duty. 

There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  will  now  permit  an  officer  to  do  any 
thing  less  than  to  act  as  promptly  as  he  is  able.  Any  unnecessary  de- 
lay in  taking  the  defendant  before  the  justice  will  make  the  constable 
liable  in  an  action.  In  one  case,  Pratt  v.  E-Ul,  16  Barb.  303,  a  justice 
had  issued  a  criminal  warrant,  and  the  defendant  had  been  arrested 
late  on  Saturday  night.  The  defendant  was  not  taken  before  the  jus- 
tice at  his  office ;  but  the  justice  had  indorsed  upon  the  warrant,  before 
it  was  issued,  an  indorsement  as  follows:  "  Commit  the  within- named 
Eufus  Pratt  till  next  Monday  for  examination,"  which  was  dated  and 
signed  by  the  justice.  The  defendant  was  accordingly  committed, 
and  both  the  justice  and  the  constable  were  held  liable  for  a  false  im- 
prisonment. The  court  said  :  "  The  law  watches  personal  liberty  with 
vigilance  and  jealousy ;  and  whoever  imprisons  another  in  this  country 
must  do  it  for  lawful  cause,  cmd  im,  a  legal  manner."  16  Barb.  308. 
The  constable  was  held  liable  for  obeying  the  indorsement,  which  was 
no  part  of  his  warrant,  and  was  entirely  illegal.  His  duty  was  to  take 
the  defendant  before  the  justice  forthwith.  If  the  justice  cannot  au- 
thorize the  constable  to  disregard  the  command  which  is  contained 
within  the  order,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  constable  will  not  be  any 
better  o|f  if  he  neglects  his  duty  of  his  own  motion. 

If  the  justice  who  issued  the  order  of  arrest  is  absent  or  unable  to 
try  the  action,  the  constable  must  forthwith  take  the  defendant  before 
another  justice  of  the  same  town  or  city  who  must  take  cognizance  of 
the  action,  and  proceed  therein  as  if  the  summons  had  been  issued  and 
the  order  of  arrest  had  been  granted  by  him.    Vol.  1,  p.  11,  §  2898. 

There  is  another  contingency  upon  which  the  constable  must  take 
the  defendant  before  another  justice.  If  the  defendant  before  issue  is 
joined  presents  to  the  justice  who  issued  the  summons  and  order  of  ar- 
rest satisfactory  proof  by  affidavit  that  the  justice  is  a  material  witness 
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for  the  defendant  without  whose  testimony  he  cannot  safely  proceed 
to  trial,  setting  forth  therein  the  particular  facts  and  circumstances 
which  he  expects  to  prove  by  him,  the  justice  must  forthwith  make  a 
written  order  directing  the  action  to  be  continued  before  another  jus- 
tice of  the  same  town  or  city  named  in  the  order.  The  constable  must 
forthwith  take  the  order  and  all  other  papers  in  the  action,  with  the 
body  of  the  defendant,  before  the  justice  named  in  the  order.  •  The 
plaintiff  must  appear  before  that  justice,  who  must  take  cognizance  of 
the  action  and  proceed  therein  as  if  it  had.  been  commenced  before  him. 
Vol.  1,  pp.  86,  87,  §§  3151,  3153. 

In  the  case  of  the  absence  of  the  justice  at  the  time  that  the  defend- 
ant is  brought  in  under  arrest,  it  is  clear  that  no  order  could  be  made 
transferring  the  case  to  another  justice,  and  when  the  justice  is  present 
but  unable  to  try  the  action,  the  statute  makes  no  provision  for  an 
order  continuing  the  case  before  any  other  justice.  The  statute  points 
out  the  duty  of  the  constable  in  such  case,  and  the  duty  of  the  justice 
before  whom  the  defendant  is  taken.  The  evidence  of  the  authority 
of  the  justice  to  take  cognizance  of  the  case  will  be  furnished  by  the  re- 
turn of  the  constable  of  his  proceedings  under  the  summons  and  order 
of  arrest. 

The  constable  upon  finding  the  justice  who  issued  the  summons  and 
order  present  and  able  to  try  the  action,  or  in  case  that  justice  is  absent 
or  unable  to  try  the  action,  then  upon  finding  another  justice  of  the 
same  town  or  city  who  is  present  and  able  to  try  the  action,  must 
forthwith  deliver  to  the  justice  the  order  and  a  written  return  thereto, 
under  his  hand,  stating  the  manner  in  which  he  executed  it,  and  either 
that  he  has  notified  the  plaintiff  or  that  he  could  not  do  so  with  reason- 
able diligence.     Vol.  1,  p.  11,  §  2899. 

Giving  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  is  made 
by  the  statute  a  part  of  the  execution  of  the  order  of  arrest,  and  is  as 
clearly  a  part  of  the  duty  of  the  constable  as  the  making  of  the  arrest, 
if  he  can  give  the  notice  with  reasonable  diligence.  See  id.,  §  2897. 
As  the  giving  of  this  notice  is  a  part  of  the  execution  of  the  mandate 
the  notice  must  be  given  by  the  constable  in  person.  He  cannot  act  by 
deputy  in  any  case.  See  vol.  1,  p.  87,  §  3157.  lie  cannot  lawfully 
return  that  he  has  notified  the  plaintiff  when  he  has  merely  sent  a  no- 
tice by  a  third  party.  It  is  his  personal  acts  in  the  execution  of  the 
order  that  he  is  to  return  and  not  the  acts  of  third  persons. 
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Proceedings  upon  the  return  of  the  order. 

Forms  of  returns. 
Fulton  Cottnty,  ss.  : 

I  do  hereby  certify  that  I  have  executed  the  within  order  of  arrest 
by  arresting  the  defendant,  and  forthwith  bringing  him  here  before 
the  court  in  custody  ;  and  also  that  I  have  notified  the  plaintiff  of  the 
arrest. 

Dated  February  18,  1882.  JACOB  PLANTZ,  Constahle. 

Fulton  County,  ss.  : 

I  do  hereby  certify  that  I  have  executed  the  within  order  of  arrest, 
by  arresting  the  defendant,  and  forthwith  taking  him  before  the  justice 
issuing  the  same,  and  because  the  said  justice  was  unable  to  try  the  ac- 
tion, by  forthwith  bringing  the  defendant  here  in  custody  before  an- 
other justice  of  the  same  town  ;  and  also,  that  I  have  not  been  able, 
with  reasonable  diligence,  to  notify  the  plaintiff  of  the  arrest. 

Dated  Fehruary  18,  1882.  JACOB  PLANTZ,  OonstcAle. 

%  9.  Proceedings  upon  the  return  of  the  order.  When  the  con. 
stable  returns  that  he  has  notified  the  plaintiff  of  the  arrest  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  plaintiff  must  appear  within  one  hour  after  the  defendant 
is  brought  before  the  justice,  otherwise  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  must  be 
rendered  against  him.  Yol.  1,  p.  11,  §  2899.  If  the  plaintiff  appears 
within  the  hour,  and  the  defendant  makes  no  immediate  apph' cation 
for  his  discharge  from  arrest,  the  plaintiff  should  file  his  complaint  with 
the  justice,  or  state  orally  the  facts  constituting  his  cause  of  action.  If 
the  defendant  desires  to  apply  for  his  discharge  from  arrest  he  may 
make  the  application  immediately  upon  the  appearance  of  the  plaintiff 
before  the  justice,  or  he  may  wait  until  the  complaint  has  been  filed  or 
made.  In  the  first  case  the  application  will  be  founded  upon  the  in- 
sufficiency of  the  affidavit  and  undertaking  upon  which  the  order  was 
issued,  while  in  the  second  case  it  may  also  be  based  upon  the  com- 
plaint. Yol.  1,  p.  12,  §  2901.  The  proceedings  upon  an  application  of 
this  nature  will  be  explained  in  a  subsequent  section.  If  the  justice  is 
a  material  witness  for  the  defendant,  the  latter  before  answering  should 
make  the  proper  affidavit  and  procure  an  order  continuing  the  action 
before  another  justice.  Yol.  1,  pp.  86,  87.  If  he  has  no  preliminary 
applications  to  make,  the  defendant  should  join  issue.  The  parties  may 
thereupon  proceed  to  trial,  or  either  party  may  have  an  adjournment 
upon  the  same  grounds  as  in  actions  in  which  no  order  of  arrest  has 
issued.  Yol.  1,  p.  32.  The  justice  can  adjourn  the  trial  upon  his  own 
motion.     Yol.  1,  p.  31.     If  the  constable  does  not  return  that  he  has 
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notified  the  plaintiff  of  the  arrest,  the  constable  executing  the  order,  or 
another  constable  by  the  direction  of  the  justice,  must  keep  the  de- 
fendant in  custody  until  he  is  discharged  by  the  order  of  the  justice,  or 
judgment  is  rendered  in  his  favor.  But  the  detention  cannot  in  any 
case  exceed  twelve  hours  from  the  time  when  the  defendant  is  brought 
before  the  justice,  unless  within  that  time  a  venire  is  issued,  or  the 
trial  of  the  action  is  commenced,  or  unless  either  is  delayed  with  the 
express  assent  of  the  defendant.     Vol.  1,  p.  11,  §  2900. 

This  limitation  of  the  time  during  which  the  defendant  may  be 
detained  in  custody  vnthout  a  trial  was  designed  to  prevent  the  process 
of  the  court  from  being  made  an  instrument  of  oppression  and  abuse, 
while  the  time  allowed  is  ample  to  permit  the  constable  to  give  notice 
to  the  plaintiff  of  the  arrest,  and  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  prepare  for 
trial. 

§  10.  Privilege  from  arrest.  A  person  duly  and  in  good  faith 
subpoenaed  or  ordered  to  attend  for  the  purpose  of  being  examined  in 
a  case  where  his  attendance  may  lawfully  be  enforced  by  attachment, 
or  by  commitment,  is  privileged  from  arrest  in  a  civil  action  or  special 
proceeding  while  he  is  going  to,  remaining  at,  and  returning  from  the 
place  where  he  is  required  to  attend.  Yol.  1,  p.  132,  §  860.  And  see 
Coles  V.  McCoUum,  4  Hill,  59 ;  Ha/rdenhr oak's  Case,  8  Abb.  416. 
An  arrest  of  a  witness  under  such  circumstances  is  absolutely  void,  is 
a  contempt  of  court,  and  lays  the  person  making  the  arrest  liable  to  a 
suit  by  the  person  arrested,  and  by  the  party  at  whose  instance  the 
witness  was  subpoenaed  or  ordered  to  attend.  Yol.  1,  p.  132,  §  863.  A 
person  attending  as  a  witness  upon  the  trial  of  an  action  to  which  he  is 
a  party  is  privileged  from  arrest  upon  civil  process.  Mackay  v.  Lewis, 
7  Hun,  83.  But  the  privilege  conferred  by  the  statute  does  not  ex- 
tend to  a  witness  voluntarily  attending  upon  a  trial  under  no  com- 
pulsion of  process.     Ha/rdenbrooK s  Case,  8  Abb.  416. 

An  officer  of  a  court  of  record,  appointed  or  elected  pursuant  to 
law,  is  privileged  from  arrest  during  the  actual  sitting,  which  he  is  re- 
quired to  attend,  of  a  term  of  the  court  of  which  he  is  an  officer,  and 
no  longer ;  but  an  attorney  or  counselor  is  not  thus  privileged  unless 
he  is  employed  in  a  cause  to  be  heard  at  that  term.  Code  of  Civil 
Pro.,  §  565. 

Parties  to  a  suit,  in  any  court,  are  exempt  from  arrest  while  going 
to  the  court  and  attending  it,  and  while  returning  home.  They  are 
exempt,  during  the  trial,  until  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  rendered,  or 
they  are  discharged  by  the  court,  and  a  reasonable  time  thereafter  to 
return  home.     CUurk  v.  Qrwnt,  2  "Wend.  257. 
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It  seems  that  a  suitor  is  protected  from  arrest  upon  civil  process  while 
attending  at  any  proceeding  of  a  judicial  character.  Moore  v.  Booth, 
3  Ves.  3J0;  Willmgham  v.  Matthews,  6  Taunt.  356;  Salhinger  v. 
Adler,  2  Rob.  704;  Olwrh  v.  Chant,  2  Wend.  257. 

A  party  attending  a  reference,  is  entitled  to  the  same  exemption  as 
when  attending  a  trial  in  court.  It  extends  to  the  time  in  going,  and 
during  the  time  of  the  hearing,  and  until  a  reasonable  time  to  return 
home.  lb.  The  general  rule  is,  that  the  parties  and  all  persons  who 
have  any  relation  to  the  suit  are  exempt  from  arrest  while  going  to 
court,  attending  it,  and  returning  home.  This  would  include  bail,' 
guardians  and  the  like.     Grah.  Pract.  129,  2d  ed. 

The  privilege  seems  to  be  still  broader  in  respect  to  residents  of  a 
foreign  State ;  and  it  would  seem  that  a  non-resident  party  or  witness 
cannot  be  served  with  a  summons  for  the  commencement  of  a  civil 
action  against  him  while  he  is  going  to,  attending,  or  returning  from 
the  court.  Person  v.  Grier,  66  JST.  Y.  124 ;  S.  0.,  23  Am.  Rep.  35 ; 
Orafton  v.  Weeks,  7  Daly,  523.  But  see  Jenkins  v.  Smith,  57  How. 
171. 

Jurors  are  exempt  from  arrest  while  going  to,  attending  and  return- 
ing home  from  the  court  at  which  they  are  summoned. 

"  No  acting  commissioner,  superintendent  of  repairs,  collector  or 
lock-keeper  on  any  canal  shall  be  held  to  bail,  or  taken  by  warrant 
in  any  civil  suit  for  any  act  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  by  him  in 
the  exercise  of  his  official  duties."  1  R.  S.  224,  §  43,  1st  ed. ;  1  R. 
S.  588,  §  61,  5th  ed. 

"No  person  belonging  to  the  military  forces  shall  be  arrested  on  any 
civil  process,  while  going  to,  remaining  at,  or  returning  from  any  place 
at  which  he  may  be  required  to  attend  for  election  of  officers  or  other 
military  duty."  Laws  of  1858,  chap.  129,  §  17 ;  1  R.  S.  771,  §  22,  5th 
ed.  "For  the  purpose  of  preserving  order  on  the  day  .of  parade,  the 
militia  shall  be  considered  as  under  arms  from  the  rising  of  the  sun  to 
its  setting  on  the  same  day,  and  shall  be  exempted  from  arrest  on  civil 
process  during  that  time."  1  R.  S.  303,  §  27,  1st  ed.;  1  R.  S.  742, 
§  38,  5th  ed.     See  Laws  of  1870,  chap.  80,  §  257. 

Members  of  the  State  legislature,  which  includes  senators  and  mem- 
bers of  assembly,  are  exempt  from  arrest  for  fourteen  days  preceding 
the  session,  during  their  attendance  there  and  while  returning  home, 
if  the  time  of  returning  does  not  exceed  fourteen  days ;  so  each  mem- 
ber is  exempt  during  any  adjournment  if  it  does  not  exceed  fourteen 
days,  and  in  all  cases  during  the  time  he  may  be  absent  by  leave  of 
the  house.    No  officer  of  either  house  is  liable  to  arrest  while  in  actual 
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attendance  of  the  house.  1  E.  S.  154,  §§  6-9,  inclusive,  1st  ed.;  1  E. 
S.  455,  §§  6-9,  inchisive,  5th  ed.  This  exemption  is  not  allowed  if 
the  process  is  issued  against  the  defendant  for  any  forfeiture,  misde- 
meanor or  breach  of  trust  in  any  office  or  place  of  public  trust  held  by 
him.  lb.  So  the  exemption  is  at  an  end  if  the  defendant  has 
returned  home,  although  the  fourteen  days  have  not  expired.  Corey  v. 
Hussell,  4  Wend.  204.  Senators  aud  representatives  in  Congress, 
foreign  ministers,  etc.,  are  exempt.  But  there  are  so  few  cases  in 
which  a  justice  would  be  authorized  to  issue  a  warrant  against  a 
member  of  Congress,  or  a  member  of  the  State  legislature,  or  a  foreign 
minister,  that  no  further  notice  will  be  given  to  the  subject. 

Voters  at  an  election  or  a  town  meeting  are  exempt  from  arrest  on 
that  day,  and  in  the  town  in  which  they  are  entitled  to  vote.  See 
1  E.  S.  342,  §  10  ;  Laws  of  1842.  chap.  130,  §  4 ;  Laws  of  18Y8,  chap. 
354,  §  1. 

A  female  is  not,  as  has  sometimes  been  stated,  privileged  from  arrest 
upon  an  order  of  arrest  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  but  the  statute 
declares  that  an  order  of  arrest  cannot  be  granted  when  the  defendant 
against  whom  it  is  applied  for  is  a  female.  Vol.  1,  p.  10,  §  2894.  In 
case  such  an  order  should  be  issued  against  a  female  and  she  should  be 
arrested  thereunder,  her  remedy  woidd  not  be  to  apply  for  her  dis- 
charge from  arrest,  as  a  privileged  person,  but  to  make  the  application 
to  the  justice  who  issued  the  order  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  sec- 
tion 2901  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
order  was  unauthorized  by  the  statute. 

The  mode  of  obtaining  the  discharge  of  a  person  privileged  from 
arrest  will  be  pointed  out  in  the  next  section. 

§  11.  Discharge  from  arrest.  A  person  arrested  under  an  order 
of  arrest  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  entitled  to  obtain  his  dis- 
charge from  arrest  in  either  of  the  following  cases : 

1.  When  at  the  time  of  arrest  he  was  privileged  from  arrest  under 
some  statute  or  rule  of  the  common  law  as  stated  in  the  preceding  sec- 
tion. 

2.  When  the  order  of  arrest  issued  in  a  case  not  within  the  pro- 
visions of  sections  2894  and  2895  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 
Vol.  1,  p.  12,  §  2901. 

3.  When  the  plaintiff  has  united  in  his  complaint  a  cause  of  action 
not  enumerated  in  section  2895  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  with 
one  or  more  causes  of  action  specified  in  that  section.  See  Madge  v. 
Ping,  71  N.  Y.  608 ;  Smith  v.  Kna/pp,  30  id.  581 ;  MoOovern  v. 
Payne,  32  Barb.  S3. 
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4.  When  the  defendant  was  enticed  within  the  county  of  a  constable 
holding  an  order  for  his  arrest  by  means  of  any  false  statement  or 
fraudulent  pretense  made  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  such  arrest. 
Ooupil  V.  Simonson,  3  Abb.  474 ;  Benninghoff  v.  Oswell,  3Y  How. 
235  ;  Metoalf  v.  QlarTc,  41  Barb.  45  ;  Carpenter  v.  Spooner,  2  Sandf. 
717. 

5.  Where  the  constable  has  returned  that  he  has  notified  the  plaintiff 
of  the  arrest  and  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  within  an  hour  after  the 
time  the  defendant  is  brought  before  the  justice.    Yol.  1,  p.  11,  §  2899. 

6.  In  any  case,  when  twelve  hours  have  elapsed  since  the  time  the 
defendant  was  brought  before  the  justice,  and  the  trial  of  the  action 
has  neither  been  commenced,  nor  a  venire  issued,  and  neither  the 
commencement  of  the  trial  nor  the  issuing  of  a  venire  has  been 
delayed  with  the  express  consent  of  the  defendant.  Yol.  1,  p.  11,  §  2900. 

7.  When  the  trial  of  the  action  is  adjourned  by  consent,  or  upon  the 
application  of  the  plaintiff.     Yol.  1,  p.  33,  §  2964. 

8.  When  the  trial  of  the  action  has  been  adjourned  upon  the  request 
of  the  defendant,  and  he  has  given  the  undertaking  to  the  plaintiff 
required  by  the  statute.     Yol.  1,  p.  32,  §  2963. 

9.  When  the  judgment  is  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 

10.  When  the  judgment  is  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  he  fails 
to  take  out  an  execution  in  his  favor  before  the  expiration  of  one 
hour  after  he  is  entitled  thereto.     Yol.  1,  p.  12,  §  2901. 

11.  When  the  order  issued  out  of  a  District  Court  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  and  the  defendant  has  given  bail,  or  made  a  deposit  with  the 
oflicer  of  the  sum  specified  in  the  order  of  arrest.  Code  of  Civil  Pro., 
§  3180.     See  Yol.  1,  p.  93,  §  3218 ;  Laws  of  1882,  chap.  410,  §  1311. 

The  mode  of  obtaining  a  discharge  from  arrest  in  any  of  the  cases 
specified  will  be  considered  in  the  order  above  indicated. 

Where  a  witness  has  been  arrested  under  an  order  of  arrest  issued 
by  a  justice  at  a  time  when  he  was  privileged  from  arrest,  as  stated  in 
the  preceding  section,  he  should  prepare  an  affidavit  setting  forth  the 
arrest  and  the  facts  entitling  him  to  his  discharge.  The  affidavit 
should  state  that  without  deponent's  own  procurement  and  without 
intent  of  avoiding  arrest,  he  was  duly  subpoenaed  or  ordered  to 
attend  before  some  court  or  officer  as  a  witness  for  the  purpose  of 
being  examined.  The  affidavit  should  specify  the  court  or  officer,  the 
place  of  attendance,  and  the  cause  in  which  he  was  so  subpoenaed  or 
ordered.  It  should  also  state  that  at  the  time  of  the  arrest,  the  depo- 
nent was  in  attendance  at  the  place  specified  as  such  witness  or  going 
to  or  returning  from  such   place.     The   witness   should   present  this 
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affidavit  to  the  constable  making  the  arrest,  and  demand  his  discharge. 
The  constable  must  discharge  him  or  incur  a  liability  to  an  action  by 
the  party  arrested  in  which  treble  damages  may  be  recovered,  and  also 
to  an  action  by  the  party  in  whose  behalf  the  witness  was  subpoenaed 
to  recover  the  damages  sustained  by  him  in  consequence  of  the 
arrest.  The  affidavit  may  be  taken  by  the  constable  and  it  will  exon- 
erate him  from  liability  for  not  making  the  arrest.  Yol.  1,  pp.  132, 133, 
§§  863,  864. 

Instead  of  making  application  for  his  discharge  to  the  constable,  as 
above  stated,  or  in  case  that  officer  refuses  to  discharge  him,  the 
witness  may  obtain  an  order  for  his  discharge  upon  the  application  to 
tlie  justice  before  whom  he  is  brought,  based  upon  the  same,  or  upon 
a  similar  affidavit.  Yol.  1,  p.  12,  §  2904.  So  upon  such  an  affidavit  the 
witness  may  obtain  an  order  for  his  discharge  upon  application  to  the 
court  from  which  the  subpoena  issued,  or  to  a  judge  of  that  court,  or 
to  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  in  any  part  of  the  State,  or  to  a 
county  judge,  or  judge  of  a  superior  city  court  in  his  district.  Yol. 
1,  p.  132,  §§  861,  862. 

Any  other  privileged  person  is  entitled  to  be  discharged  from  arrest 
by  an  order  of  the  justice  before  whom  he  is  brought  upon  proof  by 
affidavit  of  the  facts  entitling  him  to  a  discharge.  Yol.  1,  p.  12,  §  2904. 
So  upon  a  similar  affidavit  he  may  apply  to  the  court,  or  to  judge 
thereof,  or  to  the  county  judge  of  the  county,  or  a  judge  of  a  superior 
court  of  the  city  where  the  arrest  was  made,  and  obtain  an  order  for 
his  discharge.  This  order  may  be  made  without  notice  or  upon  notice 
as  the  court  or  judge  may  direct.     Yol.  1,  p.  12,  §§  2904,  564. 

Form  of  affidavit  showvng  primlege  from  arrest. 
JUSTICE'S   COURT. 


James  Sykes 

agst. 

Harvey  Van  Horn. 


Before  William  Haedt,  Justice. 


MONTGOMEKY  CoTrSTTT,  SS.  / 

Harvey  Yan  Horn,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  defendant  in 
the  above-entitled  action,  and  resides  at  Little  Falls  in  the  county  of 
Herkimer ;  that  about  one  hour  since  deponent  was  arrested  near  the 
railroad  depot  in  the  village  of  Fonda,  by  John  Jones,  a  constable,  by 
virtue  of  an  order  of  arrest  issued  by  William  Hardy,  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  to  accompany  the  summons  in  this  Action;  that  at  the  time  of  said 
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arrest  deponent  was  on  his  way  from  his  residence  aforesaid  to  the  court- 
house in  the  village  of  Fonda  to  attend  as  a  witness  a  term  of  the 
Montgomery  County  Court  ini  obedience  to  a  subpoena  issued  out  of 
said  court  and  duly  served  upon  deponent,  commanding  him  to  appear 
at  a  term  of  that  court  to  be  held  at  the  court-house  aforesaid  on  the 
17th  day  of  April,  1882,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day,  to 
testify  as  a  witness  in  an  action  pending  in  that  court,  and  then  and 
there  to  be  tried,  between  Douw  Van  Schoick,  plaintiff,  and  Christian 
Van  Wert,  defendant,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

And  deponent  further  says,  that  the  said  subpoena  was  served  upon  him 
by  exhibiting  to  him  the  original  subpoena,  by  delivering  to  him  a  ticket 
containing  its  substance,  and  at  the  same  time  paying  to  him  the  fees 
allowed  by  law  for  traveling  to  and  returning  from  said  court-house ; 
that  deponent  was  so  subpoenaed  in  good  faith,  without  his  procure- 
ment and  without  intent  of  avoiding  arrest. 

'ISK;™  AjJSusS"''  }      HAKVET  VAN  HOKM. 

"William  Haedy,  Jusidce  of  the  Peace. 

Form  of  order  discharging  privileged  person. 
{Title  of  the  cause.) 

On  reading  and  filing  the  atfida-^dt  of  Harvey  Van  Horn,  the  defend- 
ant in  this  action,  by  which  it  appears  that  he  was  arrested  herein  while 
privileged  from  arrest  by  reason  of  being  at  the  time  upon  his  way  to 
attend,  as  a  witness,  a  term  of  the  Montgomery  County  Court,  in 
obedience  to  a  subpoena  duly  and  in  good  faith  served  upon  him  to 
obtain  his  testimony  in  a  case  now  pending  in  that  court,  and  on  appli- 
cation of  said  defendant  it  is 

Ordered,  that  said  defendant  be  forthwith  discharged  from  arrest. 

Dated  April  17    1882. 

WILLIAM  HARDY,  Justice. 

When  the  application  for  a  discharge  from  arrest  is  made  upon  the 
ground  that  the  order  was  granted  in  a  case  not  authorized  by  sections 
2894  and  2895  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  the  application  may  be 
founded,  upon  the  papers  upon  which  the  order  of  arrest  was  granted 
and  upon  the  complaint  if  it  has  been  made.  The  application  may  be 
made  without  notice  upon  the  appearance  of  the  plaintiff  before  the 
justice,  or  at  any  time  afterward  before  judgment  upon  two  days'  no- , 
tice  given  personally  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  his  agent  or  attorney  who 
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appeared  for  him  before  the  justice.  Yol.  1,  p.  12,  §  2901.  The  statute 
provides  that  the  plaintiff  may  found  his  application  for  discharge  upon 
the  papers  upon  which  the  order  of  arrest  was  granted,  and  upon 
the  complaint,  if  one  has  been  made,  but  does  not  in  terms  pro- 
hibit the  use  of  other  affidavits  upon  the  motion.  A  careful  ex- 
amination of  the  authorities  bearing  upon  questions  of  practice  of 
this  nature  would  seem  to  indicate,  however,  that  where  a  statute, 
by  the  use  of  permissive  terms,  gives  a  party  a  right  to  base  an  ap- 
plication for  an  order  vacating  a  provisional  remedy  upon  certain 
specified  papers,  the  statute  is  to  be  construed  as  restricting  the  party 
to  the  remedy  expressly  given  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others ;  and 
that  where  a  party  has  claimed  the  right  to  introduce  affidavits  in 
support  of,  or  in  opposition  to,  such  an  application,  the  courts  have  de- 
termined the  existence  of  that  right  by  the  authority  expressly  conferred 
by  the  statute.  The  fact,  too,  that  the  statute  expressly  provides  that 
a  defendant,  moving  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest  in  a  court  of  record, 
may  base  his  motion  either  upon  the  papers  upon  which  the  order  was 
granted,  or  upon  new  affidavits  controverting  the  case  made  in  the  plaint- 
iff's affidavits,  but  does  not  contain  a  similar  provision  in  respect  to  tlie 
introduction  of  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  upon  his  appli- 
cation for  his  discharge  from  arregt  in  courts  not  of  record,  is  at  least 
presumptive  evidence  that  in  the  latter  case  the  legislature  intended 
that  the  application  should  be  based  solely  upon  the  original  papers  and 
the  complaint,  if  made.  See  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  568.  This  construc- 
tion of  the  statute  will  result  in  little  prejudice  to  a  defendant  under  ar- 
rest, as  it  is  a  general  rule  that  when  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of 
action  and  those  authorizing  the  arrest  are  identical,  the  court  will  not 
try  the  merits  of  the  action  upon  affidavits  introduced  as  the  foundation 
of  an  application  for  the  discharge  of  the  defendant  from  arrest ;  and 
that  whenever,  upon  such  application,  the  point  is  reached,  requiring 
the  examination  of  the  merits  of  the  action  upon  conflicting  affidavits, 
they  will  deny  the  motion  except  in  rare  and  exceptional  cases.  See 
Qriswold  v.  Sweet,  49  How.  171 ;  People  v.  Clarh,  45  id.  12 ;  Stuy. 
vescmt  V.  Bowran,  34  id.  51 ;  S.  C,  3  Abb.  (JST.  S.)  2Y0  ;  Welch  v.  Win- 
teriurn,  14  Hun,  518  ;  Peck  v.  Lombard,  22  id.  63  ;  Frost  v.  WCarger, 
14  How.  131 ;  Nelson  v.  Blcmehfield,  54  Barb.  630  ;  Merrett  v.  Heck- 
seher,  50  id.  451 ;  My  v.  Mumford,  47  id.  629 ;  Barret  v.  Grade,  34 
id.  20  ;  Yates  v.  NoHh,  44  N.  T.  271, 276.  But  see  Liddell  v.  Paton, 
7  Hun,  195. 

In  case  the  defendant  elects  to  defer  the  application  to  the  justice, 
for  his  discharge  from  arrest  to  some  time  after  the  joinder  of  issue, 
22 
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he  should  give  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  the  person  who  appeared  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  return  of  the  summons,  two  days'  notice  of  the  appli- 
cation. This  notice  should  be  in  writing,  entitled  in  the  action,  signed 
by  the  defendant  and  addressed  to  the  person  to  be  served.  It  may 
be  in  the  following  form  : 

{Title  of  the  cause.) 

Take  notice,  that  iipon  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  order  of  arrest 
was  granted  in  the  above-entitled  action,  and  upon  the  complaint  of 

the  plaintiff,  an  application  will  be  made  to ,  justice  of 

the  peace,  at  his  office  in  the  town  of ,  on  the day 

of ,  1882,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day  for 

an  order  discharging  the  defendant  from  arrest. 

Dated ,  1882. 

RICHARD  ROE,  Defendant. 
To  John  Dob,  Plaintiff  {or  to ,  Attorney  for  John  Doe, 

PlOMhtiff). 

A  copy  of  this  notice  should  be  made  and  retained  to  accompany  the 
proof  of  service.  An  affidavit  of  service  must  be  prepared,  and  pre- 
sented to  the  justice,  at  the  time  fixed  for  the  hearing  of  the  motion, 
unless  the  plaintiff  appears  to  oppose  the  motion. 

If  the  application  for  the  discharge  of  the  defendant  is  based  solely 
upon  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  order  of  arrest  was  granted,  the  state- 
ments of  fact  contained  therein,  being  uncontradicted,  are  to  be  taken 
as  true.  But  as  the  statements  are  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  own 
language  and  manner,  and  in  his  own  behalf,  they  are  to  be  taken  as 
made  in  the  manner  most  favorable  to  himself  that  the  facts  would  per- 
mit, and,  therefore,  are  to  be  construed  strictly  against  him.  Sathorn 
V.  HaU,  i  Abb.  227.  See  Wolfe  v.  Brower,  5  Rob.  601 ;  Union 
Bank  V.  Mott,  9  Abb.  106 ;  S.  C,  17  How.  353. 

The  Code  provides  that  "the  justice  must  grant  the  application 
when  it  appears  that  the  case  is  not  within  the  provisions  of  sections 
1894:  and  2895  of  this  act."  Vol.  1,  p.  12,  §  2901.  This  language  is 
not  equivalent  to  a  declaration  that  the  justice  must  grant  the  applica- 
tion when  it  does  not  appear  that  the  case  is  within  the  provisions  of  the 
sections  mentioned,  but  makes  it  obligatory  upon  him  to  discharge  the 
defendant  only  when  it  affirmatively  appears  from  the  plaintiff's  affi- 
davit, or  complaint,  tha't  the  case  is  not  within  the  provisions  of  those 
sections.  This  distinction  is  clearly  pointed  out  in  the  cases  construing 
the  latter  clause  of  section  558  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.     See 
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Bowery  Nat.  Bank  v.  Duryee,  74  N.  Y.  491,  493 ;  Genesee  River 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Mead,  18  Hun,  303  ;  Sloan  v.  Livermore,  55  How.  85 ; 
Williams  v.  Norton,  54  id.  509  ;  Thompson  v.  Friedherg,  id.  519.  If 
the  complaint  is  used  upon  the  application,  and  shows  that  the  action 
is  brought  for  a  cause  not  specified  in  section  2895  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  the  defendant  must  be  discharged.  So,  if  a  cause  of  action 
not  specified  in  that  section  is  joined  in  the  complaint  with  a  cause  of 
action  specified  therein,  it  will  appear  that  the  case  is  not  within  the 
provisions  of  sections  2894  and  2895,  and  the  defendant  must  be  dis- 
charged. See  ante,  146.  If  the  order  of  arrest  was  granted  upon  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  was  about  to  depart  from  the  county  with  in- 
tent not  to  return  thereto,  and  the  afiidavit  upon  which  the  order  was 
granted  states  that  intent  upon  information  arid  behef,  without  stating  the 
facts  inducing  such  belief,  or  giving  the  sources  of  such  information,  or 
if  the  sources  of  information  are  given,  without  showing  that  the  per- 
sons from  whom  the  plaintiff  professes'  to  have  obtained  the  informa- 
tion are  absent,  or  that  their  depositions  could  not  be  procured,  then 
the  defendant  should  be  discharged,  as  the  case  would  not  be  within 
the  provisions  of  section  2894  of  the  statute,  which  requires  that  the 
fact  that  defendant  is  about  to  depart  from  the  county,  with  intent  not 
to  return,  shall  be  made  to  appear,  by  affidavit,  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  justice.  That  satisfaction,  as  we  have  seen,  is  a  legal  satisfaction, 
founded  upon  legal  proof,  and  the  statute  will  not  be  satisfied  by  any 
thing  short  of  this.  See  People  v.  Sutherland,  81 N.  Y.  1 ;  ante,  117. 
If,  however,  in  granting  the  order  of  arrest,  the  justice  acted  upon  any 
legal  evidence  tending  to  make  a  case  within  the  provision  of  the  sec- 
tion cited,  no  matter  how  light  and  inconclusive  that  evidence  may  ap- 
pear to  others,  it  wiU  not  be  error  for  him  to  deny  the  application  for 
the  defendant's  discharge.  See  Steuben  County  Bank  v.  Alherger,  78 
K  Y  252,  258. 

The  order  for  the  defendant's  discharge  may  be  in  the  following 
form : 

Order  for  defendant's  discharge. 

{Title  of  the  cause.) 

The  defendant  having  made  application  for  his  discharge  from  arrest 
under  an  order  issued  to  accompany  the  summons  in  this  action,  and  * 
after  hearing  (the  counsel  for)  the  several  parties  herein  *,  it  appearing 
irom  the  papers  upon  which  said  order  was  granted  (and  from  the 
plaintiff's  complaint  herein)  that  the  case  is  not  within  the  provisions 
of  sections  2894  and  2895  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 


172  OEDEE  OF  AEEEST. 

Discharge  from  arrest. 

Ordered^  That  the  said  defendant  be  forthwith  discharged. 

Dated ,  1882. 

T.  Z.,  JusUce  of  the  Peace. 

If  the  application  is  made  upon  notice,  omit  the  matter  included  in 
the  foregoing  form  between  the  *  *  and  insert  in  its  place  the 
following :  "After  reading  and  filing  the  notice  of  such  application, 
and  proof  of  due  and  personal  service  thereof  upon  the  plaintiff,  no  one 
appearing  in  opposition,  and,"  etc. 

"When  the  defendant  seeks  an  order  discharging  him  from  arrest 
upon  the  ground  that  he  has  been  induced  by  fraud  and  false  pretense 
to  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  for  the  purpose  of  accom- 
plishing his  arrest,  he  should  prepare  an  affidavit  setting  up  the  facts 
and  apply  upon  sucli  affidavit  for  an  order  setting  aside  the  service  of 
the  summons  and  order  of  arrest.  This  application  should  be  made 
before  the  defendant  has  appeared  generally  in  the  action ;  and  at  the 
time  of  making  it  the  defendant  should  give  notice  that  he  appears 
specially  for  the  purpose  of  making  such  application,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose only.  The  justice  has  power  to  grant  an  application  of  this  nature 
independently  of  any  statute  if  the  facts  support  the  application. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  is  bound  to  take  judicial  notice  of  proceedings 
had  before  him  ;  and,  therefore,  when  the  defendant  claims  his  dis- 
charge upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  appear  within 
the  hour ;  or  that  the  trial  has  not  been  commenced  nor  a  venire 
issued  within  twelve  hours  after  the  defendant  was  brought  before  the 
justice ;  or  that  the  trial  has  been  adjourned  by  consent,  or  upon  the  re- 
quest of  the  plaintiff ;  or  that  judgment  has  been  rendered  in  favor 
of  the  defendant ;  or  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  take  out  an  execu- 
tion in  his  favor  within  an  hour  after  he  is  entitled  thereto, —  no  affida- 
vit is  necessary  to  sustain  an  order  for  the  defendant's  discharge.  A 
brief  order,  entitled  in  tlie' cause,  dated,  signed  by  the  justice,  and  con- 
taining a  recital  of  the  application,  the  facts  entitling  the  defendant  to 
the  relief  demanded,  and  the  iisual  direction  for  his  discharge  is  all  that 
should  be  required.  The  order  will  be  entered  in  the  docket,  and  will 
be  the  protection  of  the  officer  having  the  defendant  in  custody. 

A  defendant  who  has  failed  or  neglected  to  obtain  his  discharge 
upon  an  application  made  in  any  of  the  modes  before  mentioned  may 
join  issue,  and  upon  making  the  oath  prescribed  by  section  2961  of  the 
Code,  if  such  oath  is  required  by  the  plaintiff  or  the  justice,  and  upon 
giving  the  undertaking  specified  in  section  2963  of  that  act,  obtain 
an  adjournment  of  tlie  trial  and   his   discharge   from   custody.     An 
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undertaking  executed  by  one  surety  will  be  sufficient  and  the  defend- 
ant need  not  join  with  the  surety  or  sureties  in  its  execution.  '  The 
undertaking  must  be  acknowledged  or  proved,  approved  by  the  justice, 
and  filed.  See  vol.  1,  p.  32,  §  2963 ;  id.,  p.  124,  §§  810-812.  It  may  be 
in  the  following  form : 

Defendcmfs  undertaking  on  a/rrest. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Henry  Hudson 

agst.  \  Before  Haevet  Birch,  Justice. 

Thomas  Self  ridge.       f 


The  plaintifE  having  obtained  from  the  said  justice  an  order  of  arrest 
herein,  upon  which  the  defendant  has  been  arrested,  and  said  defendant 
having  applied  for  an  adjournment  of  the  trial,  in  order  to  enable  said 
defendant  to  procure  such  an  adjournment  without  continuing  during 
the  time  of  adjournment  in  the  custody  of  the  constable : 

Now,  therefore,  we,  Thomas  Selfridge,  defendant,  and  Thomas  Hill 
and  Michael  Savage,  his  sureties,  do  hereby  jointly  and  severally  under- 
take to  the  said  plaintiff  that  if  the  plaintiff  recovers  judgment  in  the 
action,  and  if  an  execution  is  issued  thereupon  against  the  person  of 
the  defendant  within  ten  days  after  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  same, 
and  if  a  return  is  made  thereto,  on  or  after  the  return  day  thereof,  that 
the  defendant  cannot  be  found,  the  sureties  will  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the 
amount  due  upon  the  judgment. 

Dated  the  22d  day  of  April,  1882. 

(Signature  of  defendant  and  sureties) 

{Adda6knowledgment,justijlcationamd  approval  as  inform  on 
pages  153,  154,  ante.) 

§  12.  Proceedings  after  discharge.  The  discharge  of  the  defend, 
ant  from  arrest  before  judgment,  as  prescribed  in  section  2901  or  sec- 
tion 2963  of  the  Code,  does  not  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  over 
the  action,  but  the  action  must  proceed  as  if  it  had  been  commenced 
in  the  ordinary  manner.  The  discharge  of  the  defendant  from  arrest 
after  judgment,  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  take 
out  an  execution  within  an  hour  after  he  was  entitled  thereto,  does  not 
affect  the  execution.     Vol.  1,  p.  12,  §  2902. 

If  an  order  of  arrest  has  been  granted  and  executed  in  a  case  specified 
in  subdivision  third  of  section  2895  of  the  Code,  vol.  1,  p.  10,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  upon  a  default,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled 
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to  judgment  upon  a  trial,  unless  the  plaintiff  establishes  all  the  matters 
of  fact  which  are  required  by  that  subdivision  to  entitle  him  to  an 
order  of  arrest.     Vol.  1,  p.  12,  §  2903. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

ATTACHMENT  OF  PEOPEETT. 

Section  1.  General  nature  of  the  remedy.  A  warrant  of  attach- 
ment is  a  mere  provisional  remedy,  which  may  or  may  not  issue  in 
certain  actions,  and  under  certain  circumstances,  at  the  option  of  the 
plaintiff.  When  the  warrant  issues,  it  accompanies  the  summons,  and 
is  served  with  it.  The  object  of  the  remedj'  is  merely  to  retain 
the  property  of  the  defendant  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice,  and 
in  the  custody  of  the  law,  subject  to  the  execution  which  may  be 
issued  upon  the  judgment  in  the  action,  in  case  the  plaintiff 
shall  ultimately  succeed  therein.  It  is  the  object  of  the  law 
to  give  to  every  person  a  prompt  and  effective  remedy,  and  as  nearly 
as  possible  to  provide  for  every  particular  case.  For  ordinary  cases  an 
ordinary  remedy  is  sufficient.  But  when  that  fails,  or  when  if  resorted 
to  it  would  be  ineffectual,  then  other  modes  of  proceeding  are  provided. 
A  summons,  foUowed  by  a  judgment  and  execution  thereon,  is  usually 
a  sufficient  remedy  if  the  delinquent  party  has  property  sufficient  to 
pay  the  demand,  and  if  such  property  may  be  sold  on  an  execution. 

But  this  mode  of  proceeding  may  be  entirely  useless  in  some  cases, 
for  the  defendant  may  leave  the  county,  or  he  may  keep  concealed 
therein  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  service  of  civil  process  upon 
him,  and  thereby  preven  ting  the  recovery  of  any  judgment  against 
him.  Or  if  he  does  not  do  this,  he  may  remove  his  property  from  the 
county,  or  dispose  of,  assign  or  secrete  it  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 
his  creditors,  by  rendering  a  judgment  and  execution  fruitless  when 
obtained.  The  law  discountenances  every  act  which  is  done  with  such 
an  intention.  And  when  legal  proof  is  made  that  such  facts  exist  a 
more  prompt  and  certain  remedy  is  given. 

When  a  debtor  is  disposed  to  prevent,  or  to  hinder  and  delay  the 
ordinary  course  of  the  practice  in  obtaining  legal  remedies,  or  when  he 
removes,  secretes  or  disposes  of  his  property  for  the  purpose  of  defraud- 
ing his  creditors,  he  is  not  entitled  to  any  especial  favor  from  the  laws, 
nor  from  the  courts  whose  process  he  would  evade  or  set  at  open  de- 
fiance. 
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The  law  has,  therefore,  provided  that  the  property  of  such  debtors 
may  be  immediately  taken  by  a  proper  officer,  and  securely  kept  by 
him  until  a  judgment  and  execution  can  be  duly  obtained,  when  such 
property  may  be  sold  and  the  avails  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
judgment. 

It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  such  a  mode  of  proceeding 
is  a  statutory  one ;  that  it  is  in  its  nature  summary ;  that  the  defendant 
has  no  opportunity  to  show  cause  why  the  process  ought  not  to  issue ;  that 
it  assumes  to  dispose  of  a  person's  property  before  any  judgment  has 
authorized  it  to  be  done  ;  that  it  is  frequently  a  serious  injury  to  the 
person  whose  property  is  seized,  by  affecting  his  credit,  or  subjecting 
him  to  unnecessary  costs,  and  that  the  issuing  of  this  process  is  always 
based  upon  a  charge  of  fraud  which  has  been  made  and  sworn  against 
him.  It  is  for  these,  among  other  reasons,  that  the  courts  require  a 
strict  compliance  with  the  law  before  an  attachment  can  be  legally 
issued.  And  the  first  steps  to  be  taken  require  due  and  legal  proof 
that  there  is  a  legal  demand,  and  that  the  defendant  has  done,  or  is 
about  to  do,  some  of  the  fraudulent  acts  specified.  And  in  addition 
to  this  the  plaintiff  must  give  ample  security  for  the  indemnification 
of  the  defendant  if  the  claim  made  should  prove  groundless.  Claims 
are  sometimes  made  which  are  unjust ;  or,  at  all  events,  they  are  not 
such  as  the  law  will  enforce  ;  and,  therefore,  the  law  carefully  requires 
security  against  the  damages  which  may  be  sustained  by  the  party 
against  whom  such  claim  may  be  made.  The  law  thus  regards  and 
protects  the  rights  of  both  parties.  And  neither  unjust  claimants  nor 
fraudulent  debtors  are  permitted  to  have  any  legal  advantage  over  the 
other.  The  foregoing  remarks  are  sufficient  to  show  the  general  nature 
of  this  process.  And  it  may  seem  to  a  casual  reader  that  the  entire 
matter  is  plain  enough.  But  it  must  be  remembered  that  there  are 
frequent  difficulties  in  the  way  of  applying  the  plainest  principles  to 
actual  practice. 

§  2.  In  what  actions  the  warrant  may  he  issued.  When  the 
other  facts  exist  which  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  a  warrant  of  attachment 
against  the  property  of  the  defendant,  the  right  to  the  remedy  will 
depend  upon  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.  The  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  provides  that  "  in  an  action  brought  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the  property  of  one  or 
more  defendants  must  be  granted,  upon  the  application  of  the  plaintiff, 
as  prescribed  in  this  article,  when  the  action  is  brought  upon  a  judg- 
ment, or  to  recover  for  one  or  niore  of  the  following  causes  : 

1.  Breach  of  contract,  express  or  implied. 
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2.  Wrongful  conversion  of  personal  property. 

3.  Any  other  injury  to  personal  property,  in  consequence  of  negli- 
gence, fraud  or  other  misconduct."  Vol.  1,  p.  13,  §  2905.  If  a  person 
has  been  induced  to  make  advances  upon  the  faith  of  forged  bills  of 
exchange,  notes  and  acceptances,  he  has  a  cause  of  action  for  an  ''injury 
to  personal  property  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  third  subdivision  of 
the  section  cited.     See  Bogwrt  v.  Dart.,  25  Hun,  395. 

§  3.  When  an  attachment  may  be  issued  against  a  corporation. 
When  a  plaintiff  can  show  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice  that  he 
has  a  good  cause  of  action  against  a  foreign  corporation  to  recover 
damages  for  one  or  more  of  the  causes  specified  in  the  last  section, 
and  can  show,  if  the  action  is  upon  a  judgment  or  to  recover  for  a 
breach  of  contract,  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover  a  specified  sum  over 
and  above  all  counter-claims  known  to  him,  he  is  entitled  as  a  matter 
of  right  to  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the  property  of  such  corpora- 
tion, upon  making  the  proper  affidavit  and  giving  the  requisite  security. 
Vol.  1,  p.  13,  §  2906.  It  is  now  held  that  an  attachment  may  issue  in 
an  action  brought  upon  contract  by  a  citizen  of  this  State  against  a 
National  bank  located  in  another  State.  Robinson  v.  National 
Bank  of  Newbeme,  81  N.  Y.  385.  The  decisions  to  the  contrary  must 
be  considered  overruled.  See  Rhoner  v.  First  National  Banh,  14 
Hun,  126 ;  Central  Nat.  B'k  v.  Richlamd.  Nat.  BJc  of  Mansfidd,  52 
How.  136.  Formerly  a  National  bank  located  in  this  State  was  con- 
sidered a  foreign  corporation,  at  least  for  the  purpose  of  subjecting  its 
property  to  the  process  of  attachment.  Bowen  v.  Nat.  B'h  of  Medina, 
34  How.  408.  See  Ghoaham  Nat.  B'k  of  N.  T.  v.  Merchants'  Nat. 
B'k  of  West  Virginia,  1  Hun,  702;  S.  0.,  4  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  196. 
But  under  the  definition  given  by  the  present  Code,  a  National  bank 
located  in  this  State  is  a  domestic  corporation,  and  is  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion if  located  without  the  State.     See  vol.  1,  p.  170. 

It  was  held  under  the  old  Code  that  the  property  of  corporations 
created  by  or  under  the  laws  of  this  State  could  not  be  attached.  Far- 
rier V.  American  Glass  Silvering  Qo.,  3  Abb.  (N.  S.)  419  ;  S.  C,  34 
How.  496  ;  7  Rob.  288.  But  the  present  statute  expressly  confers  the 
right  to  attach  the  property  of  a  domestic  corporation  in  the  class  of 
actions  specified  in  the  preceding  section,  when  such  corporation  has 
removed  or  is  about  to  remove  property  from  the  county  where  it 
last  kept  its  principal  office,  or  from  the  county  in  which  the  action 
is  brought,  with  intent  to  defraud  its  creditors,  or  has  assigned,  dis- 
posed of,  or  secreted,  or  is  about  to  assign,  dispose  of,  or  secrete  its 
property  with  the  like  intent.  See  vol.  1,  pp.  13,  14,  §  2906. 
23 
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§  4.    Attachment  against  the  property  of  natural  persons. 

Whenever  a  plaintiff  can  show,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  that  he 
has  a  good  cause  of  action  against  a  non-resident  of  the  State  for  one  of 
the  causes  specified  in  section  2905  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and, 
if  the  action  is  upon  a  judgment,  or  to  recover  for  a  breach  of  con- 
tract, that  he  is  entitled  to  recover  in  such  action  a  specified  sum  over 
and  above  all  counter-claims  known  to  him,  he  has  an  absolute  right  to 
a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the  party  of  such  non-resident  upon 
making  affidavit  to  the  facts  and  giving  the  required  security.  Yol.  1, 
p.  13,  §  2906.  A  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  a  criminal  offense, 
and  has  escaped  from  the  officer  having  him  in  custody,  and  has  ever 
since  remained  a  fugitive  from  justice,  successfully  eluding  the  officer 
seeking  to  discover  the  place  of  his  concealment,  may  be  proceeded 
against  by  attachment  as  a  non-resident  although  his  family  continues  to 
reside  within  the  State.  Mayor  v.  Oenet,  4  Hun,  487 ;  S.  C.  affirmed,  63 
N.  Y.  &iQ.  It  seems  that  the  actual  residence  of  the  defendant,  with- 
out regard  to  his  domicile,  is  what  determines  the  right  to  the  remedy. 
Haggart  v.  Morgan,  5  N.  T.  422;  Frost  v.  Brisbin,  19  Wend.  11, 
14 ;  Matter  of  Thompson,  1  id.  43.  The  fact  that  a  defendant,  who 
resides  in  another  State,  has  a  place  of  business  in  this  State  does  not 
make  him  a  resident  here  so  as  to  prevent  the  issuing  of  an  attachment 
against  him  as  a  non-resident.    Wallace  v.  Castle,  68  N.  T.  370. 

As  against  the  property  of  a  resident  of  the  State  an  attachment 
may  be  granted  in  one  of  the  actions  specified  in  section  2905  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  in  either  of  the  following  cases : 

1.  When  the  defendant  has  departed,  or  is  about  to  depart,  from  the 
county  where  he  last  resided,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  or  to 
avoid  the  service  of  a  summons. 

2.  When  the  defendant  keeps  himself  concealed  with  a  like  intent. 

3.  Where  a  defendant  has  removed  or  is  about  to  remove  property 
from  the  county  where  he  last  resided,  or  from  the  county  in  which  the 
action  is  brought,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors. 

4.  When  the  defendant  has  assigned,  disposed  of,  or  secreted  property, 
or  is  about  to  assign,  dispose  of,  or  secrete  property,  with  a  like  intent. 

5.  When  the  defendant,  being  of  full  age,  has  been  continuously 
without  the  United  States  for  six  months  or  more,  immediately  before 
the  application,  and  either  has  not  made  a  designation  of  a  person  upon 
whom  to  serve  a  summons  in  his  behalf,  as  prescribed  in  section  430  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  or  service  upon  the  person  so  designated 
cannot  be  made  with  due  diligence  in  the  county  where  the  person 
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making  tlie  designation  resides.  Yol.  1,  pp.  13, 14,  §  2906.  See  id.,  p.  14, 
§430. 

The  provisions  of  the  Code  as  they  have  been  enacted  give  the  remedy- 
by  attachment  only  because  of  some  delinquency  on  the  part  of  the  per- 
son or  persons  whose  property  is  to  be  seized.  They  do  not  allow  the 
property  of  one  person  to  be  seized  merely  because  he  is  connected  in 
business  with  another  person  who  has  been  guilty  of  acts  of  miscon- 
duct which  would  justify  the  issuing  of  an  attachment  against  his  prop- 
ei-ty.  They  provide  for  the  issuing  of  the  attachment  against  the  prop- 
erty of  one  or  more  of  the  defendants  who  are  shown  to  have  com- 
mitted one  of  the  acts  subjecting  him  or  them  to  this  jemedy.  And 
it  is  only  against  the  person  or  persons  who  have  been  shown  to  have 
done  what  the  statute  intended  to  prohibit  that  the  attachment  can 
properly  be  issued.  Thus,  the  fact  that  one  of  two  partners  has  been 
guilty  of  acts  of  fraud  and  has  absconded  from  the  State  will  not  au- 
thorize an  attachment  against  the  firm  property,  when  it  appears  that 
the  other  partner  is  still  engaged  in  carrying  on  the  business  in  this  State, 
and  has  been  guilty  of  no  actual  misconduct.  In  such  case  the  attach- 
ment can  issue  only  against  the  property  of  the  absconding  partner. 
Bogart  v.  Dm%  25  Hun,  395. 

§  5.  Requisites  of  the  affidavit.  To  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  a  warrant 
of  attachment  against  the  property  of  a  defendant  he  must  show  by  affi- 
davit, to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  that  a  sufficient  cause  of  action 
exists  against  the  defendant  to  recover  damages  for  one  or  more  of  the 
causes  specified  in  section  2905  of  the  Code,  and,  if  the  action  is  upon 
a  judgment,  or  to  recover  for  a  breach  of  contract,  the  affidavit  must 
show  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  a  sum  stated  therein,  over 
and  above  all  counter-claims  known  to  him.  The.  plaintiff  must  also 
show  by  affidavit,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  that  the  defendant 
is  either  a  foreign  corporation,  or  not  a  resident  of  the  State,  or,  if  he 
is  a  natural  person,  or  a  domestic  corporation,  that  some  one  or  more  of 
the  facts  exist  which,  as  stated  in  the  two  preceding  sections,  are  made 
by  statute  a  ground  for  issuing  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the 
property  of  a  domestic  corporation  or  resident  of  the  State.  See  ante, 
177, 178  ;  vol.  1,  pp.  13, 14,  §  2906. 

How  these  facts  shall  be  stated  will  be  now  considered.  If  the 
ground  upon  which  the  application  for  a  warrant  is  based  is  the  fact 
that  the  defendant  is  not  a  resident  of  the  State,  it  will  be  advisable  to 
state  in  the  affidavit,  in  plain  and  direct  terms,  the  fact  of  the  defend- 
ant's non-residence,  although  that  is  not  indispensably  requisite,  if  the 
circumstances  disclosed  in  the  affidavit  point  in  an  unmistakable  man- 
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ner  to  that  conclusion.  Mayor  v.  Oenet,  4  Hun,  487 ;  S.  C.  affirmed, 
63  N.  Y.  646. 

If  the  action  in  which  the  attachment  is  sought  is  founded  upon  a 
judgment  or  upon  a  breach  of  contract,  the  affidavit  must  show  "  that 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  a  sum  stated  therein,  over  and  above 
all  counter-claims  known  to  him,"  or  it  will  be  fatally  defective.  Lyon 
V.  Blakesly,  19  Hun,  299  ;  Donnell  v.  Williams,  21  id.  216  ;  Trow's 
Printing  and  Bookbinding  Co.  v.  Ha/rt,  60  How.  190 ;  Rupert  v. 
Haug,  87  N".  Y.  141. 

If  the  intent  of  the  defendant  to  defraud  his  creditors  is  one  of  the 
essential  grounds  upon  which  the  application  for  the  warrant  is  based, 
that  intent  must  appear  as  a  fair  and  logical  sequence  from  facts  proved. 
It  matters  not  what  a  person  believes  or  disbelieves,  the  apphcant  for  an 
attachment  must  show  by  proof  of  facts  known  to  the  witnesses  who 
testify  to  them  that  the  belief  in  the  intent  to  defraud  is  well  founded. 
Ellison  V.  Bernstein,  60  How.  145.  If  the  ground  upon  which  the  ap- 
plication is  based  is  that  the  debtor  is  about  to  assign,  dispose  of,  or  se- 
crete his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  and  all  the  ma- 
terial facts  are  stated  in  the  affidavit  upon  information  and  belief,  and 
it  is  not  shown  that  the  persons  from  whom  the  deponent  professes  to 
have  obtained  his  information  are  absent,  or  that  their  depositions  can- 
not be  procured,  the  affidavit  will  be  insufficient  to  give  the  justice 
jurisdiction  to  issue  the  attachment.  Steuben  County  £amJc  v.  Al. 
berger,  78  N.  Y.  252.  The  general  principles  stated  in  a  preceding 
chapter  as  to  statements  of  intent  in  affidavits,  and  allegations  upon  in- 
formation and  belief,  are  applicable  to  affidavits  used  upon  application 
for  attachments.     See  ante,  115. 

In-  some  cases,  persons  applying  for  an  attachment  seek  to  avoid  the 
difficulty  and  labor  of  setting  forth  the  grounds  of  their  belief  in  the 
intention  of  the  defendant  to  defraud  his  creditors  by  swearing  posi- 
tively to  that  intent.  But  this  will  not  relieve  the  plaintiff  of  the 
duty  of  presenting  to  the  justice  facts  showing  an  intent  upon  the 
part  of  the  defendant  to  defraud  his  creditors,  verified  by  the  affi- 
davit of  persons  having  personal  knowledge  of  those  facts,  or  showing 
that  their  testimony  was  not  available.  "Where  a  party  swears  posi- 
tively to  facts  which  are  not  necessarily  beyond  his  means  of  personal 
knowledge,  and  the  adverse  party  has  had  an  opportunity  to  controvert 
them,  but  has  failed  to  do  so,  an  appellate  court  may  be  justified  in 
assuming  the  truth  of  the  facts  so  stated.  Pierson  v.  Freemam,,  11 
N.  Y.  589.  But  when  it  is  plain  that  a  person  making  an  affidavit 
can  have  no  actual  knowledge  of  the  facts  to  which  he   testifies,  it 
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will  not  be  enough  that  the  witness  has  sworn  to  those  facts  positively. 
He  must  still  give  the  sources  of  his  information  so  that  the  justice 
may  see  that  the  facts  sought  to  be  proved  are  established  by  legiti- 
mate testimony.  Ellison  v.  Bernstein,  60  How.  145.  See  Stewa/rt  v. 
Brown,  16  Barb.  367.  It  is  not  enough  that  the  alfidavit  discloses  the 
fact  that  the  defendant  has  assigned,  disposed  of,  or  secreted,  or  is 
about  to  assign,  dispose  of,  or  secrete  property,  unless  it  is  further 
shown  that  the  act  has  been  done,  or  is  about  to  be  done,  with 
intent  to  defraud  the  defendant's  creditors.  It  is  true  that  the  statute 
in  terms  gives  a  right  to  an  attachment  in  certain  actions  where  it 
appears  by  affidavit,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  that  the  defend- 
ant has  removed,  or  is  about  to  remove,  "  property  "  *  *  *  with  intent 
to  defraud  his  creditors,  or  has  assigned,  disposed  of  or  secreted,  or 
is  about  to  assign,  dispose  of,  or  secrete  "  property "  with  a  like 
intent.  But  the  "  property  "  referred  to  in  the  statute  is  the  property 
of  the  defendant,  and  not  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  a  stran- 
ger. The  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  property  is  one  ground  of 
issuing  an  attachment ;  and  when  that  constitutes  the  plaintiff's  cause 
of  action  the  Code  requires  that  he  shall  show,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
judge,  the  existence  of  a  sufficient  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant 
to  recover  damages  for  such  conversion.  But  it  also  requires  that,  in 
addition  to  the  statement  of  such  cause  of  action,  the  plaintiff  shall 
show  that  the  defendant  is  either  not  a  resident  of  the  State,  or  that 
he  has  removed,  assigned,  secreted  or  disposed  of,  or  is  about  to 
remove,  assign,  secrete  or  dispose  of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud 
his  creditors.     German  Bomk  of  London  v.  Dash,  60  How.  124. 

An  affidavit  may  be  sufficient  to  justify  a  justice  in  issuing  an  order 
for  the  arrest  of  the  defendant,  but  not  sufficient  to  authorize  him  to 
issue  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the  property  of  the  defendant. 
Aehdis  v.  Kahnan,  60  How.  491.  The  mere  making  of  an  assign- 
ment, with  preferences  to  actual  creditors,  is  not  sufficient  to  estab- 
lish an  intent  to  defraud  creditors.     lb. 

It  has  been  held  that  it  was  no  evidence  of  fraud  for  an  insolvent 
debtor  to  threaten  an  assignment,  for  this  would  imply  an  equal  dis- 
tribution among  his  creditors.  Dicherson  v.  Benham,  20  How.  343 ;  S- 
C,  12  Abb.  158.  So  it  has  been  held  that  a  threat  to  give  preference 
might  not  be  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  intent  because  in  some  cases  this 
would  be  just  and  equitable.  But  such  a  threat  gives  suspicion  of 
fraudulent  intent,  and  with  slight  circumstances  tending  in  the  same 
direction,  will  uphojji  a  presumption  of  fraudulent  intent.  Anthony  v. 
Stype,  19  Hun,  265.     A  debtor  cannot  use  the  power  he  has  of  assign- 
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ing  his  property  with  preferences  to  intimidate  creditors  from  pressing 
the  remedies  allowed  by  law  to  collect  debts,  without  being  chargeable 
with  intent  to  defraud  them.  Gasherie  v.  Apple,  14  Abb.  64 ; 
Livermore  v.  Rhodes,  27  How.  506 ;  S.  C,  3  Rob.  626 ;  Anthony  v. 
Stype,  19  Hun,  265.  In  the  case  last  cited  it  was  made  to  appear  from 
the  affidavits  upon  which  a  warrant  of  attachment  was  granted  that  the 
plaintiff  was  justly  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs,  on  contract,  for  goods, 
wares  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered  in  a  specified  sum ;  that  the 
defendant  was  a  merchant ;  that  he  was  insolvent ;  that  the  plaintiffs 
called  upon  him  for  payment  of  their  claim  ;  that  he  admitted  his  in- 
ability to  meet  his  engagements  and  to  pay  his  debts  in  full ;  that  he 
was  willing  to  turn  out  his  goods  to  his  creditors  if  they  would  get  to- 
gether and  agree  to  take  them  and  apply  Xherajpro  rata  on  their  claims 
and  discharge  him  from  further  liability  ;  that  he  asserted  that,  if  sued, 
he  would  make  an  assignment,  with  preferences,  and  would  leave  out 
those  suing  so  that  they  would  get  nothing  on  their  claims ;  that  not- 
withstanding his  admitted  insolvency,  he  kept  his  store  open,  continued 
to  dispose  of  his  goods,  and  appropriated,  the  avails  of  sales  to  purposes 
other  than  the  payment  of  his  debts,  refusing  to  pay  any  thing  to  his 
creditors,  either  in  goods  or  money,  and  declaring  that  he  would  not 
pay  any  thing  unless  his  creditors  all  agreed  to  take  his  goods  and  apply 
them  pro  rata,  and  discharge  him  ;  that  a  large  number  of  his  creditors 
refused  these  terms,  but,  so  far  as  was  known,  were  willing  to  take  the 
goods  and  apply  them  on  his  indebtedness ;  that  the  debtor  refused  to 
turn  them  over  to  his  creditors  upon  these  terms;  and  continued  to  dis- 
pose of  them ;  and  it  was  held,  upon  an  application  to  set  aside  the  at- 
tachment upon  the  papers  upon  which  it  was  granted,  that  the  facts 
stated  furnished  abundant  proof  of  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  debtor 
to  make  a  fraudulent  disposition  of  his  property. 

Proof,  by  affidavit,  that  a  debtor  is  insolvent ;  that  he  has  turned  out 
to  some  of  his  creditors  goods  to  the  amount  of  less  than  one-half  of 
their  respective  claims ;  that  he  refuses  to  turn  over  any  goods  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  to  pay  the  amount  due  to  them  ;  that  he  is  selling  his  stock 
in  trade  and  not  likely  to  continue  his  business,  is  not  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize a  justice  of  the  peace  to  issue  a  warrant  of  attachment  against 
the  property  of  the  debtor,  upon  the  ground  that  he  has  disposed  or  is 
about  to  dispose  of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors. 
Morton  v.  FoMcher,  14  Hun,  1 72.  And  see  Miller  v.  Brinkerhoff,  4 
Denio,  118. 

If  a  plaintiff  states  in  his  affidavit,  upon  information  and  belief, 
facts  showing  an  intention  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  dispose  of 
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his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  and  also  positively 
alleges  that  he  has  stated  these  facts  to  the  defendant,  and  that  the  de. 
f  endant  did  not  deny  the  truth  of  the  statements  but  promised  to  call 
immediately  and  settle  or  secure  the  plaintiff's  claim,  the  affidavit  will 
present  sufficient  evidence  of  the  fraud  to  warrant  the  issuing  of  an 
attachment.  Blahe  v.  Bernhardt,  6  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  74 ;  S.  C,  3 
Hun,  397. 

In  stating  the  cause  of  action  in  the  affidavit  it  is  not  necessary  to 
negative  every  possible  defense  which  might  be  interposed  thereto.  It 
is  sufficient  that  the  affidavit  discloses  2l  prima  fade  right  of  action  of 
the  class  specified  in  section  2305  of  the  Code.  See  Kiefer  v.  Webster, 
6  Hun,  526.  But  the  affidavit  should  show  that  a  cause  of  action  ex- 
ists in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  should  state  the  facts  out  of  which  the 
cause  of  action  arose  directly  and  not  by  way  of  recital.  Manton  v. 
Poole,  4  Hun,  638.  See,  also,  St.  Amamt  v.  De  Beixcedon,  3  Sandf. 
703;  HiU  v.  Bond,  22  How.  272. 

The  general  rules  as  to  the  requisites  of  all  affidavits,  and  as  to  the 
mode  of  stating  facts  therein,  have  been  sufficiently  discussed  in  a  pre- 
ceding chapter.  See  ante.  111,  114.  The  legal  effect  of  the  words  "  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  justice  "  has  been  already  explained.  See  a/iite, 
117.  The  justice  must  be  satisfied  when  legal  proof  is  made  by  affida- 
vit of  the  facts  required  by  statute  to  authorize  him  to  issue  a  warrant 
of  attachment,  and  he  has  no  right  to  be  satisfied  with  any  thing  short ' 
of  such  proof.     See  People  v.  Sutherland,  81  N.  Y.  1. 

The  affidavit  may  be  drawn  by  the  justice  and  may  be  sworn  to  before 
him  or  before  any  other  officer  authorized  to  administer  an  oath.  It  may 
be  made  by  the  plaintiff  or  by  any  other  person  having  the  requisite 
knowledge  of  the  facts.  It  must  be  filed  with  the  justice  when  the  war- 
rant is  granted.    Vol.  1,  p.  14,  §  2906. 

The  following  form  may  be  of  some  service  as  a  suggestion  of  what 
is  required  in  these  papers,  although  the  ever- changing  facts  of  differ- 
ent cases  render  forms  of  little  practical  value. 
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Affidavit  for  am  attachment. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Edward  Kenyon 

agst. 
George  M.  Cole. 


Before  Henkt  Hudson,  Justice. 


:  l"-'- 


COTINTY  OF 

Town  of 

Edward  Kenyon,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  has  a  suflScient  cause 
of  action  against  George  M.  Cole,  above  named,  to  recover  the  damages 
sustained  by  deponent  by  reason  of  the  breach  by  said  Cole  of  the  con- 
tract hereinafter  mentioned,  and  is  entitled  to  recover  as  such  damages 
from  said  Cole  the  sum  of  $120  over  and  above  all  counter-claims 
known  to  deponent. 

That  the  facts  constituting  said  cause  of  action  are  as  follows: 
That  on  or  about  the  day  of  ,  1882,  deponent  sold  and  de- 

livered to  the  said  George  M.  Cole  at  his  request  ten  thousand  feet  of 
timber,  to  be  used  in  constructing  a  bridge  for  the  Callistoga  Plankroad 
Company  across  the  West  Meriden  creek,  for  which  timber  the  said 
Cole  agreed  to  pay  to  deponent  the  sum  of  $12  per  thousand  feet,  upon 
receiving  from  said  company  the  first  payment  under  his  contract  for 
building  said  bridge.  That  the  said  Cole  received  from  the  company  the 
first  payment  under  said  contract  more  than  thirty  days  ago,  and  since 
receiving  such  payment  has  neglected  and  refused  and  still  neglects 
and  refuses  to  pay  to  deponent  the  purchase-price  of  said  timber,  or  any 
part  thereof. 

And  deponent  further  says,  that  the  said  Cole  is  not  a  resident  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  but  is  a  resident  of  the  State  of  New 
Jersey ;  that  deponent  has  applied  to  Henry  Hudson,  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  the  town  of  ,   county  of  , 

for  a  summons  whereby  to  commence  an  action  in  deponent's  name  and 
behalf  against  the  said  George  M.  Cole  to  recover  the  damages  he  has 
sustained,  as  before  stated,  and  hereby  applies  to  said  justice  to  grant, 
at  the  time  such  summons  is  issued,  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the 
property  of  the  said  George  M.  Cole,  to  accompany  the  summons  in 
said  action. 

ED  WARD  KENTON. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  m^,  ) 

this  26th  day  of  April,  1882.         ) 

Henhy  Hudson,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 
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§  6.   Security  required  before   granting  the  warrant.     The 

statute  provides  that  before  granting  the  warrant  the  justice  must  re- 
quire a  written  undertaking  to  the  defendant  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  with  one  or  more  sureties,  approved  by  the  justice,  to  the 
effect  that  if  the  defendant  recover  judgment,  or  the  warrant  of  attach- 
ment is  vacated,  the  plaintiff  will  pay  all  costs  which  may  be  awarded 
to  the  defendant,  and  all  damages  which  he  may  sustain  by  reason  of 
the  attachment,  not  exceeding  the  sum  specified  in  the  undertaking, 
which  must  be  at  least  $200,  and  that,  if  the  plaintiff  recovers  judg- 
ment, he  will  pay  to  the  defendant  all  money  received  by  him  from 
property  taken  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  of  attachment,  or  upon  any 
bond  given  therefor,  over  and  above  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  and 
interest  thereupon.     Vol.  1,  p.  15,  §  2908. 

The  plaintiff  need  not  join  in  the  execution  of  this  undertaking,  and 
the  execution  of  the  instrument  by  one  surety  will  answer  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute.  Yol.  1,  p.  124,  §  811.  The  imdertaking  must 
be  properly  acknowledged  or  proved,  and  certified  by  the  officer  be- 
fore whom  the  acknowledgment  or  proof  is  taken.  Id.,  §  810.  If 
two  or  more  persons  execute  it,  it  must  be  joint  and  several  in 
form  and  accompanied  by  the  affidavit  of  each  surety,  to  the  effect 
that  he  is  a  resident  of,  and  a  householder  or  a  freeholder  within  the 
State,  and  is  worth  the  penalty  of  the  bond,  or  twice  the  sum  specified 
in  the  undertaking,  over  all  the  debts  and  Uabilities  which  he  owes,  or 
has  incurred,  and  exclusive  of  property  exempt  Jjy  law  from  levy  and 
sale  under  execution.  Id.,  §  812. 

Plaintiff's  tmdertaking  for  attachment. 

JUSTICES'  COURT. 


Edward  Kenyon 

agst. 
George  M.  Cole. 


Before  Henry  Hudson,  Justice. 


The  above-named  plaintiff  having  applied  to  the  said  justice  of  the 
peace  for  a  summons  herein,  and  having  also  applied  to  him  to  grant, 
at  the  time  the  summons  is  issued,  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the 
property  of  the  defendant,  and  it  appearing  by  affidavit  duly  made  that 
the  action  is  brought  to  recover  for  one  of  the  causes  specified  in  sec- 
tion 2905  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  that  a  sufficient  cause  of 
action  exists  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  to  recover 
damages  for  the  cause  of  action  above  specified  ;  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  herein,  therefor  and  thereon  the  sum  of  $120. 
24 
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over  and  above  all  counter-claims  known  to  him;  Ihat  plaintiff  un- 
der section  2906  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  is  entitled  to  a  war- 
rant of  attachment  against  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  the 
said  justice  having  required  a  written  undertaking  to  the  defendant 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  provided  for  by  law  : 

Now,  therefore,  we,  Edward  Kenyon,  plaintiff,  and  Harvey  Birch 
and  John  Flandreau  as  his  sureties  do  hereby  jointly  and  severally  un- 
dertake to  the  defendant  that  if  the  defendant  recover  judgment,  or  the 
warrant  of  attachment  is  vacated,  the  plaintiff  will  pay  all  costs  which 
may  be  awarded  to  the  defendant,  and  all  damages  which  he  may 
sustain  by  reason  of  the  attachment,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  $200 ; 
and  that  if  the  plaintiff  recovers  judgment  he  will  pay  to  the  de- 
fendant all  money  received  by  him  from  the  property  taken  by 
virtue  of  the  warrant  of  attachment,  or  upon  any  bond  given  therefor, 
over  and  above  the  amount  of  the  judgment  and  interest  thereupon. 

Dated  the  26;!^  day  of  April,  1882. 

EDWARD   KENTON, 
HARVEY  BIRCH, 
JOHN  FLANDREAU. 

{Add  acknowledgment  and  justification  of  sureties) 

The  form  of  an  acknowledgment  and  aflSdavit  of  justification  will  be 
found  on  pages  153,  154  of  this  volume. 

The  justice  should  indorse  upon  the  attachment  his  approval  of  the 
sureties  in  the  undertaking. 

The  undertaking  should  be  filed  by  the  justice,  and  retained  by  him 
as  a  part  of  the  papers  and  proceedings  in  the  case. 

§  7.  The  warrant  of  attachment.  Upon  the  presentation  to  the 
justice  of  the  undertaking  mentioned  in  the  preceding  section  and  an 
affidavit  or  affidavits,  sufficient  in  point  of  form,  containing  a  proper 
statement  of  the  facts  required  by  the  statute  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
this  remedy,  he  should  issue  a  summons  in  the  ordinary  form  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  either  indorse  upon  the  summons  or  annex  to  it  a 
warrant  of  attachment  against  the  property  of  one  or  more  of  the  de- 
fendants, as  the  facts  of  the  case  may  require.  The  warrant  issues  as 
a  matter  of  strict  legal  right  when  the  plaintiff  has  presented  to  the 
justice  due  proof  of  the  facts  entitling  him  to  the  remedy  and  given 
the  requisite  security ;  and  the  justice  has  no  discretion  in  the  matter. 

The  warrant  must  be  subscribed  by  the  justice  and  must  briefly  re- 
cite the  ground  of  the  attachment.  It  must  require  the  constable  to 
whom  the  summons  is  delivered  to  attach  on  or  before  a  day  specified 
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therein,  which  must  be  at  least  six  days  before  the  return  day  of  the 
summons,  and  safely  to  keep,  as  much  of  the  defendant's  goods  and 
chattels,  within  the  county,  as  will  satisfy  the  plaintiff's  demand,  with 
the  costs  and  expenses,  and  to  make  return  of  his  proceedings  thereon 
to  the  justice,  at  the  time  when  the  summons  is  returnable.  The 
amount  of  the  plaintiff's  demand  mast  be  specified  in  the  warrant  as 
stated  iu  the  affidavit.  Yol.  1,  p.  14,  §  2907.  In  all  other  particulars 
the  warrant  must  conform  to  the  general  requirements  of  the  statute 
as  to  mandates  issued  out  of  a  justice's  court.  See  omte,  101.  If  by  inad- 
vertence the  justice  omits  to  insert  in  the  warrant  the  amount  of  the 
plaintiff's  demand  as  sworn  to  by  him  in  his  affidavit,  he  may  correct 
the  mistake  by  inserting  the  amount  after  the  return  of  the  warrant. 
Near  v.  Yam,  Alstyne,  14  Wend.  230. 

Form  of  the  warrant  of  attachment. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Edward  Kenyon 

agsf. 
George  M.  Cole. 


Before  Hbitet  Hudson,  Justice. 


The  People  of  the  State  of  New  YorJc,  to  any  constable  of  the  cownt/y 
of  ,  to  whom  the  summons  herein  is  delivered, 

greeting  : 
The  plaintiff  herein  having  applied  to  the  said  justice  of  the  peace 
for  a  summons  herein,  and  having  also  applied  to  him  to  grant,  at  the 
time  the  summons  is  issued,  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant  George  M.  Cole,  and  it  appearing  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  said  justice  by  affidavit  duly  made  that  the  defendant  is  not  a 
resident  of  this  State ;  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  sufficient  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendant  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract, 
namely,  to  recover  the  purchase-price  of  ten  thousand  feet  of  timber 
sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at  his 
request,  for  the  sum  of  $12  per  thousand  feet,  which  sum  the  defend- 
ant promised  and  agreed  to  pay  therefor  at  the  time  specified,  but  has 
refused  and  neglected  to  pay  at  said  time  or  at  any  time  thereafter  ; 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  of  the  defendant  the  sum  of 
$120  over  and  above  all  counter-claims  known  to  him ;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  by  law  to  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the  prop- 
erty of  said  defendant  upon  the  grounds  stated,  and  the  said  justice 
having  required  a  written  undertaking  to  the  defendant  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  with  one  or  more  sureties  approved  by  the  said  justice,  to 
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the  effect  provided  for  in  section  5098  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
which  has  been  duly  given  and  delivered : 

Now,  therefore,  you  the  said  constable,  to  whom  the  summons 
herein  is  delivered,  are  required  to  attach,  on  or  before  the  29th  day  of 
April,  1882,  and  safely  to  keep,  as  much  of  the  defendant's  goods  and 
chattels,  within  your  county,  as  will  satisfy  the  plaintiff's  demand, 
which  amounts,  as  stated  in  the  affidavit,  to  $120  with  the  costs  and 
expenses,  and  to  make  return  of  your  proceeding  hereon  to  the  jus- 
tice, at  the  time  when  the  summons  is  returnable. 

Dated  at  the  town  of  ,  this  26th  day  of  April,  1882. 

HEJSTEY  HUDSON,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

%  8.  Execution  of  the  warrant.  In  almost  every  case  in  which  a 
warrant  of  attachment  issues,  time  is  of  the  utmost  importance  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  any  delay  in  levying  iipon  the  goods  of  the  defendant  is 
generally  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff.  The  warrant  fixes  the  day 
on  or  before  which  the  levy  must  be  made,  but  otherwise  leaves  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  warrant  to  the  convenience  and  discretion 
of  the  constable.  There  are  certain  days  upon  which  the  service  of 
any  mandate  is  prohibited.  See  ante,  lOY.  Of  course  no  service  should 
be  made  upon  those  days,  whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  the  delay. 
But  the  constable  should  execute  the  warrant  at  the  earliest  hour  upon 
which  legal  service  can  be  made.  Before  setting  forth  to  serve  the 
warrant  and  summons,  the  constable  should  provide  himself  with  an 
exact  copy  of  the  summons  and  warrant ;  and  should  prepare  in  dupli- 
cate a  blank  inventory  in  which  to  insert  a  description  of  the  property 
seized. 

The  constable  should  execute  the  warrant  by  levying  upon  and 
taking  into  his  custody  so  much  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
defendant,  not  exempt  from  levy  and  sale  by  virtue  of  an  execution, 
including  money  and  bank  notes,  which  he  finds  within  his  county,  as 
will  satisfy  the  plaintiff's  demand,  with  the  costs  and  expenses.  Yol. 
1,  p.  15,  §  2909.  The  warrant  will  not  protect  the  officer  in  levying 
upon  the  property  of  a  stranger,  nor  in  seizing  the  property  of  the 
defendant  beyond  the  limits  of  the  county  in  which  the  officer  resides, 
nor  in  levying  upon  property  exempt  from  levy  and  sale  by  virtue  of 
an  execution.  The  statute  enumerates  the  articles  of  personal  prop- 
erty exempt  from  levy  and  sale  under  execution.  See  vol.  1,  pp.  49, 
50.  Whatever  cannot  be  taken  by  the  judgment  cannot  be  taken  by 
the  attachment  which  precedes  the  judgment  and  holds  the  property 
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for  it.  McOullough  v.  Oarragom,  24  Hun,  157.  An  attachment  may 
be  issued  against  a  member  of  a  copartnership,  and  the  interest  of 
that  partner  in  the  firm  property  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold.  Stoats 
V.  Bristow,  73  N.  Y.  264 ;  Smith  v.  Orser,  42  id.  132 ;  Atkins  v. 
Saxton,  77  id.  395.  For  the  purpose  of  rendering  such  levy  and 
sale  effectual  the  officer  may  take  into  possession  the  partnership  prop- 
erty, and  upon  the  sale  may  deliver  it  to  the  purchaser.  lb. ;  .Goll  v. 
Einton,  8  Abb.  120 ;  PhiUips  v.  Cook,  24  Wend.  389 ;  Waddell  v. 
Cook,  2  Hill,  47 ;  Marshall  v.  McGregor,  59  Barb.  519.  In  this 
respect  there  is  no  distinction  betvreen  an  attachmeut  and  an  execution. 
Smith  V.  O/'ser,  42  N.  Y.  132.  See  Byder  v.  Gilbert,  16  Hun,  163  ; 
Mghth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fitch,  49  N.  Y.  539  ;  Walsh  v.  Adams,  3  Denio, 
152.  But  the  purchaser  at  such  sale  takes  the  property  subject  to  the 
rights  of  the  copartners  of  the  debtor,  and  of  the  creditors  of  the  firm, 
and  subject  to  an  accounting  which  may  disclose  that  he  derived  no 
beneficial  interest  from  his  purchase.  All  that  he  can  ultimately  obtain 
is  the  debtor's  share  of  such  surplus  as  may  remain  after  payment  of 
the  firm  debts  and  the  adjustment  of  the  accounts  of  the  partners  as 
between  themselves.  Staats  v.  Bristow,  73  N.  Y.  264  ;  Atkifis  v.  Sax- 
ton,  77  id.  195.  But  the  prloceedings  of  the  officer  to  reach  the 
interest  of  the  individual  partner  should  be  conducted,  as  far  as  possible, 
in  harmony  with  the  rights  of  the  other  partners,  and  not  in  hostility 
to  them.  His  power  to  take  and  deliver  possession  of  the  partnership 
property  is  merely  incidental  to  the  right  to  reach  the  interest  of  the 
debtor,  and  is  to  be  exercised  only  as  a  means  to  that  end.  Conse- 
quently if  he  exceeds  that  limit,  and  undertakes  to  interfere  with  the 
rights  of  other  partners  further  than  is  necessary  to  reach  the  interest 
of  the  partner  named  in  the  warrant,  and  dispose  of  it,  as,  for  example, 
if  instead  of  selling  the  interest  of  such  partner  he  undertakes  to  sell 
the  entfre  property,  his  act,  although  nugatory,  is  such  an  interference 
as  renders  him  liable  as  a  trespasser  from  the  beginning.  lb.;  Wad- 
dell V.  Cook,  2  Hill,  47.  If,  instead  of  levying  on  the  debtor's  inter- 
est, he  levies  upon  and  seizes  the  property  of  the  firm  as  the  sole  prop- 
erty of  the  debtor,  he  is  a  trespasser. 

In  respect  to  the  amount  of  property  to  be  attached,  the  statute  pro- 
vides that  the  constable  shall  levy  upon  and  take  into  his  custody  so 
much  of  the  chattels  of  the  defendant  as  will  satisfy  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand with  the  costs  and  expenses.  He  has  the  right  to  a  reasonable 
judgment  as  to  the  amount  to  be  so  held,  he  is  responsible  to  both 
parties  for  the  exercise  of  a  sound  and  reasonable  discretion  in  pei-- 
fonning  his  duty.     The  plaintifE  has  no  authority  to  dictate  as  to  the 
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extent  of  the  levy,  and  the  defendant  lias  no  authority  to  Kmit  it. 
Wehle  V.  Conner,  83  IST.  Y.  231;  Fitzgerald  v.  Blake,  42  Barb.  513 ; 
S.  C,  28  How.  110.  The  constable  must  decide  for  himself,  upon  the 
responsibility  which  attaches  to  his  office,  as  to  the  extent  and  sufii- 
ciency  of  the  seizure. 

Having  taken  the  property  into  his  possession,  he  must  safely  keep 
it,  to  be  disposed  of  according  to  law.  He  must  immediately  make  an 
inventory  of  the  property  seized,  and  must  state  therein  the  estimated 
value  of  each  item  or  article.  This  inventory  is  in  practice  usually  at- 
tached to  the  warrant  and  summons,  but  may  with  equal  propriety  be 
made  a  separate  instrument.     The  following  form  is  in  common  use. 

ConstahUs  Irwentory. 

An  inventory  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant  levied  upon 
and  taken  into  my  custody  upon  and  by  virtue  of  the  foregoing  war- 
rant of  attachment,  this  28th  day  of  April,  1882,  with  the  estimated 
value  of  each  item  or  article,  viz. : 

Estimated 
Item  or  article.  value. 

One  red  cow,  about  four  years  old $23  00 

Five  cords  of  hard  maple  wood 30  00 

Twenty-five  bushels  of  corn  in  the  ear 7  00 

Five  tons  of  hay 75  00 

RICHARD  JOHNSON,  Constable. 

After  the  inventory  is  made  the  constable  ought  to  make  an  exact 
copy  of  it,  and  also  an  exact  copy  of  the  summons  and  warrant  of  at- 
tachment if  that  has  not  been  done.  He  should  then  immediately 
serve  the  summons,  together  with  the  warrant  of  attachment  and  in- 
ventory, upon  the  defendant,  by  delivering  to  him  personally  a  copy  of 
each,  if  he  can  with  reasonable  diligence  be  found  within  the  county  ; 
or,  if  he  cannot  be  so  found,  by  leaving  a  copy  of  each,  certified  by  the 
constable,  at  the  last  place  of  residence  of  the  defendant  in  the  county 
with  a  person  of  suitable  age  and  discretion ;  or,  if  such  a  person  can- 
not be  found  there,  by  posting  it  on  the  outer  door,  and  also  deposit- 
ing another  copy  in  the  nearest  post-office,  inclosed  in  a  sealed  post- 
paid wrapper,  directed  to  the  defendant  at  his  residence ;  or,  if  the  de- 
fendant has  no  place  of  residence  in  the  county,  by  delivering  it  to  the 
person  in  whose  possession  the  attached  property  is  found .  Yol.  1,  p. 
15,  §  2910.  It  will  be  noticed  that  when  the  constable  makes  personal 
service  of  the  summons,  attachment  and  inventory,  it  does  not  require 
that  the  copies  delivered  by  him  to  the  defendant  shall  be  certified. 
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But  when  the  service  is  not  made  upon  the  defendant  personally  the 
copies  must  be  certified.     The  certificate  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Certificate  on  sum/mons,  warrant  or  in/oeniory. 

I  do  hereby  certify  that  the  within  is  a  correct  copy  of  the  summons 
{or  warrant  of  attachment,  or  inventory)  in  this  action. 

Dated  April  28,  1882. 

EICHAED  JOHNSON,  Constable. 

When  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  and  he  is  merely 
passing  through  it,  the  copies  cannot  be  served  by  leaving  them  at 
the  hotel  at  which  he  may  take  a  meal  or  stay  over  night.  Such  a  stop- 
ping would  not  make  the  hotel  his  last  place  of  residence.  Dudley  v. 
Staples,  15  Johns.  196.  And  a  voluntary  appearance  of  the  defend- 
ant on  the  return  day  will  merely  confer  jurisdiction  over  the  person 
of  the  defendant,  but  not  of  the  property.  This  was  so  decided  in  a 
case  in  which  the  defendant  could  not  be  found,  but  he  had  a  residence 
in  the  county,  though  no  copies  were  left  there.  The  attachment  was 
held  void  as  against  the  claims  of  other  execution  creditors.  Watts  v. 
WUlett,  2  Hilt.  212. 

"When  the  constable  has  once  taken  the  defendant's  property,  the 
law  holds  him  accountable  for  its  safe-keeping,  and  he  will  be  liable 
for  its  loss,  unless  he  uses  due  diligence  in  securing  it.  He  may  leave 
it  in  custody  of  a  third  person,  and  take  his  receipt  for  its  re-delivery 
in  the  same  manner  as  upon  an  execution.  Harvey  v.  Lane,  12 
Wend.  663.  This  receipt  may  be  in  the  same  form  as  that  which  is 
given  when  property  is  taken  upon  an  execution,  except  that  in  this 
case  the  receipt  should  show  that  the  property  was  taken  upon  an 
attaolvment  instead  of  an  execution. 

§  9.  Proceedings  by  defendant  to  retain  his  goods.  At  any 
time  before  judgment  is  rendered  in  an  action  in  which  a  warrant  of 
attachment  has  been  levied,  the  defendant,  or  his  attorney  or  agent 
acting  in  his  behalf,  may  obtain  a  re-delivery  of  the  property  seized, 
by  executing  and  deHvering  to  the  constable  an  undertaking  to  the 
plaintiff,  in  a  sum  specified  therein,  at  least  twice  the  value  of  the 
property  attached  as  stated  in  the  inventory,  with  one  or  more  sure- 
ties, approved  by  the  constable  or  by  the  justice  who  issued  the  war- 
rant, and  to  the  effect  if  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  defendant, 
and  an  execution  is  issued  thereupon  within  six  months  after  the  giv- 
ing of  the  undertaking,  the  property  attached  shall  be  produced  to 
satisfy  the  execution.     Vol.  1,  p.  15,  §  2911. 

Under  the  old  practice,  which  required  a  bond  to  the  constable  in- 
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stead  of  an  undertaking  to  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held  that  when  the 
bond  was  conditioned  that  the  judgment  should  be  paid,  instead  of  the 
statutory  requirement  that  the  property  should  be  produced  to  satisfy 
the  execution,  etc.,  it  was  void.  Morcmge  v.  Edwwrds,  1  E.  D.  Smith, 
414. 

Defendcmfs  undertaking  for  attachment. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Edward  Kenyon 

agst. 
George  M.  Cole. 


►  Before  Henet  Hudson,  Justice. 


The  plaintiff,  having  obtained  herein  a  warrant  of  attachment,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  which  the  constable  to  whom  the  summons  herein 
and  said  warrant  of  attachment  were  delivered,  has  levied  upon  and 
taken  into  his  custody  certain  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  and 
the  defendant  desiring  that  the  said  constable  should  re-deliver  said 
property  to  him  and  to  obtain  such  re  delivery : 

Now,  therefore,  we,  George  M.  Cole,  defendant,  and  Andrew  Plank 
and  Philip  Nolan,  sureties,  do  hereby  jointly  and  severally  undertake 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $270  (that  being  at  least  twice  the 
value  of  the  property  attached  as  stated  in  the  inventory)  that 
if  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  defendant  and  an  execution 
is  issued  thereupon  within  six  months  after  the  giving  of  this 
undertaking,  the  property  attached  shall  be  produced  to  satisfy 
the  execution. 

Dated  the  2Uh  day  of  April,  1882. . 

{Signatures.) 
{Add  acknowledgment,  justification,  and  a/pproval.) 

Upon  the  receipt  of  the  proper  undertaking  the  constable  must  re- 
deliver the  property  to  the  defendant.  Vol.  1,  p.  15,  §  2911.  He 
should  retain  the  undertaking  in  his  possession  until  the  return  day  of 
the  summons  and  then  deliver  it  to  the  justice  with  his  return.  Vol. 
1,  p.  16,  §  2915. 

§  10.  Proceedings  upon  claim  of  property  by  stranger.  When 
any  person,  not  a  party  to  the  action,  claims  any  property  attached, 
which  has  not  been  reclaimed  by  the  defendant  as  prescribed  in  the  last 
section,  he  may,  at  any  time  after  the  seizure  and  before  an  execution  is 
issued,  obtain  a  delivery  of  the  property  to  him  by  giving  the  security 
prescribed  by  the  statute.  This  security  must  be  in  the  form  of  a  bond 
to  the  plaintiff,  with  one  or  more  sureties,  approved  by  the  constable 
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or  by  the  justice,  in  a  penalty  at  least  twice  the  value  of  the  property 
claimed,  and  conditioned  that  in  an  action  upon  the  bond,  to  be  com- 
menced within  three  months  thereafter,  the  claimant  M'ill  establish  that 
he  was  the  general  owner  of  the  property  claimed,  at  the  time  of  the 
seizure,  or  if  he  fails  to  establish  such  ownership,  that  he  will  pay  to 
the  plaintiff  the  value  of  the  property  claimed,  with  interest.  See  vol. 
1,  p.  16,  §  2912. 

Bond  hy  cla/ima/nt  of  property  attached. 
Know  aU  men  by  these  presents  that   we,.  Moses   Spike,   Daniel 
Stewart   and   James   Dunn,   of  the  town  of  ,  county  of 

,  and  State  of  New  York,  are  held  unto  Edward  Kenyon 
in  the  sum  of  $270,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Edward  Kenyon  or  to  his 
certain  attorney,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns ;  for  which  pay- 
ment well  and  truly  to  be  made  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors 
and  administrators,  jointly  and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents. 
Sealed  with  our  seals  and  dated  the  29th  day  of  April,  1882. 

Whereas,  certain  goods  and  chattels,  to-wit  {state  the  several  articles 
claimed)  were  on  the  28th  day  of  April,  1882,  seized  by  Richard  John- 
son, constable,  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  of  attachment  issued  by  Henry 
Hudson,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  ,  in  the 

county  of  ,  in  favor  of  the  above-named  Edward  Kenyon 

against  George  M.  Cole ;  and  whereas,  the  said  Moses  Spike  claims  the 
said  goods  and  chattels  as  his  property,  and  the  defendant  has  not 
reclaimed  the  same  : 

Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such  that  if  in  an 
action  upon  this  instrument,  commenced  within  three  months  from  the 
date  thereof,  the  said  Moses  Spike  shall  establish  that  he  was  the  general 
owner  of  said  goods  and  chattels  at  the  time- of  such  seizure,  or,  in  case 
of  his  failure  to  do  so,  if  the  said  Moses  Spike  shall  pay  to  the  said 
Edward  Kenyon  the  value  thereof,  with  interest,  then  this  obligation 
to  be  void,  otherwise  of  full  force  and  virtue. 

MOSES  SPIKE.  [l.  S.J 

DANIEL  STEWART,  [l.  s.] 
JAMES  DUNN.  [l.  s.] 

{Add  achnowledgment,  justification  and  a/pproval.) 

This  bond  falls  within  the  general  statutory  rules  respecting  bonds 
and  undertakings  given  in  an  action,  and  must  be  acknowledged  or 
proved,  and  certified,  and  be  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  of  justifica- 
tion as  required  by  the  statute.     See  vol.  1,  p.  124.     As  the  statute  ex 
25 
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pressly  requires  the  execution  of  the  bond  by  the  claimant,  it  mnst  be 
executed  by  him ;  and  when  approved  by  the  justice  or  constable,  must 
be  filed  with  the  justice.  The  Code  provides  that  the  constable  must 
thereupon  deliver  the  property  claimed  to  the  claimant.  Vol.  1,  p.  16, 
§  2912.  Precisely  how  a  constable  is  to  know  that  any  claim  has  been 
made  to  the  property  attached,  or  that  the  claimant  has  executed  and 
filed  with  the  justice  the  requisite  bond,  approved  by  that  ofiicer,  or 
upon  what  evidence  of  these  facts  he  is  to  act  in  delivering  up  the 
property  to  the  claimant,  when  these  proceedings  have  been  conducted, 
as  they  may  be,  entirely  before  the  justice  and  in  the  absence  of  the 
constable,  is  not  pointed  out  by  the  statute.  Under  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes the  provision  as  to  the  filing  of  the  bond  with  the  justice  was 
omitted,  and  the  constable  was  required  to  deliver  up  the  property  to 
the  claimant  only  upon  the  delivery  of  the  bond  to  him.  The  Code  is 
silent  also  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  justice  is  to  ascertain  the  value 
of  the  property  claimed  in  order  to  fix  the  penalty  of  the  bond  at  at  least 
twice  that  value.  After  the  constable  has  made  his  return,  and  delivered 
to  the  justice  a  certified  copy  of  the  inventory,  which  should  state  the 
value  of  each  article  attached,  there  can  be  no  difficulty  in  fixing  the 
penalty  of  the  bond  ;  but  when  the  claim  is  made  before  such  return, 
the  justice  must  use  his  discretion  as  to  the  amount,  taking  care  only 
that  the  amount  fixed  is  large  enough  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of 
the  statute,  unless  by  a  liberal  construction  of  section  843  of  the  Code, 
he  may  act  upon  an  affidavit  stating  the  value  of  the  property  claimed. 
See  vol.  1,  p.  130,  §  843. 

The  delivery  to  the  claimant  of  all  the  property  attached  does  not 
aflEect  the  action  in  which  the  warrant  of  attachment  issued.  That  ac- 
tion proceeds  as  if  no  claim  had  been  made.  If  the  plaintifE  succeeds 
in  that  action  and  recovers  any  judgment,  whatever,  he  may  bring  an 
action  upon  the  bond  given  by  the  claimant  and  his  sureties,  and  in 
that  action  recover  the  value  of  the  attached  property  delivered  to  the 
claimant  with  interest  thereupon  from  the  time  of  the  delivery, 
provided,  of  course,  it  appears  upon  the  trial  that  the  plaintifE  is 
entitled  to  recover  any  thing.  If  the  amount  so  recovered  exceeds  the 
amount  whicli  the  plaintiff  recovered  in  the  action  in  which  the  war- 
rant of  attachment  issued,  he  is  liable  to  the  defendant  in  that  action 
for  the  excess.  "Vol.  1,  p.  16,  §  2913.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the 
plaintiff  should  show  in  the  action  upon  the  bond  that  the  justice  had 
jurisdiction  to  issue  the  attachment.  Wiley  v.  Sherman,  3  Denio,  185. 
But  the  defendant  in  that  action  may  show  that  the  justice  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  issue  the   attachment ;   and  when  this  is  shown,  the 


ATTACHMENT  OF  PKOPEETT.  195 


Return  of  the  warrant. 


plaintiff,  being  a  trespasser  in  taking  the  property,  cannot  maintain  an 
action  on  the  bond.  Homan  v.  Brinkerhoff,  1  Denio,  184.  And  see 
Yose  V.  Cookcrqft,  44  N .  Y.  415.  So  tlie  claimant  may  show  that  he 
was  the  general  owner  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  and 
when  that  is  shown  tlie  plaintiff  must  of  course  be  defeated. 

When  the  warrant  of  attachment  is  vacated,  or  when  the  action  in 
which  the  warrant  was  granted  abates,  or  is  discontinued,  or  when  a 
final  judgment  therein  has  been  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
such  judgment  has  been  fully  paid,  or  when  a  final  judgment  therein 
has  been  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  the  latter  may  maintain 
an  action  in  his  own  name  upon  the  bond  given  by  the  claimant  with 
the  like  effect  as  the  plaintiff  might  have  done  if  the  warrant  had  re- 
mained in  full  force.     Vol.  1,  p.  16,  §  2914. 

§  11.  Return  of  the  warrant.  The  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  to  obtain  a  re-delivery  of  the  attached  property  to  him,  and 
the  proceedings  by  a  third  party,  claiming  all  or  a  part  of  the  property 
attached,  to  obtain  the  delivery  to  him  of  the  property  so  claimed,  may 
or  may  not  be  taken  before  the  return  day  of  the  summons  and  war- 
rant of  attachment.  If  such  proceedings  are  taken  before  the  return 
day  of  the  warrant,  the  part  taken  by  the  constable  in  those  proceed- 
ings should  be  stated  in  his  return.  The  return  to  the  summons  must 
be  made  as  in  ordinary  cases,  upon  the  day  when  it  is  returnable.  At 
the  time  of  making  such  return  the  constable  must  also  make  a  return 
to  the  warrant  of  attachment  stating  all  his  proceedings  thereupon. 
The  return  must  state  the  manner  in  which  the  warrant  and  inventory 
were  served ;  and,  if  they  were  served  otherwise  than  by  delivering  a 
copy  of  the  warrant  and  inventory  to  the  defendant,  personally,  the 
reason  for  making  such  service  should  be  stated,  and  the  name  of  the 
person  to  whom  the  copy  was  dehvered  should  be  given,  unless  his 
name  is  unknown  to  the  constable,  in  which  case  the  return  must  de- 
scribe him  so  as  to  identify  him  as  nearly  as  may  be.  The  constable 
must  deliver  to  the  justice,  with  the  return,  each  bond  or  undertaking 
delivered  to  him  pursuant  to  any  of  the  provisions  of  article  4  of 
chapter  19  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  and  also  a  certified  copy  of 
the  inventory  of  the  property  attached.     Vol.  1,  p.  10,  §  2915. 

As  we  have  seen,  the  Code  provides  for  the  delivery  to  the  constable 
of  an  undertaking  to  the  plaintiff  when  the  defendant  desires  a 
re-delivery  of  the  property  attached.  This  is  the  only  undertaking 
which  can  be  delivered  to  the  constable  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
the  article  mentioned  in  section  2915,  and  consequently  is  the  only 
undertaking    to  be  delivered  to  the  justice  with   the  return.      The 
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onlj  bond  mentioned  in  that  article  is  tlie  bond  to  the  plaintiff  to  be 
given  by  a  third  person  making  claim  to  the  attached  property  ;  and, 
as  the  bond  is  to  be  filed  with  the  justice  before  the  constable  has  any 
authority  to  act  upon  it,  and  as  no  provision  is  made  for  its  delivery  to 
the  constable  in  any  event,  it  would  seem  that  there  is  no  force  to  so 
much  of  section  2915  as  requires  the  constable  to  deliver  to  the 
justice,  with  the  return,  each  bond  "delivered  to  him  pursuant  to  any 
of  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  article."  The  requirement  is 
harmless,  and  probably  is  the  result  of  a  careless  following  of  the  lan- 
guage of  a  similar  provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes  referring  to  a  bond 
delivered  to  the  constMe  either  by  the  defendant  or  by  a  claimant  of 
the  property  attached,  to  obtain  the  delivery  of  such  property  to  the 
ol)Kgor. 

The  return  to  a  warrant  of  attachment  ought  to  be  drawn  with 
great  care,  and  should  state  with  sufficient  detail  all  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  constable  thereunder.  It  should  state  whether  or  not  the 
warrant  and  inventory  were  personally  served,  as  before  stated,  though 
if  that  part  can  be  spelled  out  from  the  return  it  may  be  sufficient. 
See  Mosenfield  v.  Howard,  15  Barb.  456.  In  that  case  the  return 
showed  a  taking  of  the  defendant's  property  ;  that  the  defendant  could 
not  be  found  in  the  county  ;  that  he  had  no  residence  therein ;  and 
that  the  copies  of  attachment  and  inventory  were  served  upon  the 
person  in  whose  possession  the  property  was  found.  The  court  held 
this  sufficient,  although  the  return  did  not  state  specifically  whether 
there  was  a  service  on  the  defendant.  It  was  said  by  the  court  that, 
from  the  facts  returned,  it  was  evident  that  the  copies  were  not  served 
on  the  defendant,  and  that  such  return  was  sufficient.  But,  notwith- 
standing this  case,  the  return  ought  to  state  specifically,  whether  there 
was  or  was  not  a  service  upon  the  defendant.  It  is  easily  done,  and 
it  ought  not,  therefore,  to  be  omitted.  The  case  cited  may  be  sufficient 
to  sustain  a  similar  return,  but  experiments  of  that  kind  are  usually 
quite  unprofitable  to  the  parties  to  the  action.  It  must  be  remembered 
too  that  the  present  statute  is  not  in  all  respects  similar  to  the  statnte 
under  which  that  case  was  decided. 

In  another  case  the  officer  in  his  return  to  the  attachment  stated 
that  "  because  the  defendant  could  not  be  found  in  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York,  I  left  a  copj'^  of  the  written  attachment  and  of  said 
inventory,  duly  certified  by  me,  at  the  last  place  of  residence  of  the 
said  defendant."  The  court  held  that  the  return  was  clearly  defective 
for  two  reasons :  First,  that  the  officer  did  not  state  bpecifically  in  his 
return  the  defendant's  place  of  residence,  nor  even  that  it  was  in  the 
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county  of  New  York ;  and  second,  that  lie  did  not  state  specifically 
whether  such  copies  were  or  were  not  personally  served  upon  the 
defendant  as  required  by  statute.  But  the  decision  was  based  upon 
the  first  ground,  the  court  holding  that  if  the  defendant's  last  place 
of  residence  was  not  in  the  county  of  New  York,  then  the  copies 
should  have  been  left  with  the  person  in  whose  possession  the  goods 
were  found.  Egbert  v.  Watson,  21  How.  429.  The  case  last  cited  was 
decided  under  a  statute  requiring  the  constable  to  serve  a  copy  of  the 
attachment  and  inventory  upon  the  defendant  personally  if  he  can  be 
found  in  the  county,  or  if  he  cannot  be  found  in  the  county,  by  leaving 
the  copy  at  his  last  place  of  residence  ;  or  if  he  has  no  place  of  resi- 
dence in  the  county,  then  with  the  person  in  whose  possession  the 
goods  are  found.  The  present  statute  is  far  more  exacting  in  its 
requirements,  and  the  return  specified  in  that  case  would  be  clearly 
defective  under  the  Code.  See  vol.  1,  p.  15,  §  2910 ;  id.,  p.  16,  §  2915. 
If  there  are  two  or  more  defendants  the  return  should  show  what  was 
done  in  relation  to  each  of  the  defendants.  See  MoDoel  v.  Cook,  2  N. 
Y.  110.     The  forms  of  several  different  returns  will  be  found  below : 

Property  attached,  and  personal  service  made. 
OOUNTT  OF  '  I  «s    ■ 

Town  of  5  )     "  ' 

By  virtue  of  the  within  warrant  of  attachment,  I  did  on  the  28th 

day  of  April,  1882,  at  ,  in   said  county,  attach  and  take  into  my 

custody  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant,   George  M.   Cole, 

mentioned   in  the  inventory  of  which  the    annexed  is  a  copy ;  and 

immediately  thereafter  made  an  inventory  of  the  property  so  attached, 

and  immediately  thereafter,  at  ,  in  said  county,   I   served   the 

within  summons,  warrant  of  attachment,  and   said   inventory   on   the 

said  defendant  *  by  delivering  to  him  personally  a  true  copy  of  said 

summons,  warrant  and  inventory. 

Dated  April  29,  1882. 

RICHARD  JOHNSON,   Constable. 


" ) 


Property  attached  and  copies  left  at  defenda/nfs  residence. 
(^Proceed  to  the  *,  as  in  the  aboviform,  then  add)  by  leaving  a  copy 
of  each,  duly  certified  by  me,  with  Sarali  Cole,  the  wife  of  the  defendant, 
a  person  of  suitable  age  and  discretion,  at  the  last  place  of  residence 
of  the  defendant  in  said  county.  And  I  further  certify  that  said  ser- 
vice was  not  made  by  delivering  a  copy  of  said  summons,  warrant  and 
inventory  to  the  defendant  personally  for  the  reason  that  said  defend- 
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ant  could  not  with  reasonable  diligence  be  found  within  said  county. 
Dated  April  29,  1882. 

EIOHARD  JOHNSON",  Constable. 

Property  taken,  cmd  service  hy  posting  copies,  etc. 

{Proceed  to  the  *  as  i/n  first  form,  then  add)  by  posting  a  copy  of 
each,  duly  certified  by  me,  on  the  outer  door  of  the  defendant's  last 
place  of  residence  in  said  coiinty,  and  also  by  depositing  another  copy 
of  each,  duly  certified  by  me,  inclosed  in  a  sealed  post-paid  wrapper, 
directed  to  said  defendant  at  his  residence  at  ,  in  the  post-office 

at  ,  that  being    the    nearest    post  ofiice.     And  I  further  cer- 

tify that  said  service  was  not  made  by  delivering  a  copy  of  said  sum- 
mons, warrant  and  inventory  to  the  defendant  personally  for  the  reason 
that  said  defendant  could  not  with  reasonable  diligence  be  found  within 
said  county ;  and  also  that  no  person  of  suitable  age  and  discretion 
with  whom  to  leave  said  copies  could  be  found  at  defendant's  last  place 
of  residence  in  said  county. 

Dated  April  29, 18S2. 

RICHAED  JOHNSON,   Constable. 

Property  attached,  defendant  notfoimd,  am,d  no  residence  i/n  county. 

(Proceed  as  infi/rst  form  to  the  *,  then  add)  by  delivering  a  copy 
of  said  summons,  warrant  and  inventory,  duly  certified  by  me,  to  John 
Doe  in  whose  possession  the  property  so  attached  was  found.  And  I 
further  certify  that  the  defendant,  George  M.  Cole,  has  no  place  of 
residence  in  this  county ;  and  that  the  service  of  said  summons,  war- 
rant and  inventory  was  not  made  upon  said  defendant  by  delivering 
copies  thereof  to  him  personally  for  the  reason  that  he  could  not  with 
reasonable  diligence  be  found  within  this  county. 

Dated  April  29,  1882. 

RICHARD  JOHNSON,  Constable. 

§  12.  Application  by  defendant  for  an  order  vacating  tlie  war- 
rant. Whenever  the  property  of  a  defendant  has  been  seized  under 
an  attachment,  in  a  case  not  authorized  by  the  statute,  he  may  obtain 
from  the  justice  who  issued  the  warrant  an  order  vacating  it,  and  by 
this  means  regain  possession  of  the  attached  property.  The  applica- 
tion to  vacate  a  warrant  of  attachment  should  be  made  upon  the  return 
of  the  summons.  It  may  be  founded  upon  the  papers  upon  which  the 
warrant  was  granted,  or  upon  afiidavits  introduced  by  the  defendant 
to  rebut  the  case  made  by  the  plaintiff's  affidavits,  or  upon  both.  If 
the  affidavits  upon  which  the  plaintiff  obtained  the  warrant  of  attach- 
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ment  were  clearly  insuifieient  to  autliorize  the  justice  to  issue  the  war- 
rant by  reason  of  an  omission  to  state  any  fact  required  by  the  statute, 
or  if  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  shows  affirmatively  that  the  case  is  not  one 
in  which  an  attachment  can  legally  issue,  the  motion  to  vacate  the 
warrant  can  properly  be  made  upon  the  papers  upon  which  the  war- 
rant was  granted.  The  motion  to  vacate  should  be  confined  to  the 
papers  upon  which  the  warrant  was  granted  whenever  it  clearly  ap- 
pears from  an  inspection  of  such  papers  that  they  were  insufficient  to 
justify  the  jnstice  in  issuing  the  warrant.  Upon  such  application  the 
plaintiff"  will  be  confined  to  the  papers  upon  which  he  applied  for  the 
attachment,  and  will  not  be  allowed  to  introduce  other  affidavits  to 
supply  omissions  or  cure  defects  in  the  original  papers.  TrouPs  Print- 
ing cmd  Bookbinding  Go.  v.  Hart,  60  How.  190 ;  S.  C.  affirmed,  85  N. 
Y.  500 ;  Stevhen  County  Bank  v.  Alberger,  56  How.  345 ;  S.  C,  75 
N.  Y.  179 ;  Oates  v.  North,  44  id.  271.  This  restriction  upon  the 
introduction  of  additional  proof  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  may  be  of 
material  advantage  to  the  defendant,  and  should  not  be  removed  by 
the  introduction  of  affidavits  controverting  the  facts  stated  in  the 
papers  upon  which  the  warrant  was  granted  except  in  case  of  necessity. 
If,  however,  the  papers  upon  which  the  warrant  issued  made  a 
'prima  facie  case  for  an  attachment,  and  presented  some  legal  and  com- 
petent evidencfe,  no  matter  how  slight  and  inconclusive,  of  every  fact 
essential  to  justify  the  issuing  of  the  warrant,  it  may  be  necessary  for 
the  defendant  to  base  his  application  for  an  order  vacating  the  warrant 
upon  affidavits  either  directly  controverting  the  facts  set  forth  ih  the 
original  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  or  explaining  away  the  inference 
of  an  unlawful  intent  arising  from  those  facts.  Upon  such  an  apfili- 
cation  the  defects  in  the  original  papers  may  be  urged  with  the  sanie 
force  and  effect  as  if  the  motion  was  based  upon  those  papers  only, 
but  the  plaintiff  may  introduce,  in  opposition  to  the  motion,  new  affi- 
davits tending  to  sustain  any  ground  for  the  attachment  recited  in 
the  warrant,  but  no  other.  Yol.  1,  p.  17,  §  2916.  The  right  of  the 
plaintiiff  to  introduce  new  affidavits,  as  above  stated,  depends  upon  the 
fact  that  the  defendant  has  based  his  motion  to  vacate  the  attachment, 
wholly  or  in  part,  upon  proof  by  affidavit  attacking  the  allegations  in 
the  original  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff;  and  not  upon  the  form  or  direct- 
ness of  that  proof.  If  the  defiendant  bases  his  motion  in  part  upon 
an  affidavit  attacking  an  allegation  in  the  plaintiff's  original  affidavit, 
this  will  be  sufficient  to  authorize  the  plaintiff  to  read  hew  affidavits 
sustaining  any  ground  of  attachment  recited  in  the  warrant,  although 
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the  allegation  attacked  was  not  of  material  importance.  Godfrey  v. 
Godfrey,  75  N.  T.  434. 

Upon  a  motion  to  vacate  an  attachment,  the  question  is  not  one  of 
jurisdiction,  but  whether  upon  the  facts  presented  the  attachment  ought 
to  issue ;  and  this  is  so  whether  the  motion  is  founded  upon  the  alleged 
insufficiency  of  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  warrant  was  granted,  or 
upon  affidavits  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant.  Allen,  v.  Meyer,  73 
N.  Y.  1.  If  the  application  is  based  upon  the  original  papers,  and  the 
material  averments  therein  are  made  upon  information  and  belief,  with- 
out stating  the  sources  of  the  information  or  giving  any  reason  why 
the  testimony  of  the  persons  furnishing  the  information  has  not  been 
obtained,  the  justice  should  vacate  the  attachment.  Steuben  County 
Bank  v.  ATberger,  78  IST.  Y.  252.  The  same  course  should  be  pursued 
when  the  original  papers  fail  to  disclose  the  existence  of  a  fact  essential 
to  the  right  to  the  remedy. 

When  the  application  to  vacate  the  attachment  is  founded  upon  affi- 
davits introduced  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  or  upon  such  affidavits 
and  the  papers  upon  which  the  warrant  was  issued,  the  justice  should 
take  into  consideration  all  the  facts  before  him,  whether  stated  in  the 
original  papers  or  in  the  affidavits  introduced  by  the  defendant  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion,  or  in  the  affidavits  of  the  plaintiff  introduced  in 
support  of  any  ground  for  the  attachment  recited  in  the  warranty  ;  and 
upon  all  these  facts,  so  presented,  should  determine  whether  or  not  he 
would  issue  the  attachment  if  that  question  was  then  before  him  for  the 
first  time  upon  an  application  for  the  warrant.  If  he  would,  then  he 
should  deny  the  motion.  If  he  would  not,  he  should  vacate  the  attach- 
ment. If  upon  all  the  facts  the  justice  is  in  doubt  as  to  what  dispo- 
sition should  be  made  of  the  motion,  he  should  vacate  the  attachment. 
Such  at  least  was  the  rule  adopted  by  courts  of  record  in  respect  to  a 
motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest,  and  it  would  seem  to  be  equally  ap- 
plicable to  a  motion  to  vacate  an  attachment. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  defendant  should  appear  generally  in  the 
action  for  the  purpose  of  moving  to  vacate  the  attachment.  A  limited 
appearance  for  the  purpose  of  that  motion  will  be  sufficient.  Manice  v. 
Gould,  1  Abb.  (N.  S.)  255.  In  fact  it  may  be  important  for  the  de- 
fendant to  avoid  a  general  appearance  where  the  simimons  has  not  been 
personally  served  upon  him,  or  upon  a  defendant  jointly  indebted  with 
him.     See  vol.  1,  p.  17,  §§  2917,  2918. 

The  justice  may,  upon  the  return  of  the  summons,  or  at  any  other 
time  to  which  the  action  is  adjourned,  vacate  the  warrant  of  attach- 
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ment  upon  his  own  motion,  if  lie  deems  the  papers  upon  whicli  it  was 
granted  insufficient  to  authorize  it.     Id.,  §  2916. 

Order  vacating  ike  warrant. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Edward  Kenyon 

agst. 
George  M.  Cole. 


Before  Henet  Htidson,  Justice. 


A  warrant  of  attachment  against  the  property  of  the  above-named 
defendant  having  been  issued  by  me  to  accompany  the  summons  in  this 
action,  and  the  defendant  herein  having  applied  to  me  upon  the  return 
of  said  summons  for  an  order  vacating  said  warrant,*  now  on  reading 
and  filing  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant  and  of  John  Doe  in  support  of 
said  application  and  the  affidavits  of  the  plaintiff  and  Richard  Roe  in 
opposition  thereto.* 

Ordered,  That  said  warrant  of  attachment  be  and  is  hereby  vacated 
and  discharged. 

Dated  this  29<A  day  of  April,  1882. 

HENRY  HUDSON,  Justice. 

Order  vacating  warrant  on  original  papers. 
{Insert  in  place  of  matter  included  hetween  the  *  *  in  the  above 
f(mn)  upon  the  ground  that  the  papers  upon  which  it  was  granted 
were  insufficient  to  authorize  it,  and  after  hearing  the  respective  parties 
it  appearing  that  said  papers  were  insufficient  to  authorize  the  issuing 
of  the  warrant  {continue  as  above). 

When  the  warrant  is  vacated  upon  the  motion  of  the  justice  a  slight 
variation  of  the  above  form  will  render  them  available  as  a  guide  in 
drawing  the  order. 

If  the  motion  is  denied,  that  disposition  of  the  matter  may  be  shown 
by  stating  the  fact  after  the  word  "  ordered." 

Vacating  the  warrant  of  attachment  does  not  affect  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  justitje  to  hear  and  determine  the  action  where  the  defendant 
has  appeared  generally  in  the  action,  or  where  the  summons  was  per- 
sonally served  upon  him,  or  where  judgment  may  be  taken  against 
him  as  being  jointly  indebted  with  another  defendant  who  has  been 
thus  summoned,  or  has  thus  appeared.  In  any  other  case,  the  justice 
who  vacates  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the  property  of  the  de- 
fendant must  dismiss  the  action  as  to  him.  Vol.  1,  p.  17,  §  2917. 
26 
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§  13.  Modificatiou  of  the  warraiit  or  increase  Of  security.  On 

the  return  of  the  summons  the  defendant  may  apply  to  the  justice 
who  issued  the  warrant  of  attachment  for  an  order  modifying  it,  or 
directing  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  additional  security,  or  both.  See  vol. 
1,  p.  17,  §  2916.  The  application  may  be  founded  upon  the  papers 
upon  which  the  warrant  was  granted,  or  upon  proof  by  affidavit  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  or  upon  both.  lb.  The  granting  or  denial  of 
the  notice  will  rest  in  the  soiind  discretion  of  the  justice.  While  the 
justice  should  fully  protect  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  by  continuing 
the  attachment  unchanged  when  its  vaHdity  is  undoubted  and  the 
right  to  the  remedy  is  clear,  he  should  at  the  same  time  protect  the 
rights  of  the  defendant  by  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  such  secu- 
rity as  will  indemnify  the  defendant  against  loss  by  reason  of  the 
attachment.  If  the  security  furnished  by  the  plaintiff  is  insufficient 
for  this  purpose  the  justice  should  make  an  order  for  its  increase,  and 
if  the  warrant  of  attachment  operates  with  undue  severity,  and  the 
rights  of  the  plaintiff  may  be  fully  protected  under  a  modified  warrant, 
the  warrant  should  be  modified  accordingly.  In  disposing  of  these 
motions  it  should  be  remembered  that  the  object  of  the  attachment  is 
to  hold  the  property  subject  to  the  final  judgment  which  may  be 
rendered  in  the  action  in  which  the  warrant  issues,  and  not  to  punish 
any  supposed  wrong-doing  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

§  14.  Eifect  of  the  attachment.  The  execution  of  a  warrant  of 
attachment  does  not  divest  the  title  of  the  defendant  to  the  property 
attached  or  prevent  him  from  selling  and  disposing  of  it  subject  to  the 
lien  of  the  attachment.  The  attaching  creditor  acquires  no  absolute 
property  in  the  thing  attached,  but  only  a  specific  lien  thereon,  subject 
to  any  other  lien  existing  thereon  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
warrant.  By  the  seizure  of  the  goods  of  the  defendant  under  the 
warrant  the  constable  acquires  such  a  special  property  in  the  goods  as 
will  enable  him  to  maintain  trover,  trespass  or  replevin  against  any 
person  depriving  him  of  possession  while  he  remains  liable  to  the  at- 
taching creditor  or  to  the  owner  of  the  goods.  If  without  fault  of  the 
officer  or  of  the  attaching  creditor  the  property  attached  is  lost  or  de- 
stroyed, the  loss  will  fall  upon  the  defendant,  who  still  remains  liable 
to  the  plaintiff. 

The  effect  of  vacating  an  attachment  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
justice  to  hear  and  determine  the  action  has  been  already  noticed. 
Ante,  29,  201.  When  the  defendant  has  not  appeared,  and  the  summons 
has  not  been  personally  served  upon  him,  and  the  property  of  the  de- 
fendant has  been  duly  attached  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  which  has  not 
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been  vacated,  the  justice  must  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  ac- 
tion. But  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  justice  in  such  a  case  is  only 
presumptive  evidence  of  indebtedness  in  an  action  subsequently  brouglit, 
and  the  defendant  is  not  barred  from  any  counter-claim  against  the 
plaintiflE.  The  execution  issued  upon  a  judgment  so  rendered  must  re- 
quire the  constable  to  satisfy  it  out  of  the  property  attached,  without 
containing  a  direction  to  satisfy  it  out  of  any  other  property.  Vol.1, 
p.  17,  §  2918. 


CHAPTER  X. 

KEPLEVIN. 

Section  1.  When  the  action  of  repleTin  can  be  maintained.    An 

action  of  replevin  differs  in  many  particulars  from  any  other  action 
which  may  be  brought  in  a  justice's  court.  The  object  of  the  action 
is  to  recover  specific  personal  property  which  the  plaintiff  claims  has 
been  wrongfully  taken,  withheld  or  detained  from  him,  with  or  with- 
out damages  for  such  wrongful  taking,  withholding  or  detention.  In 
many  cases  this  form  of  action  is  the  only  one  which  will  furnish 
adequate  relief.  A  judgment  for  damages  for  the  conversion  of 
property  may  be  of  little  value  when  the  defendant  is  irresponsible  ; 
and  in  many  cases,  any  sum  of  money  which  could  be  recovered  in  an 
action  of  trover  even  against  a  responsible  defendant  would  be  but  a 
poor  equivalent  for  a  chattel  having  a  peculiar  value  to  the  owner. 

The  cases  in  which  this  action  will  lie,  and  the  general  rules  of  law 
relating  to  the  action,  have  been  elsewhere  explained.  Vol.  2,  p.  630. 
There  are  certain  cases  in  which  the  action  will  not  lie.  These  have  been 
enumerated  and  defined  by  the  Code.  Yol.  1,  p.  18.  The  action  is 
brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  county  in  which  the  chattel 
is  found.  Id.,  §  2919.  The  extent  of  the  justice's  jurisdiction  in  such 
actions  has  been  considered  in  a  preceding  chapter.  Ante,  21,  35.  No 
further  discussion  of  these  questions  will  be  attempted  in  this  place. 
The  plaintiff  may  be  satisfied  with  the  remedy  afforded  by  a  judgment 
and  execution  in  replevin,  and  may  make  no  attempt  to  obtain  posses- 
sion of  the  chattel  in  controversy  until  his  right  to  such  possession  has 
been  determined  by  a  judgment.  The  Code  provides  that  if  the  summons 
in  replevin  has  been  personally  served  upon  the  defendant,  or  if  he  ap- 
pears in  the  action,  the  justice  must  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the 
action  although  the  plaintiff  has  not  required  the  chattel  to  be  replevied 
or  the  constable  has  not  been  able  to  replevy  it.  Vol.  1,  p.  24,  §  2933. 
In  such  case  the  judgment  will  determine  the  plaintiff  s  right  to  the 
chattel,  and  if  the  judgment  is  in  the  plaintiff's  favor,  the  possession  of 
the  chattel  may  be  obtained  by  an  execution  issued  upon  the  judgment, 
provided,  of  course,  that  it  is  within  reach  of  that  mandate.     But  if  the 
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plaintiff  is  not  satisfied  with  a  merp  judgment  and  execution  in  tlie 
action,  tlie  Code  furnishes  a  provisional  remedy  by  which  the  chattel 
may  be  taken  from  the  possession  of  the  defendant  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  defendant 
requires  its  return,  and  gives  security,  in  an  amount  not  less  than  twice 
the  value  of  the  chattel,  for  its  delivery  to  the  plaintiff,  if  a  delivery  to 
him  is  adjudged  in  the  action,  or  if  the  action  abates  in  consequence  of 
the  defendant's  death.  It  is  this  provisional  remedy  in  the  action  of 
replevin  which  will  be  considered  in  this  chapter,  and  not  the  action 
itself,  except  so  far  as  the  resort  to  the  remedy  affects  the  process  and 
procedure  therein. 

§  2.  Alfidavit  to  obtain  the  requisition.  At  the  time  when  the 
summons  is  issued  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel,  but  not  after- 
ward, the  plaintiff  therein  may  require  the  chattel  to  be  replevied  by 
obtaining  from  the  justice  a  mandate,  called  a  requisition,  requiring 
the  constable  to  replevy  the  property  in  controversy  on  or  before  a 
day  specified,  which  must  be  at  least  six  days  before  the  return  of  the 
summons.  For  that  purpose,  the  plaintiff  must  deliver  to  the  justice 
an  aflBdavit  particularly  describing  the  chattel  to  be  replevied,  and  con- 
taining the  following  allegations : 

1.  That  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  chattel,  or  is  entitled  to  the 
possession  thereof  by  virtue  of  a  special  property  therein,  the  facts 
with  respect  to  which  must  be  set  forth. 

2.  That  it  is  wrongfully  detained  by  the  defendant. 

3.  The  alleged  cause  of  the  detention  thereof,  according  to  the  best 
knowledge,  information  and  belief  of  the  person  making  the  affidavit. 

4.  That  it  has  not  been  taken  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  against  the 
plaintiff  for  the  collection  of  a  tax,  assessment,  or  fine,  issued  in  pur- 
suance of  a  statute  of  the  State,  or  of  the  United  States ;  or  if  it  has 
been  taken  under  color  of  such  a  warrant,  either  that  the  taking  was 
unlawful  by  reason  of  defects  in  the  process,  or  other  causes  specified, 
or  that  the  detention  is  unlawful,  by  reason  of  facts  specified,  which 
have  subsequently  occurred. 

5.  That  it  has  not  been  seized  by  virtue  of  an  execution  or  warrant 
of  attachment  against  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  any  person 
from  or  through  whom  the  plaintiff  has  derived  title  since  the  seizure 
thereof ;  or,  if  it  has  been  so  seized,  that  it  was  exempt  from  the  seiz- 
ure by  reason  of  facts  specified,  or  that  its  detention  is  unlawful,  by 
reason  of  facts  specified  which  have  subsequently  occurred. 

6.  Its  actual  value.  Vol.  1,  p.  19,  §  1695. 

When  the  aflidavit  describes  two  or  more  chattels  of  the  same  kind, 
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it  must  state  the  number  thereof ;  and  where  it  describes  a  chattel  in 
bulk,  it  must  state  the  weight,  measurement,  or  other  quantity.  Where 
it  describes  two  or  more  chattels  to  be  replevied,  it  may,  at  the  election 
of  the  plaintiff,  state  the  aggregate  value  of  all,  or,  separately,  the 
value  of  any  chattel,  or  of  any  class  of  chattels,  and  the  aggregate 
value  of  the  remainder,  if  any.  Id.,  §  1697. 

This  affidavit  may  be  made  by  the  plaintiff's  agent  or  attorney,  if 
the  material  facts  are  within  his  personal  knowledge,  or  if  the  plaint- 
iff is  not  within  the  county  where  the  attorney  resides  or  has  his  office, 
or  is  not  capable  of  making  the  affidavit.  But  where  the  affidavit  is 
made  by  an  attorney  or  agent,  he  must  state  therein  what  allegations, 
if  any,  are  made  upon  his  information  and  belief ;  and  he  must  set 
forth  therein  the  grounds  of  his  belief,  as  to  all  matters  not  stated  upon 
his  knowledge,  and  the  reason  why  the  affidavit  is  not  made  by  the  plaint- 
iff. Id.,  §  1712. 

The  general  rules  as  to  the  form  and  requisites  of  affidavits  have 
been  stated  in  a  preceding,  chapter.  See  ante,  111.  These  rules  apply 
to  affidavits  in  replevin  as  well  as  in  other  cases. 

The  object  of  the  statute  in  requiring  that  the  plaintiff's  affidavit 
shall  contain  a  particular  description  of  the  property  to  be  replevied  is 
chiefly  to  so  identify  the  property  that  the  constable  executing  the 
requisition  may  have  no  difficulty  in  selecting  and  taking  into  his  custody 
the  identical  chattel  or  chattels  claimed,  and  to  afford  to  the  officer  the 
means  of  justifying  under  his  process  the  seizure  of  property  so  de- 
scribed, if  sued  for  a  trespass  or  conversion  by  some  person  claiming  to 
be  the  owner  thereof.  The  requisition  commands  the  constable  to  re- 
plevy the  property  described  in  the  affidavit,  and  the  latter  instrument 
furnishes  the  only  means  of  identifying  the  property  to  be  taken. 

The  object  of  requiring  the  affidavit  to  state  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty is  obvious.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  is  made  to  depend 
upon  the  value  of  the  property  as  stated  in  the  affidavit ;  and  the 
amount  of  security  required  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of 
applying  for  the  requisition,  or  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  at  the  time 
of  requiring  the  return  of  the  property  replevied,  is  made  to  depend 
upon  this  statement  of  value. 

"When  the  plaintiff  claims  to  be  the  owner  of  the  property  to  be  re- 
plevied, the  direct  allegation  of  such  ownership  will  be  sufficient  with- 
out a  statement  of  facts  tending  to  prove  such  ownership.  A  state- 
ment of  the  facts  as  to  the  plaintiff's  right  is  required  only  when  he 
claims  a  special  property  in  the  goods.  Burns  v.  Bobbins,  1  Code  B. 
62.     And  see  Vanderburgh  v.  Vcm  Valkeriburgh,  8  Barb.  217.     If 
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the  plaintiff  dogs  not  claim  to  be  the  owner  of  the  property,  but  only 
to  be  entitled  to  its  possession  by  virtue  of  a  special  property  therein, 
the  facts  showing  such  property  and  right  of  possession  should  be  so 
set  forth  that  the  justice  can  say  from  those  facts'  that  a  special  prop- 
erty and  right  of  possession  is  made  out.  It  is  not  enough  that  the 
plaintiff  swears  positively  to  his  conclusion  that  he  has  such  property 
and  right  of  possession.  His  conclusion  cannot  be  substituted  for  the 
judicial  conclusion  of  the  justice.  And  if  the  evidence  of  the  facts 
showing  a  special  property  and  right  of  possession  rests  in  a  writing, 
that  must  be  set  forth  as  the  true  basis  of  the  conclusion.  Depew  v. 
Leal,  2  Abb.  131. 

The  law  requires  the  plaintiff  to  state  in  his  affidavit  the  cause  which 
is  assigned  by  the  defendant  for  the  withholding  or  detention  of  the 
property.  The  plaintiff  may  state  this  according  to  his  bestlinowledge, 
information  and  belief.  He  may  know  what  those  grounds  are,  from 
the  declarations  of  the  defendant ;  he  may  know  from  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  transactions  between  himself  and  the  defendant, 
or  he  may  have  heard,  through  some  third  person,  what  claim  the  de- 
fendant makes.  In  all  cases  it  will  be  sufficient  to  allege  what  the 
supposed  cause  of  withholding  or  detention  is,  according  to  the  best 
knowledge,  information  and  belief  of  the  person  making  the  affidavit. 
This  rule  is  the  same  whether  the  plaintiff  or  some  other  person  makes 
the  affidavit. 

After  stating  the  cause  of  the  detention  of  the  property  by  the  de- 
fendant, it  would  be  proper  to  allege  that  the  claim  so  made  by  the 
defendant  is  unfounded. 

It  is  not  strictly  necessary,  however,  to  do  this.  When  the  affidavit 
alleges  once  that  the  withholding  or  detention  is  wrongful,  there  is  no 
need  of  repeating  it,  after  stating  the  alleged  cause  of  detention. 
There  is  no  harm,  however,  in  doing  so.  And  there  may  be  those 
who  would  prefer  to  state  the  alleged  cause  of  detention,  and  then  to 
state  or  show  that  the  claim  is  not  valid  either  in  fact  or  in  law.  For 
instance,  the  defendant  may  claim  to  have  some  lien  upon  the  property 
as  the  cause  of  detention.  The  plaintiff  may  show  in  the  affidavit, 
either  that  the  hen  has  been  discharged,  or  that  in  law  it  never  had  any 
existence. 

The  statute  requires  that  the  affidavit  shall  contain  an  allegation  that 
the  chattel  "  has  not  been  taken  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  against  the 
plaintiff  for  the  collection  of  a  tax,"  etc.  If  a  tax  eoUectpr  illegally 
seizes  the  property  of  A.  to  satisfy  the  tax  of  B.,  A.  can  maintain  an 
action  of  replevin  for  its  recovery.  Stochwell  v.  Veitch,  15  Abb.  41 2  ; 
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Thompson  v.  Button,  14  Johns.  84 ;  Judd  v.  I^ox,  9  Cow.  259 ;  Lake 
Shore,  etc.,  R.  B.  Co.  v.  Roach,  80  N.  Y.  339.  As  the  warrant  in  such 
case  does  not  authorize  or  justify  the  seizure  of  the  property  it  cannot 
properly  be  said  to  be  taken  "  by  virtue  "  thereof.  lb.  But  the  prop- 
erty would  nevertheless  be  taken  "  under  color "  of  such  a  warrant, 
and  the  affidavit  should,  therefore,  specify  the  reason  why  the  taking  was 
unlawful. 

Plaintiff'' s  affidavit. 
JUSTICE'S  COUET. 


David  Johnson 

agat. 
Robert  Jones. 


Before  Riohaed  Hempstead,  Justice. 


County  of  Fulton,  ss.  .• 

David  Johnson,  of  said  county,  being  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the 
plaintiff  above  named  and  is  the  lawful  owner  and  lawfully  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  following  articles  of  personal  property,  namely : 
{Insert  a  particular  and  careful  description  of  the  property) ;  that  said 
property  is  wrongfully  detained  from  the  said  plaintiff  by  the  defend- 
ant ;  that  the  alleged  cause  of  the  detention  thereof,  according  to  the 
best  knowledge,  information  and  belief  of  deponent  is  {here  state  the 
supposed  cause  of  the  detention  of  the  property) ;  that  the  said  property 
has  not,  nor  has  any  part  thereof,  been  taken  by  virtue  of  a  warrant 
against  the  plaintiff  for  the  collection  of  a  tax,  assessment,  or  fine, 
issued  in  pursuance  of  a  statute  of  the  State  or  of  the  United  States, 
nor  has  it  been  seized  by  virtue  of  an  execution  or  warrant  of  attach- 
ment against  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  any  person  from  or 
through  whom  the  plaintiff  has  derived  a  title  to  said  property  since  the 
seizure  thereof,  and  that  the  actual  value  of  said  property  is  $150. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  (  DAVID  JOHISTSON. 

this  18th  day  of  May,  1882.         j 

EiOHAED  Hempstead,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

If  the  affidavit  is  made  by  the  attorney  or  agent  of  the  plaintiff  it 
must  contain  the  additional  matter  required  by  the  statute.  See  ante, 
206.  And  if  the  property  has  been  taken  for  the  collection  of  a  tax, 
or  seized  under  an  execution  or  warrant  of  attachment,  the  form  given 
must  be  modified  so  as  to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute 
in  such  cases.     See  am,te,  205. 
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§  3.  Undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff,  on 
making  application  for  a  requisition,  must  also  deliver  to  the  justice  an 
undertaking,  executed  by  at  least  two  sureties,  who  must  be  approved 
by  the  justice,  to  the  effect  that  the  sureties  are  bound  in  a  specified 
sum,  not  less  than  twice  the  value  of  the  chattel  as  stated  in  the  affidavit, 
for  the  prosecution  of  the  action ;  for  the  return  of  the  chattel  to  the 
defendant,  if  possession  thereof  is  adjudged  to  him,  or  if  the  action 
abates  or  is  discontinued,  before  the  chattel  is  returned  to  the  defend- 
ant ;  and  for  the  payment  to  the  defendant  of  any  sum  which  the 
judgment  awards  to  him  against  the  plaintiff.  Vol.  1,  pp.  18,  19, 
§§  2920  and  1699. 

The  plaintiff  may  or  may  not  join  with  the  sureties  in  the  execution 
of  the  undertaking.  But  in  every  case  the  undertaking  must  be  exe- 
cuted by  at  least  two  sureties,  must  be  joint  and  several  in  form,  must  be 
acknowleged  or  proved,  and  certified  in  the  same  manner  as  a  deed  to 
be  recorded,  and  must  be  accompanied  with  the  affidavit  of  each  surety 
as  to  his  residence  and  pecuniary  ability  as  required  by  the  general  pro- 
visions of  the  statute.     See  vol.  1,  p.  124,  §§  810-812. 

The  statute  does  not  require  that  the  undertaking  shall  be  drawn  in 
any  particular  form  of  words,  but  the  language  used  must  be  to  the 
effect  specified  in  the  section  above  cited. 

The  following  form  is  in  common  use : 

Undertaking  in  replevin. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


David  Johnson 

agst. 
Robert  Jones. 


Whereas,  the  above-named  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  above-named 
defendant,  Robert  Jones,  has  in  his  possession,  and  wrongfully  with- 
holds or  detains  certain  personal  property  belonging  to  the  said  plaintiff 
of  the  estimated  value  of  $150,  and  the  said  plaintiff  is  about  to  com- 
mence an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  said  property;  and 
whereas  the  said  plaintiff  claims  immediate  delivery  of  the  said 
property,  pursuant  to  statute : 

ITow,  thereforp,  we,  James  Marshall,  of  Mayfield,  K  J.,  and 
John  Harrison,  of  Northville,  N.  T.,  do  hereby  jointly  and  severally 
undertake  and  bind  ourselves  in  the  sum  of  $300  (double  the  value  of 
the  chattel)  for  the  prosecution  of  the  said  action,  and  for  a  return  to 
the  said  defendant  of  the  said  property,  if  a  return  thereof  shall  be  ad- 
27 
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judged,  and  for  the  payment  to  the  said  defendant  of  any  such  sum  as 
may,  for  any  cause,  be  recovered  in  said  action  against  said  plaintiff. 
Dated  this  18th  day  of  Mm/,  1882. 

JAMES  MAESHALL, 
JOHN  HARRISON. 
State  of  New  Yoke,  ) 
Fulton  County,      \     ' ' 

On  this  18th  day  of  May,  1882,  before  me,  the  subscriber,  ap- 
peared James  Marshall  and  John  Harrison,  to  me  personally  known  to 
be  the  same  persons  described  in  and  who  executed  the  above  under- 
taking, and  severally  acknowledged  that  they  executed  the  same. 

RICHARD  HEMPSTEAD,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

State  oe  New  York,  ] 
Fulton  OovMl/y,      \ 

James  Marshall  and  John  Harrison,  being  duly  sworn,  say,  and  each 
for  himself  severally  says,  that  he  resides  in  the  county  of  Fulton  and 
State  of  New  York,  and  is  worth  the  sum  of  $600,  over  and  above  all 
debts  and  liabilities  which  he  owes  or  has  incurred,  exclusive  of 
property  exempt  by  by  law  from  levy  and  sale  under  an  execution. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to,  before  me,  )  JAMES  MARSHALL, 

this  18th  day  of  May,  1882.  f         JOHN  HARRISON. 

RiGHAKD  Hempstead,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

I  hereby  approve  the  sureties  to  the  above  undertaking. 

RicHAED  Hempstead,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  statute  provides  for  the  delivery  of  this  imdertaking  to  the  jus- 
tice upon  the  application  for  the  requisition,  and  for  the  issuing  of  the 
requisition  on  the  receipt  by  the  justice  of  the  affidavit  and  undertaking, 
but  makes  no  special  provision  for  the  custody  of  the  undertaking  be- 
tween the  time  of  its  receipt  by  the  justice  and  the  return  day  of  the 
summons,  and  does  not  require  that  a  copy  shall  be  served  upon  the 
defendant.  In  the  same  proceeding  in  courts  of  record  the  under- 
taking is  delivered  to  the  sheriff ;  see  vol.  1,  p.  19,  §  1699 ;  and  he 
is  required  to  serve  a  copy  of  it  upon  the  defendant  as  well  as  a  copy 
of  the  affidavit  and  requisition.  Id.,  p.  20,  §  lYOO.  But  there  is  no 
authority  for  this  procedure  in  an  action  before  a  justice  of  the  peace. 
The  Code  provides  generally  that  a  justice  of  the  peace  must  carefully 
file  and  preserve  each  affidavit  or  other  paper  delivered  to  him  to  be 
filed  in  an  action  or  special  proceeding.  Another  section  of  the  statute 
provides  that  any  undertaking  required  to  be  given  by  the  Code  must 
be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court,  "  except  where,  in  a  special  case, 
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a  different  disposition  thereof  is  directed  by  the  court,  or  drescribed 
in  this  act."  This  section  is  made  applicable  to  proceedings  in  a 
justice's  court,  but  is  limited  by  another  section  declaring  that  when 
a  provision  of  the  Code,  not  contained  in  chapter  19  of  that  act, 
is  made  applicable  to  proceedings  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
relates  to  the  fihng  of  a  paper  in  a  court,  or  with  a  clerk,  the  paper 
must,  in  an  action  or  special  proceeding  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
be  filed  with  the  justice,  unless  he  has  a  clerk  appointed  pursuant  to 
law.  But  it  would  seem  that,  in  an  action  of  replevin  in  justice's 
court,  the  plaintiff's  undertaking  is  not  to  be  filed  by  the  justice  until 
the  defendant  has  had  an  opportunity  to  except  to  the  sureties  therein, 
and  the  sureties  have  justified,  and  the  undertaking  allowed.  See 
vol.  1,  p.  21,  §  2926.  This  cannot  be  done  before  the  return  day  of 
the  summons.  In  the  meanwhile  the  undertaking  should  remain  in 
the  custody  of  the  justice. 

Where  an  action  of  replevin  has  been  discontinued  by  the  delivery 
of  an  answer  showing  that  the  title  of  real  property  will  come  in  ques- 
tion and  the  giving  of  the  undertaking  required  to  be  delivered  to  the 
justice  with  such  answer,  each  undertaking  given  in  the  replevin  pro- 
ceedings before  the  justice  will  continue  to  be  valid  in  and  applicable 
to  the  new  action  brought  thereafter  in  the  Supreme  Court  or  County 
Court.  Vol.  1,  p.  31,  §  2957.  So  the  undertaking  given  by  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  of  replevin  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
extends  to  all  proceedings  and  adjudications  in  the  same  action  through 
every  court  to  which  it  may  be  carried  by  appeal  in  case  the  plaintiff 
is  finally  defeated.  Letson  v.  Dodge,  61  Barb.  125 ;  Tibbies  v. 
O'Connor,  28  id.  538.  Such  at  least  was  the  construction  put  upon 
the  undertaking  required  by  the  old  Code,  which  provided  for  the 
"  payment  to  the  defendant  of  such  sum  as  may,  for  any  cause,  be 
recovered  against  said  plaintiff."  It  is  possible  that  the  courts  vdU 
place  a  different  construction  upon  an  undertaking  "  for  the  payment 
to  the  defendant  of  any  sum  which  the  judgment  awards  to  him 
against  the  plaintiff." 

§  4.  The  requisition.  Upon  receiAdng  the  aflBdavit  and  undertak- 
ing, the  justice  must  indorse  upon  or  attach  to  the  affidavit  a  written 
requisition  subscribed  by  him^  requiring  the  constable  to  whom  the 
summons  is  delivered  to  replevy  the  property  described  in  the  affidavit, 
on  or  before  a  day  specified  in  the  requisition,  which  must  be  at  least 
six  days  before  the  return  day  of  the  summons.  The  afladavit  and 
requisition  must  be  delivered  to  the  constable  with  the  summons. 
Vol.  1,  p.  19,  §  2921. 


212  EEPLEVIN. 


Execution  of  the  requieition. 


The  requisition  is  a  mandate  and  falls  within  the  general  provisions 
of  the  statute  prescribing  the  requisites  of  mandates  issued  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace.     See  ante,  101. 

It  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Requisition  in  replevin. 
JUSTICE'S  COUET. 


David  Johnson 

agst. 
Robert  Jones. 


-  Before  Riohaed  Hempstead,  Justice. 


County  of  Fulton,  ss.  ; 

In  the  name  of  the  People  of  the  State  of  New  York, 

,  To  the  constable  of  said  county,  to  whom  the  summons  herein  i& 
delivered : 

You  are  hereby  required  to  replevy  the  chattels  described  in  the 
within  affidavit  from  the  said  defendant,  Eobert  Jones,  on  or  before 
the  23d  day  of  May,  1882. 

Dated  this  18^A  day  of  May,  1882. 

EICHAED  HEMPSTEAD,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

§  6.  Execution  of  the  requisition.  The  requisition  in  an  action  of 
replevin  should  be  executed  within  the  county  of  the  constable  to  whom 
it  is  delivered  for  service.  If  the  constable  is  able  to  find  any  chattel 
described  in  the  affidavit,  either  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  or  of 
his  agent,  it  is  his  duty  to  forthwith  replevy  it  by  taking  it  into  his 
possession.  Vol.  1,  p.  20,  §  lYOO.  If  any  chattel  described  in  the 
affidavit  is  secured  or  concealed  in  a  building  or  inclosure,  the  constable 
must  publicly  demand  its  delivery.  If  it  is  not  delivered  pursuant  to 
the  demand,  he  must  cause  the  building  or  inclosure  to  be  broken  open 
and  must  take  it  into  his  possession.     Id.,  §  1701. 

In  executing  this  mandate  the  officer  should  be  particular  to  comply 
strictly  with  requirement  of  the  statute  and  the  direction  of  the  man- 
date. The  requisition  commands  him  to  replevy  the  property  described 
in  the  affidavit,  and  and  his  process  will  not  protect  him  in  taking  any 
property  not  so  described.  BvUis  v.  Montgomery,  50  N.  Y.  352; 
Otis  V.  Wiiliams,  70  id.  208.  So  the  statute  authorizes  the  officer 
to  take  the  property  specified  from  the  defendant  named  in  the  action 
or  his  agent ;  and  if  the  officer  takes  the  property  from  another  person 
he  will  be  liable  for  trespass,  and  his  process  will  be  no  protection.  lb. 
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In  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  break  open  a  building  or  inclCsure  to 
take  possession  of  property  concealed  therein,  the  constable  should  do 
as  little  damage  as  possible  to  the  building.  After  gaining  admission 
into  the  building  it  is  the  right  and  duty  of  the  constable  to  search 
thoroughly  every  part  of  it.  If  there  are  inner  rooms  which  are  locked 
or  fastened,  and  the  property  cannot  be  found  in  the  rooms  which  are 
open,  then  the  other  rooms  should  be  broken  open.  If  the  property  is  such 
that  it  may  be  kept  in  chests,  trunks,  bureaus  and  the  like,  and  it  can- 
not be  found  elsewhere  in  the  building,  the  constable  should  break 
these  open  for  the  purpose  of  finding  the  property.  If,  however,  there 
are  any  persons  of  suitable  age  and  discretion  in  the  building,  it  would  be 
proper  to  request  them  to  open  such  inner  doors  as  were  locked,  or  to 
open  such  chests,  trunks,  etc.,  before  breaking  them  open.  It  must  be 
remembered,  however,  that  this  right  to  break  open  a  dwelling-house 
is  a  departure  from  the  ordinary  rule  in  relation  to  the  service  of  civil 
process,  and  that  it  is  not  given  unless  the  property  is  concealed  within 
the  building.  The  same  rule  is  applicable  in  this  case  which  governs 
arrests  upon  civil  process.  A  dwelling-house  may  be  broken  open,  after 
a  proper  demand  and  refusal,  if  the  officer  wishes  to  arrest  a  stranger 
who  is  not  a  member  of  the  family  occupying  the  house.  The  officer 
acts  at  his  peril  in  breaking  a  dwelling-house  in  that  case.  If  he  finds 
such  stranger  there  he  will  be  justified ;  if  he  does  not,  the  breaking  of 
the  house  will  be  a  trespass. 

The  term  "  concealed  "  means  that  the  property  is  kept  close  or  secret, 
or  that  it  has  been  hidden.  The  true  construction  of  the  statute  is  to 
be  found  in  the  intention  and  object  which  was  in  view  in  enacting  it. 
-  Ordinarily  an  officer  would  not  be  justified  in  breaking  into  a  house  to 
take  property  upon  civil  process.  And  if  the  law  permitted  parties  to 
put  property  within  their  dwellings  for  the  pm-pose  of  placing  it 
beyond  the  reach  of  civil  process;  and  if  officers  could  not  lawfully 
take  it  from  such  dwelHngs,  the  result'  would  be,  that  every  person 
who  wished  to  evade  the  law  would  piit  within  his  dwelling-house  all 
property  which  he  wished  to  place  beyond  the  reach  of  the  law  or  its 
officers.  The  reasonable  construction  of  the  statute  is,  that  when  the 
defendant  has  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  put  such  property  into  his 
dwelling-house  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  it  from  being  taken  by 
the  owner  or  by  an  officer,  that  is  a  concealment  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute.  So,  when  the  property  is  of  that  kind  which 
is  usually  kept  in  a  dwelling-house,  if  the  defendant  refuses  to  deliver 
it  to  the  constable  on  a  proper  demand,  that  will  be  within  the  intent 
of  the  statute;  and  it  is  a  concealment  such  as  will  justify  the  constable 
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in  breaking  open  the  building  for  the  purpose,  of  taking  it.  This  con- 
struction carries  into  efEect  the  intention  of  the  law,  which  is,  that  no 
man  shall  use  his  dwelling  as  a  castle  to  protect  him  in  unlawfully 
keeping  the  property  of  another,  person.  This  rule  is  eminently 
proper  and  just.  If  the  defendant  has  unlawfully  taken,  or  he  unlaw- 
fully detains  the  personal  property  of  another ;  and  he  refuses,  upon  a 
proper  demand,  to  surrender  it,  either  to  the  owner  or  to  an  officer  of 
the  law  who  has  legal  process  for  its  recovery  ;  he  who  thus  wantonly 
disregards  the  rights  of  property  of  other  persons  has  little  reason  to 
complain  if  the  law  deals  vigorously  with  one  who  acts  in  direct  viola- 
tion of  its  requirements,  in  contempt  of  its  process,  and  in  resistance  to 
its  officers.  Thus  much  has  been  said  in  relation  to  dwellings  for  the 
reason  that  it  is  in  relation  to  those  buildings  that  most  questions  as  to 
authority  to  enter  would  arise.  All  other  buildings,  such  as  stores, 
shops,  offices,  barns  and  the  like,  and  all  inclosures  may  also  be  broken 
open  after  a  proper  demand,  publicly  made,  as  has  been  already  ex- 
plained. 

After  replevying  a  chattel  the  constable  must  retain  it  in  his  posses- 
sion, keeping  it  in  a  secure  place,  until  the  person  who  is  entitled  to  its 
possession  is  ascertained  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  statute.  Vol.  1, 
p.  20,  §  1702. 

Immediately  after  the  seizure  of  the  property  described  in  the  affi- 
davit, and  at  least  six  days  before  the  return  day  of  the  summons,  the 
constable  must  serve  the  summons,  affidavit  and  requisition  upon  the 
defendant,  by  delivering  to  him  personally  a  copy  of  each,  if  he  can 
with  reasonable  diligence  be  found  within  the  county,  or  if  he 
cannot  be  so  found,  by  leaving  a  copy  of  each,  certified  by  the 
constable,  at  the  last  place  of  residence  of  the  defendant  in  the 
county,  with  a  person  of  suitable  age  and  discretion ;  or  if  such  a 
person  cannot  be  found  there,  by  posting  it  on  the  outer  door,  and  also 
depositing  another  copy  in  the  nearest  post-office,  inclosed  in  a  sealed, 
post-paid  wrapper,  directed  to  the  defendant  at  his  residence ;  or,  if 
the  defendant  has  no  place  of  residence  in  the  county,  by  delivering  it 
to  the  person  in  whose  possession  the  property  replevied  is  found. 
See  vol.  1,  p.  15,  §  2910 ;  id.,  p.  20,  §  2922.  The  service  of  the  summons, 
affidavit  and  requisition  must  be  made  within  the  time  and  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  section  2910  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedm-e 
for  the  service  of  a  summons,  warrant  of  attachment  and  inventory, 
lb.  This  mode  of  service  has  been  already  pointed  out.  See  ante, 
188. 
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§  6.  Exception  to  and  justification  of  the  plaintifPs  sureties. 

A  defendant,  whose  property  lias  been  replevied,  may  elect  between 
two  forms  of  procedure  with  a  view  to  his  protection  against  loss  or 
damage  by  reason  of  the  resort  to  this  provisional  remedy.  He  may 
take  direct  proceedings  to  have  the  property  replevied  immediately  re- 
turned to  him,  as  will  be  noticed  in  the  following  section ;  or,  if  he 
deems  the  return  of  the  property  pending  the  decision  of  the  action 
less  important  than  his  right  of  action  on  the  undertaking  given  by 
the  plaintiff,  or  if  he  is  unable  to  give  the  security  necessary  to  procure 
a  return  of  the  property,  he  may  proceed  to  inquire  into  the  sufficiency 
of  the  security  furnished  by  the  plaintiff's  undertaking,  and  ascertain 
that  the  sureties  therein  are  responsible  persons,  able  to  respond  to  him 
for  the  return  of  the  property  or  for  any  ji^dgment  which  he  may  re- 
cover against  the  plaintiff,  or  if  they  are  not  responsible  persons,  to 
compel  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  a  new  undertaking,  with  sufficient  sure- 
ties, under  the  penalty  of  having  the  property  restored  to  the  de- 
fendant. 

If  the  defendant  does  not  require  the  return  of  the  property  to  him, 
he  may,  at  any  time  after  the  property  is  replevied  and  at  least  two 
days  before  the  return  day  of  the  summons,  serve  upon  the  plaintiff, 
or  upon  the  constable,  a  written  notice  that  he  excepts  to  the  plaintiff's 
sureties.     The  notice  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Notice  of  exertion  to  ^plavtiUff^s  sweties. 
JUSTICES'  COURT. 


John  Doe 
agst. 

J 


Richard  Roe. 


Take  notice  that  I  except  to  the  sureties  in  the  undertaking  given  by 
the  plaintiff  in  this  action. 

Dated  this  20th  day  of  May,  1882. 

EIOHARD  EOE,  Defendant. 
To  John  Doe,  Plaintiff  j  or 
To  John  Stiles,  Gonstable. 

If  such  a  notice  is  served,  the  sureties  must  justify  upon  the  return 
day  of  the  summons,  or  the  plaintiff  must  then  give  a  new  undertak- 
ing, with  other  sureties,  who  must  then  appear  and  justify  before  the 
justice.  Vol.  1,  p.  21,  §  2924.  If,  after  such  notice  has  been  given, 
the  plaintiff  fails  to  procure  the  allowance  of  his  undertaking,  the  con- 
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stable  must  immediately  deliver  the  chattel  to  the  defendant.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  the  plaintiff  duly  procures  the  allowance  of  his  under- 
taking, the  constable  must  immediately  deliver  the  chattel  to  him,  un- 
less a  person,  not  a  party  to  the  action,  has  made  claim  to  the  chattel  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  statute.  Id.,  p.  22,  §  2927.  The  proceed- 
ings in  that  case  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

The  Code  does  not  require  that  a  constable,  upon  whom  the  defend- 
ant has  served  a  notice  that  he  excepts  to  the  plaintiff's  sureties,  shall 
give  seasonable  notice  of  that  fact  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  sureties,  nor 
does  it  allow  any  fee  for  giving  such  notice.  The  fact  will  appear  on 
the  return  day  of  the  summons  from  the  return  of  the  constable,  but 
need  not  be  disclosed  to  the  plaintiff  before  that  time.  It  is,  there- 
fore, important  that  the  plaintiff  should  in  every  case  be  prepared 
to  proceed  with  the  justification  of  his  sureties  upon  the  return  day  of 
the  summons  unless  he  is  certain  that  the  defendant  has  waived  all  ob- 
jection to  the  sureties  by  omitting  to  give  written  notice  of  exception 
within  the  time  allowed  for  that  purpose. 

For  the  purpose  of  justification  each  of  the  sureties  must  attend  be- 
fore the  justice  upon  the  return  day  of  the  summons,  and  be  examined 
on  oath,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  touching  his  sufficiency  in  such 
manner  as  the  justice,  in  his  discretion,  thinks  proper.  If  required  by 
the  defendant's  attorney,  the  examination  must  be  reduced  to  writing 
and  subscribed  by  the  surety.  Vol.  1,  p.  22,  §  580.  The  sureties  must 
each  be  a  resident  of  the  State  and  be  a  householder  or  freeholder 
therein.  Each  surety  must  be  worth  the  sum  specified  in  the  under- 
taking, exclusive  of  property  exempt  from  execution.  If  there  are 
more  than  two  sureties  in  the  undertaking,  the  justice  may  allow  them 
to  justify  severally  in  sums  less  than  that  specified  in  the  undertaking, 
if  the  whole  justification  is  equivalent  to  that  of  two  sufficient  sureties. 
Id.,  pp.  21,  22,  §  5Y9.  If  the  justice  finds  the  sureties  sufficient,  he  must 
annex  the  examination  to  the  undertaking,  indorse  his  allowance  thereon, 
and  file  it.  The  constable  is  thei'eupon  exonerated  from  liability,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the  chattel  re- 
plevied unless  it  has  been  claimed  by  a  stranger  as  before  stated. 
Id.,  pp.  21,  22,  §§  2926,  2927,  and  581.  But  if  the  plaintiff  fails  to 
procure  the  allowance  of  his  undertaking,  the  constable  must  immedi- 
ately deliver  the  chattel  to  the  defendant.     Id. ,  §  2927. 

The  examination  may  be  in  the  following  form : 
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Momnmation  qfjolaintiff'^s  sureties. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

1 


David  Johnson 

affst. 
Robert  Jones. 


I 


On  this  24th  day  of  May,  1882,  personally  appeared  before  Eichard 
Hempstead,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in 
the  county  of  Fulton,  at  his  office  in  said  town,  James  Marshall  and 
John  Harrison,  sureties  in  the  annexed  undertaking,  and  were  each 
severally  and  duly  examined,  upon  oath,  touching  their  qualifications 
as  sureties,  which  said  examination  was  reduced  to  writing  by  said  jus- 
tice, at  the  request  of  the  defendant's  attorney,  and  subscribed  by  said 
sureties  as  follows,  viz. : 

State  of  New  Yoek,  ) 
County  of  Fulton,  j 

James  Marshall,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  one  of  the 
sureties  named  in  and  who  executed  the  annexed  undertaking  and 
resides  in  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the  said  county  and  State ; 
that  he  is  a  farmer,  and  is  the  owner  in  fee  of  one  hundred  acres 
of  land,  in  said  town,  which  is  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of  $30 
per  acre ;  that  said  land  is  free  from  all  liens  and  incumbrances ;  that 
he  is  the  owner  of  stock,  horses  and  farming  implements  worth  at  least 
$500  ^  that  the  debts  which  he  owes  and  the  liabilities  which  he  has  in- 
curred do  not  exceed  the  siim  of  $800  ;  and  that  he  is  worth  the  sum 
of  $1,800  over  and  above  all  such  debts  and  Uabilities,  exclusive  of 
property  exempt  by  law  from  levy  and  sale  under  execution. 

And  the  said  John  Harrison,  being  duly  sworn,  says  : 

{Insert  testimony  of  this  surety.) 

Taken  and  sworn  before  me,  this  )  JAMES  MARSHALL, 

24:th  day  of  May,  1882.  f  JOHN  HARRISON. 

RicHAED  Hempstead,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 
The  allowance  of  the  undertaking  may  be  expressed  in  the  single 
word  "  allowed,"  with  the  date  and  signature  of  the  justice  added. 
This  should  be  indorsed  upon  the  \mdertaking. 

§  7.    Return  of  property  to  the  defendant.     As  has  been  stated, 
if  the  defendant  excepts  to  the  plaintiff's  sureties  and  the  plaintiff 
afterward  fails  to  procure  the  allowance  of  his  undertaking,  the  con- 
stable must  immediately  return  the  property  to  the  defendant.     So 
28 
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where  the  defendant  has  not  excepted  to  the  plaintifE's  sureties,  he 
may  require  the  return  to  him  of  the  property  replevied  by  serving 
upon  the  justice  the  statutory  notice,  affidavit  and  undertaking,  and 
procuring  the  allowance  of  the  latter  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the 
statute.  These  papers  may  be  served  upon  the  justice  at  any  time 
before  the  return  day  of  the  summons.  The  notice  to  be  served  is 
merely  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant  requires  the  return  of  the 
chattel  replevied,  and  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Notice  reguirmg  return  ofprojperi/y 

JUSTICE'S  COUKT. 


David  Johnson 

agst. 
Robert  Jones. 


r 


J 


Please  take  notice  that  I  require  the  return  of  the  chattel  replevied 
in  the  above  entitled  action. 

Dated  this  ^Zd  day  of  May,  1882. 

EOBEKT  JOISTES,  Defendant. 

To  EiCHAED  Hempstead,  Esq.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

If  the  plaintiff  has  stated  separately  in  his  affidavit  the  value  of  one 
or  more  chattels  or  classes  of  chattels,  the  defendant  may  require  the 
return  of  any  or  all  of  the  chattels  or  classes  of  chattels,  the  value  of 
which  is  thus  stated,  or  of  such  portion  thereof  as  has  been  replevied. 
Vol.  1,  p.  19,  §  1697 ;  id.,  p.  21,  §  2925.  In  such  case,  the  notice  served 
by  the  defendant  should  specify  what  chattel  or  chattels  he  requires 
returned.  This  may  be  done  by  adopting  the  description  of  the  prop- 
erty contained  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit. 

The  affidavit  to  be  served  upon  the  justice  with  the  notice  must  con- 
tain an  allegation,  either  that  the  defendant  is  the  owner  of  the  chattel, 
or  that  he  is  lawfully  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof  by  virtue  of  a 
special  property  therein,  and,  in  the  latter  case,  must  set  forth  the  facts 
with  respect  to  such  special  property.  Vol.  1,  p.  21,  §  1704.  And  see 
ante,  206,  207, 

This  affidavit  may  be  made  by  an  agent  or  attorney  if  the  material 
facts  are  within  his  personal  knowledge,  or  if  the  defendant  is  not 
within  the  county  where  the  property  was  replevied,  or  is  not  capable  of 
making  the  affidavit.  When  the  affidavit  is  made  by  an  attorney  or 
agent,  he  must  state  therein  what  allegations,  if  any,  are  made  upon 
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his  information  and  belief ;  and  he  must  set  forth  therein  the  grounds 
of  his  belief,  as  to  all  matters  not  stated  upon  his  knowledge,  and  the 
reason  why  the  affidavit  is  not  made  by  the  defendant.  Yol.  1,  p.  19, 
§  1712. 

The  undertaking  to  accompany  the  notice  and  affidavit  must  be  exe- 
cuted by  at  least  two  sureties,  and  must  be  to  the  effect  that  they  are 
bound  in  a  specified  suni,  not  less  than  twice  the  value  of  the  chattel 
as  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  delivery  of  the  chattel 
to  the  plaintiff,  if  delivery  thereof  is  adjudged,  and  for  the  payment 
to  him  of  any  sum  which  the  judgment  awards  against  the  defendant. 
Vol.  1,  p.  21,  §§  1704,  2925. 

Defendomt^ s  undertaking  in  replevin. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


David  Johnson 

agat. 
Robert  Jones. 


Before  Richard  Hempstead,  JusUce. 


Whereas,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  claims  the  delivery  to  him  of 
certain  chattels  specified  in  the  affidavit  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
for  that  purpose,  of  the  alleged  value  of  $150,  and  has  caused  the 
same  to  be  taken  by  a  constable  of  the  county  of  Fulton  pursuant  to 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  but  the  same  has  not  yet  been  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff ;  and,  whereas,  the  defendant  requires  a  return  of  the 
chattels  replevied : 

Now,  therefore,  we,  Harvey  Lake,  of  the  town  of  Perth,  county  of 
Fulton,  by  occupation  a  farmer,  and  Michael  Hollenbeck,  of  the  same 
place,  by  occupation  a  butcher,  do  hereby  jointly  and  severally  under- 
take and  become  bound  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $300,  for  the  de- 
livery of  the  said  chattels  to  the  plaintiff,  if  delivery  thereof  is  ad- 
judged, and  for  the  payment  to  him  of  any  sum  which  the  judgment 
awards  against  the  defendant. 

Dated  the  23<?  day  of  Mwy,  1882. 

HARVEY  LAKE, 
MICHAEL  HALLENBECK. 

This  undertaking  should  be  acknowledged  or  proved  as  in  other 
cases,  but  no  affidavit  of  justification  need  be  added  at  the  time  of  ser- 
vice. The  sureties  must  justify  before  the  justice  upon  the  return  of 
the  summons.  Vol.  1,  p.  21,  §  2925. 
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It  is  customary  to  indorse  upon  the  undertaking  a  notice  in  the  fol- 
lowing form : 

To  RicHAKD  Hempstead,  Esq.,  Justice  of  the  Peace ; 

Take  notice,  that  the  within  is  an  undertaking  given  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant  herein,  to  require  the  return  of  the  chattels  taken  herein, 
and  that  the  sureties  in  said  undertaking  will  jxistify  by  and  before  said 
justice  upon  the  return  of  the  summons. 

Yours,  etc., 

EGBERT  JONES,  Defendamt. 

Upon  the  return  day  of  the  summons  the  sureties  may  be  examined 
upon  oath  as  to  their  property  and  qualifications  by  the  plaintiff  or 
his  attorney  in  such  manner  as  the  justice,  in  his  discretion,  thinks 
proper.  If  required  by  the  plaintiff,  or  his  attorney,  the  examination 
must  be  reduced  to  writing  and  subscribed  by  the  sureties.  If  the  jus- 
tice finds  the  sureties  sufficient,  he  must  annex  the  examination  to  the 
undertaking,  indorse  his  allowance  thereon,  and  file  it  with  the  other 
papers  in  the  case.  The  qualification  of  the  sureties  is  the  same  as  that 
of  the  sureties  in  the  plaintiff's  undertaking,  and  the  proceedings  upon 
the  examination  of  the  sureties,  and  the  allowance  of  the  undertaking 
are  the  same  in  both  cases.     See  ante,  215. 

Upon  the  allowance  of  the  undertaking  by  the  justice  the  constable 
must  immediately  deliver  the  chattel  to  the  defendant.  Yol.  1,  p.  22, 
§  2927.  The  constable  is  exonerated  from  all  liability  upon  the  filing 
with  the  justice  of  the  defendant's  undertaking  duly  allowed.  Vol. 
1,  p.  21,  §  2926.  But  the  statute  contemplates  that  the  property 
shall  be  immediately  delivered  to  the  defendant ;  and  if,  instead  of  de- 
livering the  property  to  the  defendant,  the  constable  should  deliver  the 
property  to  the  plaintiff,  without  the  defendant's  consent,  before  judg- 
ment and  execution  in  the  action,  he  would  forfeit  to  the  defendant 
the  sum  of  $100,  and  also  be  liable  to  him  for  all  damages  sustained  by 
reason  of  the  wrongful  delivery.     See  vol.  1,  p.  22,  §  2928. 

If  the  property  replevied  consisted  of  two  or  more  chattels,  separ 
rately  valued  in  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  has 
required  the  return  of  a  part  only  of  the  chattels  replevied,  the  remain- 
der must  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  unless  a  third  person  interposes  a 
claim  thereto.     Vol.  1,  p.  19,  §  169Y. 

If  the  defendant,  after  requiring  the  return  of  the  property,  fails  to 
procure  the  allowance  of  his  undertaking,  the  constable  must  immedi- 
ately deliver  the  property  to  the  plaintiff,  unless  a  stranger  has  inter- 
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posed  a  claim  to  the  property,  as  will  be  hereafter  noticed.  Yol.  1, 
p.  22,  §  2927. 

If  the  defendant  causes  the  discontinuance  of  the  action  by  interpos- 
ing a  plea  of  title  to  lands  and  giving  the  undertaking  required  in  such 
case,  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  brings  a  new  action  for  the  same 
cause,  in  the  proper  court,  the  undertaking  given  in  the  action,  before 
the  justice,  to  procure  a  return  of  the  property  replevied  will  continue 
to  be  valid  in  such  new  action,  and  will  be  applicable  thereto.  Yol.  1, 
p.  31,  §  2957. 

§  8.  Claim  to  possession  by  a  person  not  a  party.  If  a  person, 
not  a  party  to  the  action,  claims,  as  against  the  defendant,  a  right  to 
the  possession  of  the  property,  existing  at  the  time  when  it  was  re- 
plevied, he  may,  at  any  time  before  the  property  is  actually  delivered 
to  either  party,  make  and  deliver  to  the  constable  an  affidavit,  stating 
that  he  makes  such  a  claim  ;  specifying  the  chattel  or  chattels  to  which 
it  relates,  if  two  or  more  chattels  have  been  replevied,  and  the  claim  re- 
lates only  to  part  of  them  ;  and  setting  forth  the  facts  upon  which  his 
right  of  possession  depends.  Yol.  1,  p.  22,  §  1709.  This  affidavit  may 
be  made  by  the  claimant's  agent  or  attorney  if  the  material  facts  are 
within  his  personal  knowledge,  or  if  the  claimant  is  not  within  the 
county  where  the  property  was  replevied,  and  capable  of  making  the 
affidavit.  Where  the  affidavit  is  made  by  the  attorney  or  agent,  he 
must  state  therein  what  allegations,  if  any,  are  made  upon  information 
and  belief,  and  must  set  forth  therein  the  grounds  of  his  belief,  as  to 
all  matters  not  stated  upon  his  knowledge,  and  the  reason  why  the  affi- 
davit is  not  made  by  the  claimant.    Id.,  p.  19,  §  1712. 

Ilpon  the  delivery  of  this  affidavit  to  the  constable,  he  may,  in  his 
discretion,  before  he  delivers  the  chattel  to  the  plaintiff,  serve  upon  the 
plaintiff,  personally,  or  upon  the  person  who  appears  for  him  before  the 
justice,  a  copy  of  the  affidavit,  with  a  notice  that  he  requires  indemnity 
against  the  claim. 

The  indemnity  to  be  furnished  to  the  constable  by  the  plaintiff  upon 
a  claim  made  as  above  provided  must  consist  of  a  written  undertaking 
to  the  constable,  executed  by  at  least  two  sureties,  to  the  effect  they  will 
indemnify  him  against  any  liability  for  damages,  costs  or  expenses  to 
be  incurred  in  an  action  brought  against  him  by  the  claimant,  or  a  per- 
son deriving  title  from,  or  through  the  claimant,  by  reason  of  the  taking 
or  detention  of  the  chattel,  or  its  delivery  to  the  plaintiff,  not  exceed- 
ing a  sum,  to  be  specified  in  the  undertaking,  not  less  than  the  actual 
value  of  the  chattel  claimed,  and  $250  in  addition  thereto,  if  that  does  not 
amount  to  more  than  $300.  The  sum  specified  in  the  undertaking  need 
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not,  in  any  case,  exceed  $300,  whatever  may  be  the  actual  value  of  the 
chattel.  Each  of  the  sureties  besides  possessing  the  other  quahfications 
required  by  law,  must  be  a  freeholder  or  householder  of  the  constable's 
county.   Vol.  1,  p.  22,  §  2929;  id.,  p.  23,  §  1711. 

The  demand  for  indemnity  being  made  upon  the  return  day  of  the 
summons,  the  plaintiff  may  be  wholly  unprepared  to  furnish  it  at  once. 
The  constable  should,  therefore,  allow  the  plaintiff  a  reasonable  time 
in  which  to  procure  sureties,  and  prepare  his  undertaking,  if  he  desires 
such  time.  If  the  plaintiff  does  not  furnish  the  indemnity  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  he  becomes  entitled  to  a  delivery  of  the  chattel, 
the  constable  may,  in  his  discretion,  deliver  it  to  the  claimant  without 
incurring  any  liability  to  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  so  doing.  Vol.  1, 
p.  23,  §  1709.  If  the  plaintiff  furnishes  the  undertaking,  he  is  entitled 
to  the  delivery  of  the  property  to  him,  in  case  he  would  have  been 
so  entitled,  if  no  claim  had  been  made.  See  Ma/mimg  v.  Keenrni, 
73  N.  Y.  45.  But,  before  delivering  the  chattel  to  the  plaintiff,  the 
constable  may  require  the  persons  offered  as  sureties  to  submit  to  an 
examination  before  the  officer  who  takes  the  acknowledgment  of  the 
undertaking.  See  vol.  1,  p.  23,  §  1711.  The  proceedings  will  be  the 
same  as  upon  the  examination  of  the  sureties  in  the  undertaking  given 
by  the  plaintiff  on  applying  for  the  requisition.     See  ante. 

When  the  defendant,  instead  of  the  plaintiff,  is  entitled  to  the  de- 
livery of  the  property  replevied,  the  claim  of  a  third  person,  made  in 
the  mode  prescribed  by  the  statute,  will  not  affect  his  rights.  Under 
the  old  Code,  when  a  claim  by  a  third  person  had  been  made  as 
required  by  that  act,  the  constable  was  not  bound  to  keep  the  property, 
nor  deUver  it  to  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  plaintiff,  on  demand,  indeijini- 
fied  the  officer  against  the  claim.  See  Code  of  Procedure,  §  216.  It 
was  held  in  one  case  that  this  section  of  the  old  Code  was  intended 
simply  for  the  protection  of  the  sheriff,  in  case  he  should  deliver  the 
property  to  the  plaintiff,  and  not  to  sanction  its  delivery  to  the  defend- 
ant ;  and  that,  upon  a  claim  by  a  third  party,  a  failure  of  the  plaintiff 
to  give  a  proper  indemnity  did  not  entitle  the  officer  to  deliver  the 
property  to  such  third  party,  but  that  he  could  merely  permit  the  de- 
fendant, from  whose  possession  the  property  was  taken,  to  resume  it, 
by  relinquishing  it  himself.  Haskins  v.  Kelly,  1  Rob.  160;  S.  C,  1 
Abb.  (N.  S.)  63.  In  another  case  it  was  said  that  the  officer  having  in 
his  possession  property  which  he  has  taken  from  another,  in  which  he 
has  himself  no  personal  right,  and  as  to  which  he  is  no  longer  bound  to 
exercise  an  official  power,  must  of  necessity  either  retrace  his  steps  and 
restore  the  property  to  the  defendant,  from  whom  he  took  it,  or  deliver 
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it  to  the  claimant.  Mcmvrdng  v.  Keenan,  73  N.  Y.  45,  54.  But  the 
provision  of  the  old  Code  that  the  officer  shall  not  be  bound  to  keep 
the  property  after  such  claim  has  been  made  and  indemnity  refused  is 
not  retained  in  the  present  Code,  and  the  right  of  the  officer  to  cease  to 
act  in  such  case  no  longer  exists.  If  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  re- 
turn of  the  property  but  for  the  claim  of  a  third  person,  delivery  must 
still  be  made  to  him  notwithstanding  such  claim. 

The  liability  of  the  constable  to  a  claimant  of  the  property  replevied 
will  be  noticed  hereafter.     See  §  10,  post,  226. 

The  following  forms  may  be  of  use  in  proceedings  of  this  nature : 
Affidamt  of  davmomt. 
JUSTICE'S  COITKT. 


David  Johnson 

(igst. 
Robert  Jones. 


-  Before  KiOHAim  Hempstead,  Justice. 


State  of  New  Toek,  1       . 
Cov/nty  of  Fulton,    j     ' ' 

Alexander  McGreggor,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  an  action  is  pend- 
ing before  Richard  Hempstead,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town 
of  Mayfield,  in  said  county,  between  David  Johnson,  plaintiff,  and 
Robert  Jones,  defendant,  to  recover  the  following  property :  {desari^e  it 
asm  the  plaintiff's  affda/oit)  that  John  Stiles,  a  constable  of  said  town, 
has  taken  said  property  by  virtue  of  a  requisition  issued  by  said  justice  in 
said  action ;  that  at  the  time  said  property  was  so  taken  under  said 
requisition,  deponent  was  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof  as  against 
the  defendant ;  that  deponent's  right  to  the  possession  thereof  at  the 
time  aforesaid  depends  upon  the  following  facts :  ijiere  state  fully 
the  facts  v/pon  which  the  right  to  possession  depends)  and  that  de- 
ponent now  claims  as  against  the  defendant  the  right  to  the  pos- 
session of  said  property. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  )       ALEXANDER  McGREGGOR. 
me,  this  23d  day  of  May,  1882.  j 

RiCHAED  Hempstead,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Notice  to  plaintiff  of  clarnn  hy  thi/rd  person. 

{Title  of  ca/use  as  in  previous  form.) 

Please  take  notice  that  Alexander  McGreggor  claims  the,  property 
replevied  by  me  in  this  action ;  that  he  has  served  upon  me  an  affidavit, 
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of  which  the  annexed  is  a  copy ;  and  that  I  require  indemnity  against 
said  claim. 

{Date.)  JOHN  STILES,  Constable. 

To  David  Johnson,  plaintiff. 

Plaintiff'' s  undertaking  to  the  constable. 
{Title  of  the  cause.) 

Whereas,  John  Stiles,  a  constable  of  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the 
county  of  Fulton,  has  taken  into  his  possession  and  now  holds,  by 
virtue  of  a  requisition  issued  in  the  above-entitled  action  by  Kichard 
Hempstead,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  said  county,  the  following  prop- 
erty :  {describe  it)  and  whereas,  one  Alexander  McGreggor  claims  the 
right  to  the  possession  thereof,  and  has  delivered  to. said  constable  an 
affidavit  as  required  by  law,  a  copy  of  which  has  been  served  upon  the 
plaintiff  by  said  constable,  with  a  notice  that  he  requires  indemnity 
against  said  claim.  Now,  therefore,  we,  James  Jackson,  of  the  town 
of  Mayfield  aforesaid,  by  occupation  a  manufacturer,  and  Patrick  Flinn 
of  the  same  town,  by  occupation  a  mason,  do  jointly  and  severally  un- 
dertake and  become  bound  to  the  said  John  Stiles  in  a  sum  not  exceed- 
ing $300,  that  we  will  indemnify  him  against  any  liability  for  damages, 
costs  or  expenses  to  be  incurred  in  an  action  brought  against  him  by 
said  Alexander  McGreggor,  or  any  person  deriving  title  from,  through 
or  under  the  said  Alexander  McGreggor,  by  reason  of  the  taking  or 
detention  of  said  property  or  its  delivery  to  the  plaintiff. 

{Date.)  {Signatures,) 

{Add  acknowledgment,  justification  and  a/pproval^ 

§  9.  The  return.  The  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to 
obtain  a  return  of  the  property  replevied,  or  on  the  part  of  a  d^mant 
of  such  property,  must  be  commenced  before  the  return  day  of  the 
summons,  and  may  precede  the  return  of  the  summons  and  requisition. 
The  constable  must,  on  or  before  the  return  day  of  the  summons,  make 
a  return  to  the  requisition,  under  his  hand,  and  file  it,  with  the  affidavit 
and  requisition,  with  the  justice.  The  return  must  state  all  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  constable  under  the  requisition  ;  the  manner  in  which 
the  summons,  affidavit,  and  requisition  were  served ;  and  if  they  were 
served  otherwise  than  by  delivering  the  requisite  copies  to  the  defend- 
ant, the  reason  therefor,  and  the  name  of  the  person  to  whom  the 
copies  were  delivered,  unless  his  name  is  unknown  to  the  constable,  in 
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which  case  the  return  must  describe  him  so  as  to  identify  him  as  nearly 
as  possible.  Vol.  1,  p.  20,  §  2923. 

The  form  of  returns  to  a  warrant  of  attachment  given  upon  a  pre- 
ceding page  may  be  readily  varied  so  as  to  furnish  a  form  for  a  return 
to  a  requisition. 

The  following  form  may  be  followed  in  ordinary  cases  : 

Constablis  return. 
County  of  Fulton",  ss.  : 

I  certify  that  on  the  20th  day  of  May,  1882,  at  the  residence  of 
the  defendant,  Robert  Jones,  in  the  town  of  Mayfield  in  said  county,  1 
served  the  foregoing  summons,  affidavit  and  requisition  upon  said  de- 
fendant personally  by  delivering  to  and  leaving  with  him  a  copy  of 
said  summons,  affidavit  and  requisition ;  that  at  the  same  time  and 
place  I  found  in  the  possession  of  said  defendant  and  forthwith  replevied 
by  taking  into  my  possession  the  following  chattels  described  in  the 
foregoing  affidavit,  namely :  (describe  yroperiy  replevied)  and  that  I 
now  hold  said  chattels  in  my  possession. 

And  I  further  certify  that  on  the  22d  day  of  May,  1882,  the 
defendant  served  upon  me  the  annexed  notice  that  he  excepts  to  the 
plaintiff's  sureties. 

{Date.)  JOHN  STILES,  Constable. 

§  10.  Custody  of  the  property  and  liability  of  constable.  A  con- 
stable, upon  replevying  a  chattel,  must  retain  it  in  his  possession,  keep- 
ing it  in  a  secure  place,  until  the  person  who  is  entitled  to  its  posses- 
sion is  ascertained,  and  must  then  deliver  it  to  that  person  upon  request 
and  payment  of  his  lawful  fees  and  necessary  expenses  for  taking  and 
keeping  it.  Vol.  1,  p.  20,  §  1702.  The  person  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property  pending  the  suit  should  be  ascertained  upon  the 
return  of  the  summons,  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant.  If 
the  defendant  has  excepted  to  the  plaintiff's  sureties,  and  the  plaintiff 
has  procured  the  allowance  of  his  undei'taking,  he  is  entitled  to  the 
immediate  delivery  of  the  property  as  against  the  defendant.  But 
if  he  has  failed  to  procure  the  allowance  of  his  undertaking, 
then  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the 
property.  If  the  defendant  has  required  the  return  of  the  property 
replevied,  and  has  procured  the  allowance  of  his  undertaking,  he  is 
entitled  to  the  immediate  delivery  of  the  property  to  him  ;  but  if  he 
has  failed  to  procure  the  allowance  of  his  undertaking,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled,  as  against  the  defendant,  to  the  immediate  delivery  of  the 
29 


226  REPLEYIN. 


Custody  of  the  property  and  liability  of  constable. 


property.  If  the  defendant  has  neither  excepted  to  the  plaintiff's 
sureties  nor  required  the  return  of  the  property  replevied  within  the 
time  prescribed  for  that  purpose,  then  the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  as 
against  the  defendant,  to  the  immediate  delivery  of  the  property  to  him. 
If  the  defendant  has  required  a  return  of  a  part  of  the  property  re- 
plevied as  hereinbefore  stated,  and  has  procured  the  allowance  of  his 
undertaking,  he  is  entitled  to  the  immediate  delivery  of  that  part  of 
the  property,  and  as  against  him,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  im- 
mediate possession  of  the  remainder.  Vol.  1,  p.  19,  §  1697 ;  id.,  p.  22, 
§  2927. 

A  constable  who  delivers  to  another  party,  without  the  consent  of 
the  other,  a  chattel  replevied  by  him,  except  as  above  stated,  or  by 
virtue  of  an  execution  issued  upon  a  judgment  in  the  action,  forfeits 
to  the  party  aggrieved  the  sum  of  $100,  and  is  also  liable  to  him  for  all 
damages  which  he  sustains  thereby.     Yol.  1,  p.  22,  §  2928. 

When  the  defendant  has  excepted  to  the  plaintiff's  sureties,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  procured  the  allowance  of  his  undertaking  and  filed 
it  with  the  justice,  the  liability  of  the  constable  to  the  defendant  is  at 
an  end.  Id.,  p.  21,  §  2926.  So  when  the  defendant  has  required  the 
return  of  the  property,  given  the  statutory  undertaking,  procured  its 
allowance,  and  filed  it  with  the  justice,  the  liability  of  the  constable  to 
the  plaintiff  ceases.  lb.  Henceforth,  each  party  must  seek  his  remedy 
for  any  wrong  done  him  by  the  delivery  of  the  property  to  the  adverse 
party  as  required  by  statute,  in  the  execution  issued  in  the  action,  or  in 
an  action  upon  the  undertaking  given  for  his  protection,  and  not  by 
action  against  the  officer. 

If  a  third  person  has  made  claim  to  the  property  and  served  the 
statutory  affidavit,  and  the  constable  has  demanded  indemnity  against 
the  claim,  which  the  plaintiff  has  declined  to  furnish,  the  officer  will 
incur  no  liabihty  to  the  plaintiff  if  he  delivers  the  property  to  the 
claimant.  Id.,  §  1709.  Nor  will  the  officer  incur  any  liability  to  the 
defendant  by  making  such  delivery,  if  the  plaintiff  would  have  been 
entitled  to  the  delivery  of  the  property  to  him  had  such  claim  not  been 
made.  The  defendant  has  his  remedy  upon  the  undertaking  given  by 
the  plaintiff  upon  procuring  the  requisition,  in  case  a  delivery  of  the 
pi'operty  to  him  shall  ultimately  be  adjudged.  So  if  a  third  person  has 
made  claim  to  the  property  replevied  by  serving  the  affidavit  prescribed 
by  the  statute,  and  the  plaintiff,  on  demand  of  the  constable,  has  fur- 
nished indemnity,  and  obtained  a  delivery  of  the  property  to  him,  the 
constable  will  incur  no  liability  to  the  defendant  by  making  such  de- 
livery, if  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  delivery  had  such 


EEPLEYIN.  227 


Custody  of  the  property  and  liability  of  constable. 


claim  not  been  made.  In  neither  case  has  any  right  of  the  defendant 
been  violated  by  such  act  of  the  constable.  In  taking  the  property 
from  the  defendant  or  his  agent  in  the  first  instance,  the  constable  but 
followed  the  requirements  of  his  process,  and  for  that  taking  the  pro- 
cess is  his  justification.  If  the  defendant  has  neglected  to  except  to  the 
plaintiff's  sureties,  or  to  require  a  return  of  the  property  to  him  within 
the  time  allowed  for  that  purpose,  or  if,  having  required  the  return  of 
the  property,  he  has  failed  to  have  his  undertaking  allowed,  his  failure 
to  obtain  a  re-delivery  of  the  property  is  due  to  his  own  neglect.  If  he 
has  excepted  to  the  plaintiffs  sureties,  and  the  latter  has  procured  the 
allowance  of  his  undertaking,  such  allowance,  as  we  have  seen,  entitled 
the  plaintiff  to  a  delivery  of  the  property  and  exonerated  the  constable 
from  liability.  In  either  case,  the  defendant  having  neither  the  legal 
right  to  the  custody  of  the  property  during  the  pendency  of  the  action, 
nor  the  right  to  require  the  officer  to  retain  it  in  his  possession  during 
such  time,  sustains  no  legal  injury  by  the  delivery  of  the  property  to 
the  plaintiff  or  the  claimant.  He  is  fully  protected  by  the  undertaking 
given  to  him  by  the  plaintiff.  If,  however,  the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  the  delivery  of  the  property  to  him  at  the  time  a  third  person 
claimed  the  right  to  its  possession  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
the  statute,  and  the  constable,  in  violation  of  that  right,  delivers  the 
property  to  the  claimant,  he  makes  such  delivery  at  his  own  risk. 

How  far  the  constable  is  liable  to  the  actual  owner  of  the  property 
replevied,  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  replevin  action,  is  not  easily  de- 
termined from  the  statute  or  the  authorities.  The  Code  provides  that 
a  person  not  a  party  to  the  action  who  has  made  claim  to  the  chattel 
replevied  by  the  service  of  the  affidavit  prescribed  by  section  1709  of 
that  act  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  constable  who  has  delivered 
the  chattel  to  the  plaintiff  to  recover  his  damages,  by  reason  of  the  tak- 
ing, detention,  or  delivery  of  the  chattel,  but  that  the  summons  in  such 
action  must  be  issued  within  three  months  after  the  delivery  of  the 
chattel  to  the  plaintiff,  and  must  be  served  witin  three  months  after  it 
is  issued.  Vol.  1,  p.  23,  §  lYlO.  It  also  provides  that  an  action  can- 
not be  maintained  against  the  constable  by  a  person  entitled  to  make  a 
claim  except  as  prescribed  in  the  section  above  cited.  lb.  There  is  no 
hardship  in  this  provision  of  the  statute  rendering  the  constable  liable 
to  the  claimant  for  the  delivery  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  property  re- 
plevied in  disregard  of  the  claim  inade.  The  officer  may  demand  in- 
demnity against  the  claim,  and  relieve  himself  from  liability  by  a 
delivery  of  the  property  to  the  claimant  in  case  such  indemnity  is  not 
furnished.     If  the  indemnity  is  not  furnished,  he  must  deliver  the 
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property  to  the  plaintiff,  if  otherwise  entitled  to  the  delivery  ;  but  he 
has  his  remedy  upon  the  undertaking  given  for  his  indemnity,  not  only 
for  damages  costs  and  expenses  incurred  in  the  action  brought  against 
him  by  the  claimant,  but  for  any  liability  for  such  damages,  costs  and 
expenses.  The  officer  is  afforded  an  opportunity  of  protecting  himself 
against  insolvent  sureties,  and  they  may  be  sul)stituted  as  defendants  in 
the  action  against  him.  See  vol.  1,  p.  23,  §  2911.  If  he  does  not  de- 
mand and  secure  full  indemnity  from  the  plaintifE  before  delivering  the 
property  to  him,  he  must  answer  for  his  folly. 

"Whatever  liability  a  constable  may  afterward  incur  in  the  custody 
or  disposition  of  a  chattel  replevied,  lie  incurs  no  liability  to  the  defend- 
ant or  any  other  person  in  the  mere  primary  execution  of  the  requisition 
according  to  its  commands.  So  far  his  process  protects  him  from  all 
liability.  But  after  a  third  person  has  duly  made  a  claim  to  the 
property  replevied,  a  liability  to  an  action  in  behalf  of  the  claimant 
arises  by  virtue  of  such  claim,  and  against  this  liability  the  officer  is 
not  protected  by  his  process.  Mcunning  v.  Keenan,  73  N.  Y.  45. 
But  the  only  way  in  which  such  third  party  can  assert  his  claim  is  by 
an  affidavit  made  and  served  upon  the  constable  as  prescribed  in  section 
1Y09  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  See  Edgerton  v.  Moss,  6  Abb. 
189.  And  the  only  action  which  will  lie  against  the  officer  after  such 
claim  has  been  made  is  an  action  to  recover  the  damages  sustained  by 
the  claimant  by  reason  of  the  taking  and  detention  of  the  chattel  or  its 
delivery  to  the  plaintifE.  Vol.  1,  p.  23,  §  1710.  If,  however,  the  con- 
stable has  disregarded  the  commands  of  his  process,  and  has  taken  prop- 
erty not  described  in  the  affidavit,  or  has  taken  property  described 
therein  from  the  possession  of  a  person  other  than  the  defendant  or  his 
agent,  he  is  a  trespasser,  and  he  will  not  be  protected  by  his  process 
against  any  form  of  action  the  owner  of  the  property  taken  may  bring 
against  him,  nor  by  any  or  all  of  the  provisions  of  the  Code.  The 
owner  is  not  bound  to  make  his  claim  by  affidavit  against  a  trespasser. 
King  v.  Orser,  4  Diier,  431 ;  Otis  v.   Williams,  70  IST.  Y.  203. 

§11.  Trialof  the  action  and  judgment  therein.  The  proceedings 
for  the  examination  of  the  sureties  in  the  undertaking  given  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintifE  or  defendant  are  to  be  had  on  the  return  of  the 
summons.  This  preliminary  matter  being  disposed  of,  the  issue  is 
joined  and  the  trial  proceeds  as  in  other  actions.  If  the  defendant  has 
not  required  the  return  of  the  chattel  replevied,  pending  the  action,  he 
may  still  demand  judgment  for  its  return  in  his  answer  either  with  or 
without  damages  for  the  taking,  withholding  or  detention.  Vol.  1, 
p.  23,   §  2930 ;     Delin  v.  Stohl,  2  Civ.  Pro.  222.     If  the  plaintiff 
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seeks  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  to  the  chattel,  or  for  its  depre- 
ciation in  value  while  it  was  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of 
the  defendant,  he  must  set  forth  the  facts  in  his  complaint  and  demand 
judgment  for  damages  accordingly.     Yol.  1,  p.  24,  §  1722. 

Where  the  summons  has  been  personally  served  upon  the  defendant, 
or  where  he  appears,  the  justice  must  proceed  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine the  action,  although  the  plaintifE  has  not  required  the  chattel  to 
be  replevied,  or  the  constable  has  not  been  able  to  replevy  it.  Id., 
§  2933.  Where  the  defendant  does  not  appear,  and  the  summons  has 
not  been  personally  served  upon  him,  and  a  chattel  or  part  of  a  chattel, 
to  recover  which  the  action  is  brought,  has  been  replevied,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings thereupon  have  been  duly  taken  as  prescribed  in  the  statute, 
the  justice  must  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  action  with  respect 
to  that  chattel  or  part  of  a  chattel,  or  if  the  action  is  brought  to  re- 
cover two  or  more  chattels,  with  respect  to  those  which  have  been 
replevied,  in  like  manner  and  with  like  effect  as  if  the  summons  had 
been  personally  served.     Id.,  §  2932. 

If  the  action  is  tried  before  a  jury,  the  verdict  must  fix  the  damages, 
if  any,  of  the  prevailing  party.  If  in  favor  of  the  plaintifE,  and  the 
chattel  recovered  was  injured  or  otherwise  depreciated  in  value  while 
it  was  in  the  possession  and  under  the  control  of  the  defendant  under 
such  circumstances  that  the  plaintifE  might  recover  damages  for  the 
injiiry  or  depreciation  in  an  action  brought  against  the  defendant  there- 
for, he  may  recover  the  same  damages  in  this  action,  provided  he  has 
set  forth  the  facts  in  his  complaint  and  demanded  judgment  for  such 
damages.  Id.,  §§  1722,  1 726.  If  the  verdict  awards  to  the  plainti£E  a 
chattel  which  has  not  been  replevied,  it  mutst  also  fix  the  value  of  the 
chattel  at  the  time  of  the  trial.  So  if  the  verdict  awards  to  the  plaint- 
iff a  chattel  which  has  been  replevied,  but  has  afterward  been  delivered 
by  the  constable  to  the  defendant,  or  to  a  person  not  a  party  who  has 
made  claim  to  the  same  as  provided  by  the  statute,  it  must  fix  the 
value  of  the  chattel  at  the  time  of  the  trial.  lb.  When  tlie  verdict 
awards  to  the  defendant  a  cluittel  which  has  been  replevied  and  after- 
ward delivered  by  the  constable  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  a  third  person 
making  the  statutory  claim  to  the  same,  it  must  fix  the  value  of  the 
chattel  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  unless  in  one  of  the  following  cases  : 

1.  When  the  plaintiff  is  the  general  owner  of  the  cliattel  but  it  was 
rightfully  distrained  doing  damage,  and  its  value  is  greater  than  the 
damages  sustained  by  the  defendant  by  the  injury  for  which  it  was 
distrained,  in  which  case  those  damages  must  be  fixed  instead  of  the 
value  of  the  chattel ;  and 
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2.  When  the  plainti£E  is  the  general  owner  of  the  chattel,  but  the  de- 
fendant has  a  special  property  therein,  and  the  value  of  the  chattel  is 
greater  than  the  value  of  the  special  property,  or  the  sum  charged  upon 
the  chattel  by  reason  thereof,  in  which  case  the  value  of  the  special 
property,  or  the  sum  so  charged,  must  be  fixed  instead  of  the  value  of 
the  chattel.     lb.  And  see  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1727. 

The  rules  applicable  to  the  verdict  of  the  jury  in  replevin  are  of 
course  equally  applicable  to  the  decision  of  the  justice  in  case  the  ac- 
tion is  tried  before  him  without  a  jury,  except  that  his  decision  need 
not  be  announced  or  appear  otherwise  than  in  the  judgment. 

The  form  of  the  judgment  in  replevin  is  peculiar,  and  depends  to  a 
considerable  extent  upon  the  prior  proceedings  in  the  action.  In  case 
of  a  jury  trial  the  judgment  will  of  course  follow  the  verdict. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  must  award  to  him  possession  of  the  chattel 
recovered  by  him,  with  his  damages,  if  any.  If  a  chattel  recovered 
was  not  replevied,  the  judgment  must  also  award  to  him  the  sum  fixed 
as  its  value,  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant,  if  possession  of  the  chattel  is 
not  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  Vol.  1,  p.  24,  §  1730.  The  value,  as  we 
have  seen,  will  be  fixed  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury  or  the  decision  of 
the  justice.  This  judgment  will  be  proper  only  when  the  justice  has 
obtained  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant  either  by  an  ap- 
pearance in  the  action  or  by  the  personal  service  of  the  summons  upon 
him  (see  vol.  1,  p.  24,  §  2933),  as  jurisdiction  of  the  person  or  the 
specific  property  of  the  defendant  is  essential  to  the  right  to  make  any 
adjudication  in  respect  to  such  property.  See  id.,  §  2932.  If  the 
chattel  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  was  replevied,  but  was  afterward  de- 
livered to  the  defendant,  or  to  a  third  person,  not  a  party  to  the  action, 
who  has  made  a  proper  claim  to  it,  the  judgment,  besides  awarding 
to  the  plaintiff  the  possession  of  the  chattel,  with  his  damages,  if  any, 
must  also  award  to  him  the  sum  fixed  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury  or  by 
the  justice  as  the  value  of  the  chattel,  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant,  if 
possession  thereof  is  not  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.     Id.,  §  1730. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant,  where  he  has  demanded  judgment  for 
the  return  of  a  chattel  which  was  replevied  and  afterward  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  a  third  person,  not  a  party  to  the  action,  who  has 
made  the  statutory  form  of  claim  to  the  same,  must  award  to  the  de- 
fendant the  possession  of  the  chattel,  with  his  damages,  if  any,  and  also 
the  sum  fixed  as  the  value  thereof,  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  if  pos- 
session is  not  delivered  to  the  defendant.  lb.  If,  however,  the  plaint- 
iff' is  the  general  owner  of  the  chattel  replevied,  but  it  was  rightfully 
distrained  doing  damage,  and  those  damages  have  been  fixed  instead  of 
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the  value  of  the  chattel  as  provided  in  section  1727  of  the  Code  ;  or, 
if  the  plaintiff  is  the  general  owner  of  the  chattel  replevied,  and  the 
defendant  has  a  special  property  therein,  and  the  value  of  such  special 
property,  or  the  sum  charged  upon  the  chattel  by  virtue  thereof,  has 
been  fixed,  instead  of  the  value  of  the  chattel,  as  provided  in  the  same 
section,  the  judgment  for  the  defendant  must  award  to  him  the  sum 
so  fixed,  and,  if  it  is  not  collected,  the  delivery  of  the  chattel,  or,  if 
the  chattel  has  not  been  replevied,  or  has  been  returned  to  the  defend- 
ant after  replevin,  judgment  for  the  defendant  must  award  that  he  is 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  chattel,  until  the  sum  so  awarded  is 
collected,  or  otherwise  paid.  lb. 

The  Code  makes  no  special  provision  for  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  in  a  case  not  included  within  section  1727,  where  the 
property  has  not  been  replevied,  or  where  it  has  been  replevied  and  after- 
ward returned  to  the  defendant.  The  judgment  in  such  case  would 
fall  within  the  general  provision  of  the  Code  "  that  where  a  verdict,  or 
the  decision  of  the  justice  upon  a  trial  without  a  jury,  is  rendered  in 
favor  of  either  party,  the  justice  must  render  judgment  against  the  ad- 
verse party  in  conformity  thereto,  except  as  is  otherwise  specially  pre- 
scribed by  law."     Vol.  1,  p.  44,  §  3014. 

The  mode  of  enforcing  a  judgment  in  replevin  will  be  noticed  here- 
after. 


CHAPTER  XI. 

APPEAEANCE. 

Section  1.  What  is  meant  by  appearance.  An  appearance,  in  a 
legal  sense,  means  something  more  than  the  mere  personal  presence  of 
the  parties  before  the  justice. 

To  constitube  an  appearance,  the  party  must  do  some  act  or  take 
some  step  in  the  action.  When  the  names  of  the  parties  are  called  by 
the  justice,  on  the  return  day  of  process,  at  the  proper  time,  if  either 
party  is  present  and  refuses  to  answer  to  his  name,  or  if  he  merely  an- 
swers to  it  by  saying  "  here,"  and  then  refuses  to  put  in  any  pleading, 
or  to  take  any  other  step  in  the  action,  there  will  not  be  any  legal  ap- 
pearance by  the  party  who  thus  neglects  or  refuses  to  act.  Fanning  v. 
Trowbridge,  5  Hill,  428,  430,  People  v.  Wilgus,  5  Denio,  68,  62. 
The  same  rule  applies  to  an  appearance  at  any  adjourned  day.  An  ap- 
pearance may  be  general  or  special.  A  general  appearance  is,  when  a 
party  appears  in  the  action  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  action,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  litigating  the  cause  upon  the  merits,  and  upon  any  or 
aU  the  questions  which  may  arise  in  the  cause.  A  special  appearance 
is,  when  the  party  appears  for  the  sole  purpose  of  making  some  motion 
or  objection,  raising  some  question,  or  pleading  some  special  matter 
which  does  not  relate  to  the  merits  of  the  action,  but  to  some  irregu- 
larity in  the  pleadings,  some  personal  privilege,  or  a  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion of  person  or  property,  or  to  something  of  a  similar  character. 

An  appearance  will  be  deemed  to  be  a  general  one,  unless  the  party 
states  that  it  is  a  special  appearance ;  and  in  that  case,  he  ought  to  state 
distinctly  the  purpose  for  which  he  appears.  The  justice  ought  to 
make  an  entry  in  his  minutes  whether  the  appearance  was  a  general  or  a 
special  one  ;  and  if  special,  he  should  also  state  the  particular  grounds 
or  purpose  of  such  appearance.  This  entry  ought  also  to  be  made  in 
his  docket  in  entering  judgment  in  the  action. 

§  2.  When  to  appear.  Except  when  an  order  of  arrest  has  been 
issued  in  an  action  the  summons  wUl  specify  the  day  and  hour  fixed 
for  the  appearance  of  the  parties  before  the  justice,  and  the  parties 
must  appear  within  one  hour  thereafter.  The  statute  requires  the  jus- 
tice to  wait  one  hour  after  the  time  specified  in  the  summons  for  its  re- 
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turn,  unless  the  parties  sooner  appear.  Yol.  1,  p.  10,  §  2893.  An  ap- 
pearance within  this  time  will  be  suflScient. 

The  parties  may,  if  they  please,  disregard  the  time  fixed  for  their 
appearance  in  the  summons,  and  appear  and  join  issue  at  an  earlier 
day.  This  act  of  the  parties  will  give  the  justice  jurisdiction  to  pro- 
ceed to  hear  and  determine  the  action  as  fully  as  an  Ippearance  in  obe- 
dience to  the  summons. 

Where  an  order  of  arrest  accompanies  the  summons,  the  latter  is  made 
returnable  immediately  upon  the  arrest  of  the  defendant.  If  the  con- 
stable returns  that  he  has  notified  the  plaintiff  of  the  arrest,  the  plaint- 
iff must  appear  within  one  hour  after  the  defendant  is  brought  before 
the  justice.  If  the  officer  does  not  so  return,  the  plaintiff  must  appear 
and  join  issue  within  twelve  hours  after  the  defendant  is  brought  before 
the  justice.     Yol.  1,  p.  11,  §  2899  ;  id.,  p.  26,  §  2934. 

§  3.  Non-appearance  of  the  justice.  It  sometimes  happens  that 
the  justice  himself  is  absent  at  the  time  fixed  for  the  appearance  of  the 
parties.  The  statute  has  not  provided  for  such  a  case,  but  the  decisions 
of  the  Supreme  Court  will  furnish  a  guide  to  the  practice  upon  that 
point. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  an  action  is  discontinued  if  the  justice  does  not 
appear  at  the  place  mentioned  in  the  summons  at  the  hour  appointed, 
or  within  one  hour  after  that  time.  Stodda/rd  v.  Holmes,  1  Cow.  245  ; 
Wiest  V.  Critsinger,  4  Johns.  IIY;  Flint  v.  Gcmlt,  15  Hun,  213. 

Neither  party  is  bound  to  wait  a  longer  time  than  that  for  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  other,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  justice  should  be 
permitted,  to  detain  the  parties  any  longer  time  than  that. 

When  a  defendant  has  appeared  at  the  proper  time  and  place 
mentioned  in  the  process,  and  he  has  there  waited  one  hour  for  the 
justice  to  appear,  and  he  still  continues  absent,  the  defendant  may  then 
leave.  It  would  be  an  intolerable  injustice  to  a  defendant  if  he  were 
compelled  to  wait  several  hours,  and  perhaps  a  whole  day,  for  the 
return  of  a  justice  to  attend  to  his  business,  or  in  default  of  such 
waiting,  to  run  the  risk  of  such  jiidgment  as  the  justice  might  render 
in  his  absence. 

It  is  sometimes  said  that  a  justice  may  thus  remain  absent  for  several 
hours,  and  then  proceed  and  render  a  valid  judgment  in  the  absence  of 
the  defendant,  if  the  justice  was  officially  engaged. 

The  ease  of  Hunt  v.  Wiohwvre,  10  Wend.  102,  is  generally  cited  for 

this  proposition,  but  it  does  not  decide  any  such  thing.     The  facts  in 

that  case  were  briefly  these  :     Foot  was  justice,  Wickwire  plaintiff,  and 

Hunt  defendant,  in  an  action  in  a  justice's  court.     The  action  was 
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oommenced  by  warrant ;  issue  was  joined,  and  the  cause  adjourned  a 
few  days  for  trial,  at  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon.  Hunt  appeared  on 
the  day  of  trial  with  his  witnesses,  and  waited  for  the  justice's  appear- 
ance until  five  o'clock,  p.  m.,  when  he  left,  the  justice  not  having  ap- 
peared. After  the  defendant  Hunt  had  left,  the  justice  appeared,  and 
in  the  absence  of  Hunt  a  judgment  was  rendered  against  him,  and  an 
execution  issued,  upon  which  he  was  arrested.  Hunt  then  sued  Foot, 
the  justice,  and  Wickwire,  the  plaintiff,  for  a  false  imprisonment,  and 
on  the  trial  of  that  action,  it  appeared  that  the  reason  why  the  justice 
did  not  appear  at  the  proper  time  was,  that  he  was  engaged  as  one  of 
the  officers  of  the  board  in  holding  a  town  meeting,  and  that  he  attended 
to  the  trial  of  the  suit  before  him  as  soon  as  his  official  duties  at  the 
town  meeting  were  discharged.  It  was  also  claimed  that  Hunt  agreed 
with  Wickwire  that  the  cause  need  not  be  tried  until  after  the  town 
meeting  closed.  The  jury  found  that  there  was  such  an  agreement, 
and  they,  therefore,  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  Hunt  then 
moved  for  a  new  trial,  but  that  was  denied,  on  the  ground  that  the 
agreement  was  a  conclusive  defense  to  the  action.  And  the  court  ex- 
pressly declined  to  pass  upon  the  question,  whether  the  judgment  would 
be  void,  or  merely  erroneous,  in  case  an  action  was  discontinued  by 
such  a  delay. 

It  is,  however,  well  settled,  that  the  justice  would  be  protected  in 
such  a  case,  however  erroneous  the  judgment  may  be.  It  is  not 
absolutely  void.  Whenever  the  justice  fails  to  appear  at  the  time  and 
place  mentioned  for  the  return  of  process,  or  within  one  hour  there- 
after, and  the  defendant  has  been  present  and  waited  for  that  length  of 
time  and  then  left,  the  justice  should  refuse  to  proceed  in  the  action. 
MoCarty  v.  MoPherson,  11  Johns.  407.  But  if  the  defendant  is  still 
present,  although  more  than  an  hour  has  elapsed,  the  justice  may  then 
proceed  to  call  the  cause,  and  the  parties  will  be  bound  to  appear,  even 
if  it  is  an  hour  and  a  half  after  the  proper  hour.  Cornell  v.  Bennstt, 
11  Barb.  657. 

There  is  another  class  of  cases  in  which  the  justice  is  not  absent  from 
the  place  mentioned  for  the  return  of  the  process,  but  he  is  officially 
engaged  at  the  time.  The  proper  course  for  the  justice  in  that  case 
will  be,  to  call  the  cause  at  the  proper  time,  and  then  postpone  further 
proceedings  in  it  until  his  previous  engagements  are  disposed  of.  By 
pursuing  such  a  course  there  will  not  be  any  room  for  misunderstanding, 
and  neither  party  will  have  any  advantage  over  the  other.  The  justice 
must,  however,  proceed  with  the  cause  at  the  earliest  possible  moment, 
and  if  he  does  so,  his  proceedings  will  be  entirely  regular.     Myer  v. 
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Msher,  15  Johns.  504;  Wilcox  y.  Clement,  i  Denio,  160;  Hvnt  v. 
Wickwire,  10  Wend.  103,  language  of  Savage,  Ch.  J. 

If  the  justice  is  absent  on  the  return  day  of  process,  or  upon  the 
adjourned  day,  the  parties  may  still  try  the  cause  if  they  choose,  either 
by  an  express  agreement,  or  by  proceeding  to  trial  without  objection. 
Weeks  v.  Lyon,  18  Barb.  530;  SeyTnour  v.  Bradfield,  35  id.  49; 
Nellis  V.  MoOarn,  id.  115.  And  such  trial  may  be  on  any  subsequent 
day.  lb. ;  Stoddard  v.  Holmes,  1  Cow.  245.  But  the  agreement  to 
try  the  cause  in  that  manner  will  not  bind  any  one  but  those  who  are 
parties  to  it.  And  if  there  are  several  defendants,  and  one  of  them 
proceeds  to  trial,  the  proceedings  will  be  regular  as  to  him,  but  not  as 
to  those  defendants  who  did  not  agree  to  the  arrangement,  and  who 
did  not  appear  at  the  trial.     Stoddard  v.  Holmes,  1  Cow.  245. 

If  the  defendant  insists  upon  specified  conditions  before  he  will  con- 
sent to  try  the  cause,  the  conditions  must  be  complied  with,  or  the  de- 
fendant is  not  bound  to  try  it ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  proceeds  with  the 
cause  in  the  defendant's  absence,  and  without  performing  such  condi- 
tions, any  judgment  which  he  may  recover  will  be  reversed.  Weeks  v. 
Lyon,  18  Barb.  530. 

§  4.  Non-appearance  of  the  plaintiff.  The  Code  provides  that  a 
judgment  of  nonsuit,  with  costs,  must  be  rendered  against  a  plaintiff 
prosecuting  an  action  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  if  he  fails  to  appear 
within  one  hour  after  the  summons  is  returnable,  or  within  one  hour 
after  the  time  to  which  the  trial  has  been  adjourned.  Yol.  1,  p.  44, 
§  3013 ;  Morris  v.  Bleakley,  1  Hilt.  90.  So  if  the  defendant  has 
been  arrested,  the  plaintiff  notified,  and  a  return  to  that  effect  made 
by  the  constable,  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  must  be  rendered  against 
the  plaintiff  unless  he  appears  within  an  hour  after  the  defendant  is 
brought  before  the  justice.     Yol.  1,  p.  11,  §  2899. 

In  an  old  case,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  plaintiff  did  not  ap- 
pear within  the  hour  following  the  time  fixed  in  the  summons,  but  the 
defendant  was  present,  and  insisted  that  the  justice  shoiild  call  the 
cause  and  nonsuit  the  plaintiff.  The  justice  refused  to  do  so,  but  in- 
formed the  defendant  that  he  would  call  the  cause  within  five  minutes 
of  such  time ,  the  defendant  objected  to  this  and  left  the  justice's  office. 
After  he  left,  and  within  five  minutes  of  the  proper  time  for  calhng  the 
cause,  the  plaintiff  appeared  and  proceeded  with  the  cause  in  the 
absence  of  the  defendant,  and  obtained  a  judgment  against  him. 
The  Supreme  Court  reversed  this  judgment  and  held  that  a 
justice  had  no  authority  to  compel  the  defendant  to  wait  five 
minutes  for  the  appearance  of  the  plaintiff.      Wilcox  v.   Clement,  4 


236  APPEAEANCE. 


Non-appearance  of  defendant. 


Denio,  160.  But,  if  the  plaintiff  is  near  the  office,  and  is  seen  to  be 
approaching  it,  for  the  purpose  of  appearing  in  the  action,  the  justice 
may  refuse  to  call  the  cause  and  nonsuit  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant 
will  be  bound,  in  such  a  case,  to  wait  until  the  plaintiff  arrives,  if  that 
is  within  a  few  minutes.  And  if  the  justice  informs  the  defendant 
that  he  will  call  the  cause  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff  can  reach  the  office, 
the  defendant  will  be  bound  to  wait  so  long  or  lose  his  defense  if  he 
leaves  the  com-t.  Barber  v.  Parker,  11  Wend.  51.  In  another  case, 
Cornell -v.  Bennett,  11  Barb.  657,  the  summons  was  returnable  at  one 
o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  but  the  justice  did  not  appear  until  half-past 
three.  The  defendant  was  still  present  in  the  justice's  office,  and  the 
justice  then  called  the  cause,  but  the  defendant  refused  to  answer. 
The  cause  was  tlien  tried,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  judgment.  The  de- 
fendant was  called  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  on  this  trial. 
This  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  on  the  ground  that 
the  defendant  had  willfully  abandoned  the  suit. 

The  same  rule  would  be  applicable  if  the  plaintiff  failed  to  appear, 
and  the  defendant  remained  until  he  did  appear,  and  then  refused  to 
make  any  defense. 

§  5.  Non-appearance  of  defendant.  The  omission  of  an  appear- 
ance by  the  justice,  or  by  the  plaintiff,  will  generally  be  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  costs,  and  the  plaintiff  may  commence  another  action.  But  if 
a  defendant  fails  to  appear  in  proper  season,  there  may  be  a  final  judg- 
ment against  him,  which  will  be  a  bar  to  any  further  litigation  of  the 
same  matter,  and  it  may  also  deprive  him  of  the  advantage  of  a  set-off. 
It  is,  therefore,  of  much  importance  to  a  defendant  to  know  what  his 
rights  are,  and  what  remedy  he  has  in  such  cases. 

There  are  some  general  rules  which  are  now  well  established,  and 
those  rules  will  be  stated  without  giving  the  cases  at  length,  as  is  some- 
times done. 

1.  If  the  defendant  appears  at  the  return  day  of  the  process  at  the 
time  specified,  or  within  one  hour  of  that  time,  that  is  sufficient. 

2.  If  the  defendant  appears  on  the  return  day  of  the  process,  and 
the  justice  and  the  plaintiff  are  still  present  in  court,  the  defendant 
may  interpose  his  answer  or  defense  as  a  matter  of  right,  even  if  the 
plaintiff  had  previously  piit  in  his  complaint,  and  the  cause  had  been 
adjourned  to  a  subsequent  day  for  trial,  and  for  the  purpose  of  allow- 
ing the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  getting  his  witnesses.  Pickert  v. 
Dexter,  12  Wend.  150 ;  Lowther  v.  Crummie,  8  Cow.  8Y. 

3.  If  the  defendant  appears  on  the  return  day  of  the  process,  but 
not  at  the  time  mentioned,  nor  within  an  hour  of  it,  he  may  still  in- 
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terpose  his  defense,  if  the  plaintiff  is  proceeding  with  the  trial  on  that 
day,  and  such  trial  is  then  progressing.  The  plaintiff  must  be  supposed 
to  have  been  ready  for  trial,  or  he  would  not  have  proceeded  with  it, 
and  he  has  no  reason  for  depriving  the  defendant  of  a  defense  upon 
the  return  day.  The  justice  may,  however,  receive  the  answer  of  the 
defendant,  and  then  adjourn  the  cause  on  motion  of  either  party,  in  the 
same  manner  as  though  the  trial  had  not  been  commenced.  A  refusal 
to  receive  such  defense,  or  to  adjourn  the  cause  in  such  a  case,  will 
be  a  ground  for  reversing  the  judgment.  Sweei  v.  Coon,  15  Johns.  86  ; 
Atwood  v.  Austin,  16  id.  180  ;  Lowther  v.  Crummie,  8  Cow.  87 ; 
Pickert  v.  Dexter,  12  Wend.  150. 

Neither  party  is  supposed  to  be  prepared  to  try  a  litigated  cause  on 
the  return  day  of  the  process.  For,  until  the  pleadings  are  put  in  and 
issue  joined,  neither  party  can  know  what  the  other  will  claim,  and, 
therefore,  neither  can  be  ready  with  such  evidence  as  he  may  need. 

The  plaintiff  may,  perhaps,  be  ready  to  try  the  cause  on  the  return 
day  if  no  defense  is  interposed.  But  he  may  be  totally  unprepared  to 
meet  the  defense  set  up  if  one  is  interposed.  The  plaintiff  is,  there- 
fore, entitled  to  an  adjournment  if  that  is  necessary.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  defendant  appears  at  any  time  on  the  return  day  before 
the  cause  is  adjourned,  and  before  the  plaintiff  has  left  the  ofiSce  of 
the  justice,  he  ought  to  be  allowed  to  defend.  The  plaintiff  does  not 
lose  any  rights  in  such  a  case,  and  to  deprive  a  defendant  of  his  defense 
in  such  a  case  would  be  gross  injustice. 

For  that  reason,  the  justice  ought,  in  fairness  to  both  parties,  to  per- 
mit an  issue  to  be  joined  precisely  as  though  both  parties  had  been 
there  in  time.  And  the  cause  ought  then  to  be  adjourned  on  motion 
of  either  party,  just  as  is  done  in  ordinary  cases. 

4.  If  the  defendant  fails  to  appear  at  all  on  the  return  day  of  the 
process,  but  he  does  appear  on  the  day  to  which  the  cause  has  been  ad- 
journed for  the  convenience  of  the  plaintiff,  to  enable  him  to  prove 
his  case,  the  defendant  cannot  then  claim  to  interpose  a  defense  as  a 
matter  of  right,  and  if  the  justice  refuses  to  permit  him  to  defend  the 
action,  such  refusal  will  not  be  error.  Samimis  v.  Brice,  4  Denio, 
576  ;  Jenkins  v.  Brown,  21  Wend.  454;  SnelZ  v.  Loucks,  11  Johns. 
69.  But  the  defendant  will  not  be  remediless,  even  if  the  justice 
should  refuse  to  permit  such  defense,  provided  the  defendant  is  able  to 
make  a  satisfactory  excuse  for  his  default,  and  to  show  that  he  has  a 
defense  to  the  action  upon  the  merits ;  for,  in  such  a  case,  the  County 
Court  is  authorized  to  set  aside  the  judgment  of  the  justice  and  order 
a  new  trial. 
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5.  If  the  defendant  fails  to  appear  on  tlie  return  day  of  the  process, 
but  he  appears  on  the  adjourned  day,  the  justice  may,  in  his  discretion, 
permit  a  defendant  to  then  interpose  a  defense.  Samrrds  v.  Brioe, 
i  Denio,  576  ;  Jenkins  v.  Brown,  21  Wend.  454 ;  Mead  v.  Barragh, 
1  Hilt.  396.  And  if  the  defendant  by  affidavit,  or  upon  being  sworn 
by  the  justice,  shows  a  satisfactory  reason  for  not  appearing  on  the 
return  day,  the  justice  ought  to  receive  his  defense.  But  the  justice 
may  and  he  ought,  as  a  matter  of  justice  to  the  plaintiff,  to  allow  the 
defense  upon  such  terms  as  will  be  just  to  both  parties. 

If  an  adjournment  of  the  cause  becomes  necessary  to  the  plaintiff  in 
consequence  of  permitting  such  defense,  the  defendant  ought  to  be 
required  to  consent  to  such  adjournment,  and  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff 
such  a  sum  as  will  pay  his  witnesses,  and  the  other  necessary  costs, 
charges  and  expenses  of  the  cause  down  to  the  time  of  putting  in 
such  defense.  A  justice  should  endeavor  to  so  exercise  his  discretion 
as  to  advance  the  cause  of  justice,  and  to  secure  the  full  and  just  rights 
of  both  parties. 

6.  If  the  defendant  did  not  appear  on  the  return  day  of  the  process, 
nor  on  the  adjourned  day,  until  after  a  witness  has  been  sworn  and  ex- 
amined on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  seems  that  he  will  be  too  late 
even  if  the  justice  is  disposed  to  admit  the  defense.  Montfort  v. 
Hughes,  3  E.'  D.  Smith,  591,  593  ;  Mead  v.  Barragh,  1  Hilt.  396. 

7.  The  defendant  will  clearly  be  too  late  if  he  does  not  appear  until 
after  judgment  has  been  rendered,  whether  such  appearance  is  on  the 
return  day  or  on  the  adjourned  day.  After  judgment  is  rendered,  the 
justice  has  no  legal  power  to  vacate  it  and  permit  a  defense.  That 
would  be  granting  a  new  trial,  a  power  which  is  not  delegated  to  jus- 
tices of  the  peace.  Alhurtis  v.  MoOready,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  39  ;  Bar^ 
den  V.  Woodside,  id.  37 ;  People  v.  Belaware,  etc.,  18  Wend.  658 ; 
Bauchy  v.  Brown,  41  Barb.  555.  In  the  justice's  court  of  the  city  of 
Albany  the  rule  is  otherwise,  the  legislature  having  conferred  the 
power  upon  that  court  of  opening  defaults,  setting  aside  judgments 
rendered  therein,  and  executions  issued  thereon  upon  such  terms  as 
may  be  just,  in  case  a  defendant  has  failed  to  appear  on  the  return  day 
of  the  process,  or  on  any  adjourned  day,  and  it  is  shown  that  manifest 
injustice  has  been  done,  and  the  defendant  satisfactorily  excuses  his 
default.  Vol.  1,  p.  180,  §  5.  The  procedings  upon  the  application 
for  this  relief  are  sufficiently  stated  in  a  preceding  volume.  lb.  A 
similar  power  is  conferred  upon  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  city  of 
Brooklyn.     Id.,  p.  80,  §  3128.     But  the  general  rule  is  as  stated  above. 

8.  When  a  verified  complaint  has  been  served  with  the  summons  in 


APPEARANCE.  239 


How  the  parties  are  to  appear. 


the  action,  and  the  defendant  fails  to  answer  or  demur  to  the  complaint 
at  the  time  of  the  return  of  the  summons,  he  is  deemed  to  have  admitted 
all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  as  true,  and  upon  filing  the  summons 
and  complaint,  with  due  proof  of  service,  the  justice  must  enter  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  for  the  amount  demanded  in  the 
complaint,  with  costs,  without  further  proof.  Id.,  p.  1Y7,  §  3.  The  de- 
fendant, in  this  case,  has  an  hour  after  the  time  specified  in  the  sum- 
mons in  which  to  appear  and  answer ;  but  after  the  expiration  of  that 
hour,  he  stands  in  the  same  position,  in  respect  to  the  right  to  defend, 
that  he  would  if  the  plaintiff,  after  waiting  the  liour,  had  fully  proved 
his  case. 

§  6.  How  the  parties  are  to  appear.  A  party  to  an  action  before 
a  justice  of  the  peace,  who  is  of  full  age,  may  appear  and  prosecute 
or  defend  the  same,  ui  person  or  by  attorney,  at  his  election,  unless  he 
lias  been  judicially  declared  incompetent  to  manage  his  affairs.  Vol.  1, 
p.  8,  §  2886. 

In  discussing  the  subject  of  parties,  it  has  been  shown  that  an  in- 
fant plaintiff  must  appear  by  a  guardian  appointed  for  that  purpose 
before  the  summons  is  issued  in  the  action.  The  proceedings  to  obtain 
such  appointment,  and  the  effect  of  an  appearance  by  an  infant  with- 
out first  securing  the  appointment,  are  there  discussed.  See  cmte,  71.  In 
the  same  chapter  it  has  also  been  shown  that  no  proceedings  can  be 
taken  against  an  infant  defendant  after  the  service  and  return  of  a 
summons  against  him,  until  a  person  has  been  appointed  to  appear  as 
his  guardian  for  the  purpose  of  the  action.  The  mode  of  securing 
such  appointment,  and  the  effect  of  an  omission  to  secure  the  appoint- 
ment before  further  proceedings  in  the  action  have  been  suffiicently  con- 
sidered in  the  same  connection.     See  ante,  85. 

A  married  woman  appears,  prosecutes  or  defends  an  action  or  special 
proceeding  alone  or  joined  with  other  parties,  as  if  she  was  single.  Ante, 

Idiots,  lunatics,  and  all  other  persons  who  are  non  compos  mentis,  if 
they  are  of  full  age,  must  sue  and  be  sued  in  their  own  names,  and 
they  must  appear  in  person.  Lame  v.  Sckermerhom,  1  Hill,  97 ;  McEilr 
lip  V.  McKillvp,  8  Barb.  552.  But  if  the  Supreme  Court  has  appointed 
a  receiver,  or  a  committee  to  take  charge  of  the  estaU  of  a  lunatic, 
habitual  drunkard,  etc.,  then  there  are  cases  in  which  the  action  may 
be  brought  in  their  names  instead  of  that  of  the  lunatic,  etc.  3  R.  S., 
135,  §  11,  5th  ed. ;  Laws  of  1845,  chap.  112,  §  2.  And  see  "  Parties  U 
Action;'  amie,  lo^,  71.  The  committee  of  a  lunatic,  or  any  competent 
person,'maybe  appointed  by  the  justice  to  attend  to  the  proceedings  in 
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the  action,  or  any  proper  person  may  assist  such  party,  if  no  committee  or 
receiver  has  been  properly  appointed.  Faulkner  v.  Mo  Chore,  18  Johns. 
134.  Corporations  cannot  appear  personally,  and  they  must,  therefore, 
appear  by  attorney.  It  is  not  necessary  that  an  attorney  who  appears 
for  a  corporation  in  a  justice  's  court  should  be  appointed  under  the 
corporate  seal.  He  may  be  appointed  for  that  purpose  as  any  other 
agent  is  appointed  by  a  corporation.  Osboi'n  v.  Bank  of  U.  8.,  9 
Wheat.  Y38 ;  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oakley,  9  Paige,  497,  501 ;  Mv/r- 
ray  v.  Yanderhilt,  39  Barb.  141.  Any  officer  of  a  corporation,  such  as 
president,  secretary,  treasurer  or  a  director,  may  appear  for  it  without 
any  particular  appointment  for  that  purpose.  lb. ;  Oakley  v.  Work- 
mgmen^s,  etc. ,  Society,  2  Hilt.  487  ;  Perkins  v.  Washington  Ins.  Co., 
4  Cow.  645 ;  Hank  of  Lyons  v.  Demmon,  Hill  &  Denio's  Supp.  398. 
Such  officer  may  appear  in  all  cases  whether  the  corporation  is  plaintiff 
or  defendant.  All  the  proof  of  authority  that  is  necessary  will  be  for 
the  officer  so  appearing  to  swear  that  he  is  such  officer  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  the  law  then  declares  that  he  is  authorized  to  appear  for  such 
corporation.  This  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  a  process  for  commenc- 
ing an  action  against  a  corporation  may  be  served  upon  any  such 
officer.  Ante,  126.  And  the  rule  may  be  extended  so  far  as  to  allow 
any  person  to  appear  for  such  corporation,  if  he  is  the  officer  or  agent 
upon  whom  the  process  was  served  for  commencing  the  action.  Ante, 
126, 130. 

If  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  at  the  return  day,  or  at  an  adjourned 
day,  the  justice  must  render  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  and  if  an  issue  has 
been  joined  in  the  action  upon  matters  of  account,  and  the  defendant 
has  interposed  a  set-off,  and  the  trial  has  been  commenced,  and  is  then 
adjourned  to  a  future  day  by  consent  of  parties,  if  the  plaintiff  fails  to 
appear  on  that  day  the  judgment  must  be  the  same.  The  justice  has 
no  authority  to  take  the  defendant's  evidence  of  a  set-off  in  such  a  case, 
and  render  a  judgment  in  favor  of  such  defendant.  If  he  does  so  the 
judgment  vrill  be  reversed.  Norris  v.  Bleakley,  1  Hilt.  90 ;  S.  C,  3 
Abb.  107. 

A  warrant  was  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  a  return  was 
made  by  the  constable,  that  he  had  arrested  the  defendants  and  had 
them  in  custody ;  the  plaintiff  did  not  appear  before  the  justice,  nor  any 
one  in  his  behalf.  The  defendants  had  given  a  written  request  to  au- 
thorize the  entry  of  a  judgment  against  them,  and  they  had  sent  this 
request  to  the  justice.  The  justice  entered  a  judgment  against  the 
defendants  upon' this  request,  but  the  judgment  was  reversed  because 
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the  plaintiff  was  oot  present,  and  the  action,  therefore,  discontinned. 
Sprague  v.  Shed,  9  Johns.  140. 

Again,  if  the  trial  of  an  action  has  commenoed,  and  it  is  adjourned 
for  a  short  time  for  the  purpose  of  permitting  a  defendant  time  to 
procure  evidence  of  a  set-off,  if  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  when  the 
trial  is  resumed,  the  justice  must  render  a  judgment  of  discon- 
tinuance ;  and  if  he  renders  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for 
such  set-oflE,  or  for  the  balance  between  the  parties,  the  judgment 
will  be  reversed-     Green  v.  Angel,  13  Johns.  469. 

§  7.  Appearance  l»y  attorney.  It  has  been  shovra  that  any  person 
of  full  age  who  has  not  been  judicially  declared  to  be  incompetent  to 
manage  his  affairs  may  appear  and  prosecute  or  defend  an  action  in 
justice's  court  in  person  or  by  attorney.  The  distinction  between  at- 
torneys at  law  in  courts  of  record  and  attorneys  in  fact  in  courts  not  of 
record  has  been  already  noticed.  See  ante,  10.  The  office  of  attorney,  in 
a  professional  sense  of  the  term,  is  not  known  in  justices'  courts. 
Sperry  v.  Reynolds,  65  N.  Y.  179  ;  Bailey  v.  Dela'plavne,  1  Sandf.  11, 
13.  But,,  although  there  are  no  attorneys  at  law  in  these  courts  in  the 
sense  that  the  term  is  used  in  reference  to  courts  of  record,  there  may 
be  attorneys  in  fact,  who  are  entirely  competent,  and  who  are  author- 
ized to  represent  the  party  who  employs  them  as  fully  as  though  he 
were  present  in  person.     Hughes  v.  Muhey,  1  Sandf.  95. 

Except  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  and  in  the  county  of 
Kings,  a  person  having  a  cause  pending  before  a  justice's  court 
may  employ  an  attorney  at  law  to  attend  to  it  for  him,  or  a  person 
who  has  never  been  admitted  to  the  bar.  In  either  case  the 
person  so  employed  will  act  as  the  mere  agent  or  attorney  in  fact 
of  the  party.  In  the  counties  of  New  York  and  Kings,  the  person 
employed  must  be  regularly  admitted  to  practice  as  an  attorney  or 
counselor  in  the  courts  of  record  of  the  State.  Yol.  1,  p.  9,  §§  63,  64. 
Subject  to  this  exception,  any  person  other  than  the  constable  who 
served  the  summons  or  the  venire,  or  the  law  partner  or  clerk  of  the 
justice  may  be  the  attorney  for  a  party  to  an  action  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace.     Id.,  §  2889. 

It  has  been  held.  Knight  v.  Odell,  18  How.  279,  that,  if  an  attorney 
of  the  Supreme  Court  or  any  other  person  is  deputed  by  the  justice  to 
serve  the  process  by  which  an  action  is  commenced,  the  person  so  de^ 
puted  will  be  prohibited  from  acting  as  advocate  or  counsel  at  the 
trial  in  the  same  manner  that  a  constable  is  prohibited.  To  permit 
such  a  deputed  person  to  appear  and  advocate  the  cause  on  the  trial 
is  an  error  for  which  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  on  an  appeal. 
31 
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Wilkmson  v.  Vorce,  41  Barb.  370.  But  such  appearance  will  not  de- 
prive the  justice  of  jurisdiction  in  such  a  manner  as  to  render  his 
judgment  void.  lb.  By  a  legal  commencement  of  the  action,  the  jus- 
tice acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  although 
his  subsequent  acts  may  render  his  judgment  erroneous,  and,  therefore, 
reversible  on  an  appeal,  it  will  not  be  void,  and  will  be  suflBcient  to 
justify  the  issuing  of  an  execution  upon  the  judgment,  and  its  collec- 
tion by  a  sale  of  the  defendant's  property.  lb.  The  person  so  serving 
the  process  is  not  a  constable,  but  he  is  subject  to  the  same  obligations. 
And  the  court  held,  in  the  case  just  cited,  that  it  included  the  same 
disabilities. 

Under  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  the  constable  who  served 
either  the  original  or  jury  process  in  the  cause,  and  the  law  partner  or 
clerk  of  the  justice  before  whom  the  action  was  brought,  were  pro- 
hibited from  appearing  and  advocating  for  either  party  at  the  trial, 
but  were  expressly  authorized  to  act  as  attorneys  in  any  other  stage  or 
proceeding  in  the  cause.  See  3  R.  S.  (5th  ed.)  432,  44,  as  amended  by 
Laws  of  1864,  chap.  421,  §  1.  See,  also,  Ford  v.  Smith,  11  Wend.  73  ; 
Knight  v.  Odell,  18  How.  279.  But  this  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  was  repealed  by  the  General  Repealing  Act  of  1880,  and  the 
distinction  above  pointed  out  no  longer  exists.  See  vol.  1,  p.  9,  §  2889. 
A  sheriff,  under  sheriff,  deputy  sheriff,  sheriff's  clerk,  constable,  coroner, 
crier  or  attendant  of  a  court  is  prohibited,  during  his  continuance  in 
office,  from  practicing  as  an  attorney  or  counselor  in  any  court.  Yol. 
1,  p.  108,  §  62.  Whether  a  person  who  acts  as  a.  mere  attorney  in 
fact  can  be  said  to  practice  as  an  attorney  within  the  meaning  of  this 
section  is  extremely  doubtful. 

A  party  who  employs  a  constable  to  act  as  counsel  at  the  trial  can- 
not assign  such  act  as  a  ground  of  reversal  of  the  judgment,  because 
the  law  does  not  permit  any  person  to  take  any  advantage  from  his 
own  wrong.     Smith  v.  Goodrich,  5  Johns.  353. 

It  is  irregular  for  one  attorney  to  appear  for  both  parties ;  and  where 
the  defendant  did  not  appeal',  and  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  put 
in  an  answer  for  the  defendant  without  making  proof  of  his 
authority,  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  was  reversed.  Sher- 
wood V.  Saratoga,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  15  Barb.  650.  A  mere  verbal 
request  is  a  sufficient  authority  to  appear  and  act  as,  attorney  for  a  party. 
Murray  v.  House,  11  Johns.  464  ;  Gaul  v.  Groat,  1  Cow.  113  ;  TuV 
looh  V.  Cunningham,  id.  256 ;  Pixley  v.  Butts,  2  id.  421.  The 
attorney  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  his  authority.     TuUock  v. 
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OunniTvgham,  1  Cow.  266 ;  Gaul  v.  Crroat,  id.  113  ;  Caniff  v.  Myers, 
15  Johns.  246 ;  vol.  1,  p.  9,  §  2890. 

The  authority  to  appear  may  be  contained  in  a  letter  written  to  the 
attorney.  In  one  case.  Bush  v.  Miller,  13  Barb.  481,  the  authority  of 
the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  to  appear  was  denied.  He  was  sworn 
and  testified  that  some  time  previously  he  had  received  a  letter  through 
the  mail,  which  was  dated  and  post-marked,  Fairfax,  Vermont ;  that  it 
purported  to  come  from  the  plaintiff  and  to  be  signed  by  him,  and  to 
have  reference  to  the  subject-matter  of  this  suit ;  that  since  that  time 
he  had  sent  two  or  three  letters  in  regard  to  the  same  business,  directed 
to  the  plaintiff  at  Fairfax,  Vt.,  to  each  of  which  he  had  received 
answers  by  due  course  of  mail,  all  from  the  same  individual,  dated  at 
the  same  place,  and  all  in  the  same  handwriting,  and  that  these  letters 
from  the  plaintiff  contained  a  general  authority  to  take  such  steps, 
legal  or  otherwise,  as  in  the  opinion  of  the  witness  might  be  deenied 
advisable,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  carpet  or  the  value  of  it, 
and  that  personally  he  had  no  acquaintance  with  the  plaintiff  or  his 
handwriting,  except  as  acquired  by  the  correspondence  of  which  he  had 
spoken.  It  was  held  that  the  authority  of  the  attorney  was  sufficiently 
proved.  The  letters  were  not  called  for,  nor  was  any  objection  taken 
to  proving  their  contents  by  parol.  If  the  defendant  had  required  the 
production  of  the  letters,  or  if  he  had  objected  to  parol  proof  of  their 
contents,  it  would  have  been  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  have  pro- 
duced them,  or  to  account  for  their  non-production.  Where  the  power 
of  attorney  is  in  writing  and  the  attorney  is  the  subscribing  witness, 
he  is  competent  to  prove  his  authority.  Caniff  v.  Myers,  15  Johns. 
246. 

The  justice  ought  always  to  require  proof  of  authority  when  the 
party  himself  does  not  appear,  and  any  other  person  offers  to  appear  as 
his  attorney.  The  statute  declares  that  "  the  justice  shall  not  suffer  a 
person  to  appear  as  an  attorney,  unless  his  authority  is  admitted  by 
the  adverse  party,  or  proved  by  the  affidavit  or  oral  testimony  of  him- 
self or  another."     Vol.  1,  p.  9,  §  2890. 

If  one  party  appears  in  person,  and  the  other  appears  by  attorney, 
the  party  who  appears  in  person  may  admit  the  authority  of  the  at- 
torney on  the  opposite  side  of  the  case,  and  in  that  case  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  swear  such  attorney  as  to  his  authority.  Vol.  1,  p.  44,  §  48. 
But,  even  in  that  case,  it  is  proper  to  swear  the  person  who  offers  to 
appear  as  attorney,  since  the  absent  party  would  not  be  bound  by  the 
action  of  one  who  assumed  to  act  as  his  attorney,  if  he  really  had  no 
authority  for  that  purpose.    Sherwood  v.  Saratoga,  etc.,  R.  B.  Co.,  15 
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Barb.  650,  652.  And  see  Armstrong  v.  Craig,  18  id.  387;  Sperry  v. 
Reynolds,  65  N.  Y.  179  ;  Andrews  v.  Long,  19  Hun,  303. 

In  one  case,  Aohermmi  v.  Finch,  15  Wend.  652,  both  parties,  ap- 
peared by  attorney,  and  neither  of  the  attorneys  objected  to  the 
authority  of  the  other,  and  this  was  held  to  be  sufficient.  But,  in  that 
case,  the  plaintifE's  attorney  had  sworn  out  a  short  summons,  and  he 
also  had  the  note  upon  which  the  action  was  brought.  It  may  be  said, 
therefore,  that  his  authority  to  appear  was  proved,  and  if  so,  he  might 
waive  the  swearing  of  the  opposite  attorney. 

The  justice  has  no  right  to  permit  a  person  to  appear  as  attorney  for 
another,  on  the  ground  that  he  knows  that  the  attorney  has  been  em- 
ployed by  such  party  to  appear.  In  one  case,  Beaver  v.  Yam,  Evefpy, 
2  Cow.  429,  the  plaintiff  was  sick,  and  had  sent  for  the  justice,  the 
day  before  the  suit,  and  requested  him  to  permit  one  Heermance  to 
appear  as  his  attorney.  The  justice  accordingly  admitted  him  without 
proof,  but  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  was  reversed,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  justice  had  no  right  to  decide  tliat  question  upon 
his  own  knowledge.  And  see  Rosehrans  v.  Van.  Antwerp,  4  Johns. 
228. 

A  justice  has  no  right  to  permit  the  appearance  of  an  attorney  for 
the  plaintiff,  on  proof  which  is  made  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant, 
and  before  the  hour  for  calling  the  suit.  Fanning  v.  Trowbridge,  5 
Hill,  428.  If  an  attorney  swears  to  his  authority  to  appear  at  the  time 
of  joining  issue,  he  cannot  be  required  to  swear  to  his  authority  to 
appear  in  the  subsequent  proceedings  in  the  action.  And  if  either 
party  wishes  proof  of  the  authority  of  an  attorney  to  appear  for  the 
opposite  side,  such  proof  must  be  required  at  the  time  of  appearance 
in  the  action.   .  Treadwell  v.  Bruder,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  597. 

Where,  on  the  joining  of  the  issue  in  an  action  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  a  person  appeared  in  behalf  of  one  of  the  parties  without 
objection  and  without  producing  any  authority,  but  on  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  such  party  appeared  in  person ;  it  was  held  that  such  appearance 
by  the  party  was  evidence  of  the  authority  of  the  person  who  joined 
issue  to  appear  for  him.  Underhill  v.  Taylor,  2  Barb.  348; 
Andrews  v.  Harrington,  19  id.  343.  But  see  Fanning  v.  Trowbridge, 
5  Hill,  428. 

In  an  action  brought  by  two  overseers  of  the  poor  against  a  defendant 
to  recover  a  penalty,  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiffs  swore  that  he  was 
authorized  by  one  of  the  overseers  to  answer  in  the  suit.  It  was  proved 
on  the  trial  that  the  plaintiffs  were  such  overseers,  and  the  court  held 
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that  the  authority  was  sufficiently  proved.  And/rews  v.  Ha/rrington, 
19  Barb.  343. 

The  law  partner  of  one  who  is  the  official  attorney  of  a  municipal 
corporation  is  not  entitled,  upon  proof  of  that  fact,  to  appear  as  attor- 
ney for  the  corporation  in  Justice's  court.  Wiloom  v.  Clement,  4 
Deiiio,  160. 

The  defendant's  wife  is  not  as  such  authorized  to  appear  for  him  in 
a  suit  before  a  justice,  but  where  she  appears  and  pleads,  employs 
counsel,  amends  the  pleadings  and  brings  the  defendant's  children  as 
witnesses  at  the  trial,  the  justice  is  warranted  in  inferring  authority. 
Hughes  v.  Mulvey,  1  Sandf.  92. 

When  a  father  appears  as  attorney  for  his  son  who  is  a  defendant, 
slight  proof  of  authority  is  sufficient.  In  such  a  case,  where  it  was 
proved  that  the  defendant  said  to  his  father  the  night  before  the  trial 
that  he  must  be  there,  when  he  was  speaking  of  the  suit ;  it  was  held 
to  be  enough,  although  nothing  was  said  about  the  absence  of  the 
defendant  at  that  time,  nor  that  his  father  was  to  appear  for  him. 
Gavl  V.  Groat,  1  Cow.  113. 

It  is  not  generally  the  case  that  the  attorney  is  appointed  for  any 
other  purpose  than  that  of  attending  to  the  joining  of  issue  and  the 
trial  of  action.  But  there  is  occasionally  a  case  in  which  the  attorney 
has  full  power  to  settle  and  compromise  the  matters  and  demands  or 
claims  in  suit.  In  such  cases  it  is  better  to  furnish  the  person  so  act- 
ing with  a  power  of  attorney,  for  it  will  show  a  clear  and  specific 
authority  to  do  the  acts  done,  and  the  opposite  party  will  have  satis- 
factory evidence  that  the  attorney  has  proper  authority  to  act  in  rela^ 
tion  to  the  demands.  If,  however,  the  adverse  party  does  not,  after 
inspection  of  the  instrument,  admit  the  authority  of  the  attorney  to 
appear,  proof  of  such  authority  must  still  be  made  by  affidavit,  as  that 
is  the  form  of  proof  required  by  the  statute  when  the  authority  is  not 
admitted,  and  the  justice  has  no  right  to-  substitute  other  proof  in  its 
place.  The  statute  providing  that  "  any  written  authority  to  appear 
by  attorney  in  a  justice's  court  may  be  acknowledged  before  any 
judge  of  the  County  Courts,  or  commissioner  of  deeds;  and  such 
authority  purporting  to  have  been  so  acknowledged  shall  be  re- 
ceived as  j[>ri'ma  facie  evidence  of  such  authority  in  any  justice's 
court  in  this  State,"  (Laws  of  1831,  chap.  287,  §  1),  was  repealed  by  the 
General  Kepealing  Act  of  1880. 

A  power  of  attorney  may  be  limited  to  the  prosecution  or  defense  of 
a  single  action,  or  it  may  be  general  and  authorize  an  appearance  to 
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prosecute  or  defend  any  or  all  actions.  If  it  is  desired  to  limit  it  to  a 
single  action,  such  action  must  be  correctly  and  particularly  described 
as  to  the  name  of  the  justice  before  whom  it  is  brought,  the  names  of 
the  plaintiffs,  the  names  of  the  defendants,  and  the  like.  There  must 
be  a  correct  description  of  the  action,  or  the  power  of  attorney  will  not 
be  sufficient  in  those  cases  in  which  the  particular  action  is  described- 
But  if  the  power  of  attorney  is  general,  there  cannot  be  any  room  for 
question  as  to  its  sufficiency,  since  it  will  relate  to  all  actions  in  a 
justice's  court,  in  which  the  person  giving  the  power  of  attorney  may 
happen  to  be  a  party. 

General  warrant  to  prosecute,  etc. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  Moses  Spike,  of  the  town  of 
Broadalbin  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  N.  Y.,  do  hereby  appoint  John 
M.  Carroll,  Esq.,  my  attorney,  for  me  and  in  my  name,  to  prosecute 
any  action  or  actions  to  be  commenced  by  him,  or  now  depending 
before  any  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  State  of  New  York,  against 
any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  in  my  favor,  either  severally  or 
jointly,  with  any  other  person  or  persons  ;  and  in  his  discretion,  to  do, 
execute,  suffer  and  receive  all  acts,  deeds  and  things  which  he  shall 
deem  necessary  for  the  effectual  prosecution  thereof  to  judgment,  exe- 
cution and  final  collection  or  discharge,  which  I  might  or  could  do, 
execute,  suffer  or  receive  in  my  proper  person,  and  also  in  his  dis- 
cretion, to  settle  or  compound  any  such  action  or  actions. 

Witness  my  hand  and  seal,  this  25th  day  of  November,  1864. 

Sealed  and  delivered  )  ^^ggg  gpjj^j,_     r^_     . 

in  presence  oi        j  '-       ■■ 

W1LT.IAM  Kennedy. 

General  warrant  to  defend,  etc. 

Know  all  men,  that  I,  Moses  Spike,  of  Broadalbin,  Fulton  county,  N. 
Y.,  do  hereby  appoint  John  M.  Carroll,  Esq.,  my  attorney,  forme  and  in 
my  name,  to  defend  any  action  or  actions  to  be  commenced  or  now  de- 
pending against  me,  either  severally  or  jointly,  with  any  other  person 
or  persons,  by  or  in  behalf  of  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  before 
any  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  State  of  New  York ;  and  in  his  discre- 
tion to  do,  execute,  suffer  and  receive  all  acts,  deeds  and  things  which 
he  shall  deem  necessary  for  the  effectual  defense  thereof,  and  the  col- 
lection or  discharge  of  any  judgment  or  judgments  which  may  be 
therein  rendered  in  my  favor,  which  I  might  or  could  do,   execute, 
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suffer  or  receive  in  proper  person,  and  also  in  Ms  discretion  to  settle  or 
compound  any  sucli  action  or  actions. 

Witness  my  hand  and  seal,  this  25th  day  of  November,  1864:. 

Sealed  and  delivered  )  MOSES  SPIKE,     [l.  s.] 

m  presence  of        ( 

William  Kennedy. 

Achnowledgment  of  power  of  attorney. 
Fulton  Ooitntt,  ss.  : 

On  the  25th  day  of  November,  1864,  Moses  Spike,  to  me  known  to  be 
the  individual  who  executed  the  within  power  of  attorney,  personally 
appeared  before  me,  and  acknowledged  that  he  had  made  and  executed 

the  same. 

WILLIAM  KENNEDY, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 


CHAPTER  XII. 

PEOCEEDINGS  BEFOEE  PLEADING. 

Seotiox  1.  Objections  to  irregularities,  etc.  After  the  summons 
has  been  served  upon  the  defendant,  he  may  either  appear  in  the  action 
or  refuse  to  do  so.  What  an  appearance  is  has  been  already  explained 
in  the  preceding  chapter.  When  the  summons  has  been  accompanied 
by  an  order  of  arrest  the  defendant  will  have  no  chioitte  whether  to  be 
present  before  the  justice  or  not.  But  the  mere  presence  of  the  party 
in  such  a  case  is  not  an  appearance,  and  if  the  defendant  does  not  reg- 
ularly appear  in  the  action,  he  will  not  waive  any  objection  which  he 
might  have  taken  if  he  had  not  been  personally  present.  It  is  a  volun- 
tary and  regular  appearance  alone  that  can  be  construed  into  a  waiver 
of  legal  rights,  if  such  waiver  is  to  result  from  the  act  of  appearing  in 
the  action.  When  the  plaintiff's  proceedings  are  so  defective,  that  the 
Justice  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  defendant,  no  objec- 
tion need  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  rights  of  the  defend- 
ant. Because  if  he  refuses  to  appear  in  the  action,  and  does  not  in 
any  manner  waive  such  objections,  he  may  at  any  time  and  in  all  places 
question  the  validity  of  the  proceedings  or  of  the  judgment  if  one  is 
rendered  in  the  action. 

In  relation  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  there  can  be  no  danger 
of  waiving  rights  by  an  appearance,  because  it  is  well  settled  that  even 
express  consent  will  not  confer  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case ;  ante,  15 ; 
and,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  there  could  not  be  a  jurisdiction  which 
is  merely  implied  from  a  waiver  by  taking  steps  in  the  action  when  an 
express  agreement  could  not  confer  it.  But  when  the  justice  has  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  and  the  only  defect  in  his 
jurisdiction  relates  exclusively  to  the  process,  it  is  a  rule  of  very  exten. 
sive  influence  that  the  defendant  may  waive  such  defects,  and  thus 
render  the  jurisdiction  over  his  person  complete.  And,  in  such  cases, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  defendant  should  expressly  agree  to  waive 
the  errors  or  defects ;  for,  if  he  voluntarily  appears  in  the  action,  with- 
out any  objection  on  account  of  such  defects  or  errors,  he  wiU  be  deemed 
to  have  voluntarily  waived  them,  and  to  have  consented  to  consider  the 
proceedings  regular. 
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It  is  iraportantj  therefore,  for  a  defendant  before  he  appears  in  the  ac- 
tion or  takes  any  Steps  in  it,  to  consider  whether  there  are  any  irregulari- 
ties on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the  defendant  may  avail  himself. 
If  there  are  such  irregularities,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  raise 
the  objection  at  the  earliest  moment  if  he  would  avail  himself  of  them 
upon  an  appeal  from  any  judgment  which  may  be  rendered  against 
him  in  such  action.  The  proper  time  to  raise  and  urge  all  such  objec- 
tions is  on  the  first  appearance  of  the  parties  before  the  justice  on  the 
return  day  of  the  process,  and  before  any  steps  have  been  taken  in  the 
action.  As  soon  as  the  cause  is  called  by  the  justice,  the  defendant 
ought  distinctly  to  state  to  the  justice  and  to  the  opposite  party  the 
objections  which  are  relied  upon  by  such  defendant.  And  if  the  defect 
is  one  which  is  not  amendable,  the  defendant  ought,  after  specifying 
the  particular  defects  or  irregularities,  to  ask  the  justice  to  dismiss  the 
action.  If  the  justice  overrules  the  motion,  the  defendant  may  except 
to  such  decision,  and  the  question  will  then  be  upon  the  record,  so 
that  the  legality  of  the  decision  can  be  subsequently  reviewed  if  that 
becomes  proper  or  important.  The  nature  of  the  objection  which  may 
be  urged  has  been  suggested  already. 

Under  the  old  practice,  an  action  might  be  commenced  by  the  service 
of  one  of  several  kinds  of  process,  according  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  case ;  and  when  the  action  was  not  to  be  commenced  by  the  service 
of  along  summons,  certain  proof  and  security  was  required  to  be 
furnished  by  the  plaintiff  to  give  the  justice  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  other 
appropriate  form  of  process.  If  such  proof  or  seCuiity  was  not  fur- 
nished, or  if  there  were  any  irregularities  in  the  proceedings  of  the 
plaintiff  in  procuring  the  process  selected  for  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  the  defendant  was  obliged  to  take  his  objection  promptly 
before  joining  issue,  or  the  objection  was  deemed  waived.  The  reports 
are  full  of  cases  in  which  questions  involving  the  regularity  of  the  pre- 
liminary proceedings  for  the  commencement  of  an  action  have  been 
considered  and  determined.  The  change  in  the  practice,  by  making 
the  summons  the  only  process  for  the  commencement  of  an  action,  has 
swept  away  much  of  the  doubt  and  uncertainty  attending  the  acquire- 
ment of  jurisdiction  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  under  the  present 
practice  a  justice  may  obtain  complete  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of 
the  defendant  by  the  service  of  a  summons  upon  him  personally,  and 
may  hear  and  determine  the  action  although  a  provisional  remedy  ac- 
companying the  summons,  such  as  an  order  of  arrest,  warrant  of 
attachment,  or  requisition  to  replevy,  has  been  irregularly  or  improvi- 
dently  issued. 
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If  the  defendant  has  been  arrested,  he  may,  on  the  return  day  of  the 
summons,  apply  for  his  discharge  from  arrest,  either  because  the  order 
of  arrest  was  issued  without  proof,  upon  insufficient  proof,  or  in  a  case 
not  authorized  by  the  statute.  But  the  defendant  is  not  obhged  to 
raise  the  question  at  that  time  under  the  penalty  of  waiving  his  objec- 
tion, as  he  would  be  if  the  service  of  the  order  was  all  that  gave  the 
jilstice  jurisdiction  of  his  person,  like  the  service  of  the  old  civil  war- 
rant. He  may  take  his  objection  to  the  proceeding  by  motion  for  his 
discharge  at  any  time  before  judgment,  and  the  justice  must  proceed  with 
the  case  although  the  order  of  arrest  is  vacated.     See  vol.  1,  p.  12. 

So  a  defendant,  whose  property  has  been  attached,  may,  upon  the 
return  day  of  the  summons,  move  to  vacate  the  attachment,  either  upon 
the  ground  of  tJie  insufficiency  of  the  papers  upon  which  the  warrant  is 
issued,  or  upon  proof  by  affidavit  of  facts  showing  that  the  remedy  has 
been  allowed  in  an  improper  case.  Unlike  the  application  for  a  dis- 
charge from  arrest,  this  motion  must  be  made  upon  the  return  day  of 
the  summons.  But  if  the  summons  which  accompanied  the  warrant 
was  personally  served,  or  the  defendant  has  appeared  generally  in  the 
action,  vacating  the  warrant  will  not  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
justice  to  hear  and  determine  the  action.  It  affects  merely  the  custody 
and  control  of  the  property  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit ;  and  if  this 
is  important  to  the  defendant,  he  should  make  his  application  to  vacate 
or  modify  the  warrant  on  the  return  of  the  summons,  not  because  he 
will  waive  any  defect  in  the  plaintiff's  proceedings  by  not  taking  his 
objection  at  that  time,  but  because  the  statute  does  not  authorize  the 
application  at  any .  other  time.  If  the  summons  was  not  personally 
served  upon  the  defendant,  and  his  property  has  been  attached,  he 
should  appear  specially  for  the  purpose  of  vacating  the  attachment 
and  obtaining  a  dismissal  of  the  action.  This  motion  must  be  made  at 
the  return  of  the  summons  for  the  reason  above  stated.  See  vol.  1,  p. 
17  ;  cmte,  p.  198. 

The  statute  does  not  authorize  an  application  to  vacate  or  set  aside 
proceedings  by  which  a  requisition  has  been  obtained  and  the  property 
of  the  defendant  replevied  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel  in  a  justice's 
court.  The  defendant  may  except  to  the  sureties  in  the  plaintiff's  un- 
dertaking provided  he  does  so  at  least  two  days  before  the  return  day, 
unless  he  requires  a  return  of  the  chattel.  If  he  does  not  so  except  he 
is  deemed  to  have  waived  all  objection  to  them.  So  he  may  require  a 
return  of  the  chattel  replevied,  instead  of  excepting  to  the  sureties  in 
the  plaintiff's  undertaking,  but  this  must  be  done  before  the  return  day 
of  the  summons.     The  proceedings  to  procure   the  allowance  of  the 
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undertaking  given  by  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  are  all  the  proceedings 
authorized  to  be  taken  between  the  return  of  the  summons  and  the 
joinder  of  issue  which  are  in  any  way  peculiar  to  the  action  of  replevin. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  permit  either  party  to  examine  all  the 
process,  affidavits,  bonds,  securities,  pleadings  or  other  proceedings 
in  the  action,  which  are  filed  with  him,  in  due  time  to  take  a 
legal  objection  to  them  if  they  are  defective.  A  defendant,  there- 
fore, has  a  full  opportunity  to  know  of  any  defects  in  the 
plaintiff's  process,  affidavits,  etc.,  and  if  he  neglects  or  refuses  to  exam- 
ine them  or  to  object  to  them,  it  is  entirely  proper  to  regard  his  con- 
duct as  an  agreement  to  waive  such  defects.  Again,  if  the  process  has 
been  irregularly  or  illegally  served,  the  defendant  has  a  full  opportunity 
to  know  it,  and  he  can  make  a  proper  objection  on  that  ground,  on  the 
return  day  of  such  process.  If  he  fails  or  declines  to  do  so,  he  will 
waive  the  irregularity.  There  are  other  objections  which  may  be  taken 
on  an  adjourned  day,  but  those  will  be  discussed  in  a  subsequent  place, 
since  it  is  not  intended  to  notice  any  matters  here,  except  such  as  relate 
to  the  return  day  of  the  process  for  commencing  the  action. 

But  there  are  some  other  important  considerations  which  ought  not 
to  be  overlooked,  although  they  do  not  relate  to  defects  in  the  process. 
If  the  justice  is  a  material  witness  for  the  defendant,  he  must  raise 
that  question  at  the  return  day  and  in  due  season.  The  manner  of 
doing  this  will  be  explained  in  a  subsequent  chapter.  So,  again,  if  the 
defendant  desires  to  raise  a  question  as  to  the  title  to  lands,  or  he  in- 
tends to  rely  upon  a  title  to  land  as  his  defense,  he  must  tak§  the 
proper  steps  to  secure  his  rights,  or  he  will  waive  them. 

So,  a  defendant  may  have  have  a  partial  defense,  although  he  cannot 
entirely  defeat  the  plaintiff's  action.  And,  in  such  a  case,  it  may  be 
desirable  to  make  an  offer  of  judgment  so  as  to  save  future  costs.  See 
"  Offer  of  Judgment^ 

These  general  suggestions  are  sufficient  to  show  a  defendant  that 
vigilance  is  indispensable  to  a  f  uU  protection  of  his  rights,  and  that  if 
he  desires  to  avail  himself  of  any  objection  to  the  acts  or  omissions  of 
the  opposite  party,  such  objection  must  be  promptly  and  distinctly 
taken  at  the  first  available  opportunity.  The  legal  maxim  is  VigilaiV' 
tibus,  non  dormientihus,  jura  svhveniunt  /  or  in  other  words,  the  laws 
assist  those  who  are  vi^ant,  not  those  who  sleep  over  their  rights. 
Broom's  Leg.  Max.  692,  original  paging. 
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Section  1.  General  principles.  In  the  administration  of  tlie  laws, 
it  is  important  that  there  should  be  purity  and  impartiality  as  well  as 
every  reasonable  facility  for  the  investigation  of  the  questions 
to  be  tried.  One  of  the  first  principles,  therefore,  is  that  no  person 
can  act  as  a  judge  and  a  witness  in  the  same  action.  If  such  acts  were 
tolerated,  it  is  evident  that  injustice  must  result,  for  it  is  not  to  be  sup- 
posed that  a  person  acting  as  judge  would  not  attach  quite  as  much 
importance  to  his  own  evidence  as  to  that  of  any  other  witness.  The 
statute  requires  the  justice  who  tries  the  cause  to  administer  the 
oaths  to  the  witnesses  who  are  sworn.  Yol.  l,p.  53,  §  94.  No  justice 
could  administer  an  oath  to  himself,  and  thus  act  as  court  as  well  as 
witness.  And  it  would  not  make  any  difference  as  to  his  right  to  be 
a  witness,  even  if  he  were  sworn  by  another  justice.  If  he  should  be 
so  sworn,  and  then  give  evidence,  it  would  be  error,  and  any  judgment 
which  he  might  render  would  be  reversed  on  appeal.  Perry  v.  Weyman, 
1  Johns.  520.  The  parties,  however,  may  waive  the  objection,  and  if 
the  justice  is  sworn  by  another  justice,  and  he  then  testifies  as  a  wit- 
ness without  any  objection,  this  will  be  deemed  to  be  evidence  given 
by  consent,  and  no  advantage  can  be  taken  of  it  on  an  appeal. 
Cobb  V.  Curtiss,  8  Johns.  470.  But,  where  an  objection  is  taken,  it 
will  be  error  for  the  justice  to  be  thus  sworn  and  give  evidence.  And, 
so  far  is  this  rule  extended,  that  it  will  be  illegal  to  swear  one  of  three 
referees  as  a  witness  on  a  trial  before  them,  if  an  objection  is  duly 
taken  to  that  course.     Moras  v.  Morss,  11  Barb.  510. 

The  law,  however,  has  made  ample  provision  for  securing  the  evi- 
dence of  a  justice  before  whom  a  cause  is  pending.  If  a  plaintiff  sues 
before  a  justice  who  is  a  material  and  necessary  witness  for  him,  it  is 
his  own  fault ;  and  he  will  be  compelled  to  lose  the  evidence  of  such 
justice  if  the  cause  is  to  be  tried  before  him  ;  although  he  may  discon- 
tinue his  action,  and  then  commence  it  before  some  other  justice,  if  he 
desires  to  do  so,  when  he  may  have  the  advantage  of  such  evidence. 

This  is,  of  course,  optional  with  the  plaintiff,  and  he  will,  therefore, 
be  governed  by  his  own  feelings  and  judgment  in  the  matter. 
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But  a  defendant  would  not  enjoy  a  similar  advantage  were  it  not  for 
the  provisions  of  a  statute.  To  prevent  injustice,  and  to  give  a  defend- 
ant an  opportunity  of  securing  the  evidence  of  a  justice  when  material 
and  necessary,  the  statute  has  provided  a  mode  by  which  such  a  result 
may  be  attained.  The  statute  will  be  found  in  full  in  vol.  1,  pp.  86, 
87,  §§  3151,  3152. 

§  2.  When  to  make  the  application.  Although  the  statute  thus 
gives  a  defendant  the  privilege  of  procuring  the  justice  as  a  witness,  it 
does  not  leave  it  optional  with  him  whether  he  wiU  apply  at  an  early 
day,  or  postpone  it  until  the  day  of  trial. 

The  statute  is  express  and  explicit  that  the  application,  if  made 
at  all,  must  be  made  hefore  an  isstoe  of  fact  is  joined  in  the  action. 
This  rule  does  not  require  a  defendant  to  make  his  application  before 
the  plaintiff  puts  in  or  files  his  complaint.  And,  in  ordinary  cases,  the 
application  ought  not  to  be  made  until  the  complaint  is  put  in  or  filed, 
because  the  defendant  cannot  before  that  time  be  certain  what  cause  of 
action  will  be  alleged  against  him,  and,  therefore,  he  cannot  know  un- 
til then  whether  the  justice  will  be  a  material  and  necessary  witness  for 
him  on  the  trial  of  the  cause.  But  the  defendant  must  not  put  in  an 
answer  before  making  his  application,  because,  under  the  present  sys- 
tem of  pleadings  in  justices'  courts,  the  putting  in  of  an  answer  is  a 
joining  of  issue.  And  when  that  has  been  done,  it  will  be  too  late  to 
make  the  application.  Upon  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  there  would 
be  an  issue  of  law,  but  no  evidence  is  necessary  for  the  determination 
of  such  an  issue,  because  it  is  a  mere  question  of  law  upon  the  record, 
and  upon  conceded  facts.  The  application  may  be  made  after  the  de- 
termination of  this  issue. 

The  statute  does  not  require  a  defendant  to  wait  until  the  complaint 
is  put  in  or  filed  before  he  can  make  his  application. 

The  only  object  in  waiting  for  that  event  is  to  be  certain  that 
the  justice  may  or  will  be  a  material  and  necessary  witness  for  the 
defendant,  and,  until  the  complaint  is  delivered,  the  defendant 
cannot  be  entirely  certain  what  cause  of  action  he  will  be  required 
to  defend  himself  against.  But,  as  a  general  rule,  the  parties  know 
the  nature '  of  each  other's  claims,  and  they  know,  too,  whether 
the  justice  will  be  a  material  witness  for  them  on  the  trial.  For 
this  reason  a  defendant  may  sometimes  prepare  his  affidavits  even 
before  the  return  day  of  the  process ;  and  there  is  nothing  improper 
or  illegal  in  this  course,  if  the  defendant  prefers  to  adopt  it  And 
besides  that,  there  may  be  instances  when  it  would  be  inconvenient  if 
not  impossible  for  the  party  to  attend  and  make  the  aflidavits  on  the 
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return  day,  after  the  complaint  has  been  put  in  or  filed.  A  defendant 
might  be  sick,  or  he  might  be  absent  from  the  county,  on  the  day  of 
the  process,  and  he  is  not,  therefore,  to  lose  the  benefit  of  the  statute. 
It  would  be  proper,  although  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  set  forth,  in 
the  affidavits,  the  reason  why  the  usual  practice  was  departed  from. 
But  the  statute  does  not  require  this  to  be  done,  and,  therefore,  it  may 
be  done  or  omitted,  at  the  pleasure  of  the  defendant.  There  is,  how- 
ever, one  thing  which  is  indispensable  in  such  a  case,  and  that  is 
that  the  affidavit  shall  state  facts  which  relate  to  the  actual  cause  of  action 
set  out  in  the  complaint ;  or  that  the  defense  which  can  properly  be 
interposed  to  it  is  such  that  the  justice  will  be  a  material  witness  for 
the  defendant  in  disproving  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint,  or  in 
substantiating  the  matters  interposed  by  way  of  defense.  There  is, 
therefore,  some  risk  attending  an  application  which  is  foianded  upon 
affidavits  which  were  made  before  knowing  what  the  complaint  would 
be.  If  the  affidavits  happen  to  meet  the  ease  it  will  be  well ;  if  they 
do  not,  the  defendant  will  have  to  bear  the  consequences  of  the  experi- 
ment. 

§  3.  Who  to  make  the  application.  Where  there  is  but  a  single 
defendant  there  will,  of  course,  be  no  question  as  to  the  person  who 
must  make  the  application.  But  where  there  are  several  defendants  it 
may  well  happen  that  some  of  the  defendants  need  the  justice  as  a 
witness,  while  he  may  not  be  a  material  witness  as  to  the  others.  And, 
whenever  the  judgment  may  be  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  against  some  of 
the  defendants,  while  there  may  be,  in  the  same  action,  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  other  defendants,  there  may  then  be  a  case  in  which  the 
justice  will  be  a  material  witness  for  a  defendant,  while  he  may  not  be 
either  material  or  necessary  for  the  other  defendants.  And  since  it  is 
the  policy  of  the  law  to  secure  the  rights  of  every  defendant,  it  would 
be  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  justice  is  a  material  and  necessary  wit- 
ness for  any  of  the  defendants.  And  on  such  proof  being  duly  made, 
the  justice  ought  to  make  the  same  order  that  he  would  if  the  defendant 
applying  were  the  only  defendant  in  the  action.  Where  the  defendant 
has  not  been  arrested,  the  application  may  be  made  by  his  attorney. 

§  4.  How  to  apply.  After  the  complaint  has  been  put  in,  and  the 
defendant  ascertains  that  the  justice  is  a  material  and  necessary  witness 
for  him,  he  ought  to  state  that  fact  to  the  justice  before  interposing  any 
defense  by  answer  or  otherwise.  But  this  mere  statement  is  not  alone 
sufficient.  The  statute  requires  that  the  proof  furnished  to  the  justice 
shall  be  J)y  affidamit.     And  the  essential  part  of  every  such  affidavit  is, 
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that  it  shall  contain  a  statement  of  such  facts  and  circumstances  as  the 
law  requires. 

The  statute  requires  that  the  affidavit  shall  show  that  the  justice 
before  whom  the  action  is  pending  is  a  material  witness  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  the  defendant  cannot  safely  prooeed  to  the  trial  without 
the  testimony  of  such  justice.  And  it  will  not  be  sufficient  to  allege 
these  facts  in  the  affidavit,  and  then  stop  at  that ;  because  the  statute 
further  requires  that  the  affidavit  shall  set  forth  the  particular  facts 
and  circumstances  which  it  is  expected  can  be  proved  by  the  iustice. 

A  strict  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  will  be 
necessary,  and  if  it  is  disregarded  the  justice  may  properly  refuse  the 
application. 

The  statute  does  not  require  that  this  affidavit  shall  be  made  by  the 
defendant,  nor  that  it  shall  be  presented  to  the  justice  by  the  defendant 
in  person.  An  agent  or  attorney  of  the  defendant,  or  even  any  third 
person,  in  no  way  connected  with  the  affairs  of  the  defendant,  may 
possess  greater  knowledge  of  the  essential  facts  than  the  defendant 
himself,  and  in  such  case  the  person  having  the  requisite  knowledge 
should  make,  the  affidavit.  The  Revised  Statutes  required  that  the  af- 
fida\'it  should  be  made  by  the  defendant ;  but  the  Code  merely  re- 
quires that  satisfactory  proof  of  the  essential  facts  shall  be  presented  to 
the  justice  "  by  affidavit,"  and,  where  the  defendant  has  not  been  ar- 
rested, permits  this  proof  to  be  presented  by  the  defendant's  attorney. 
See  vol.  1,  p.  86,  §  3151. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  language  of  the  present  statute  differs  from 
that  of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  another  particular.  Under  the  Code 
the  justice  must  make  the  order  sought  if  "  satisfactory  proof,  by  affi- 
davit, "  is  presented  to  him  as  above  stated  ;  while  under  the  Revised 
Statutes  a  judgment  of  discontinuance  was  required,  "  if  the  justice 
shaM  be  satisfied tha-the  is  a  material  witness  for  the  defendant,  and  that 
without  his  testimony  the  defendant  cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial,  and 
not  otherwise."  In  efEect,  both  statutes  amount  to  the  same  thing ;  the 
language  of  the  latter  act  having  been  changed  to  express  more  clearly 
the  spirit  of  the  former,  as  construed  by  the  courts.  The  language  of 
the  statute  is  not  to  be  construed  as  giving  to  the  justice  an  arbitrary 
discretion  whether  he  will  proceed  with  the  action  or  not.  The  stat- 
ute does  not  mean  that  the  defendant  shall  present  an  affidavit,  suffi- 
cient to  convince  the  justice  that  he  is  a  material  witness,  notwithstand- 
ing his  previous  recollection  or  want  of  recollection  of  the  facts 
stated.  The  justice  lias  no  right  to  use  his  belief  or  recollection  as  an 
answer  to  the  application.  All  that  the  statute  requires  is  that  the  facts 
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presented  by  the  affidavit  shall  be  siwh.  that  the  justice,  forgetting  his 
individuality,  can  judicially  determine  that  the  person  named  in  the 
affidavit  is  a  material  witness  for  the  defendant,  and  that  without  his 
testimony  the  defendant  cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial. 

The  decisions  under  the  Revised  Statutes  clearly  present  this  rule  of 
construction.  Hopkins  v.  Oabrey,  24  Wend.  264,  is  the  leading  case 
upon  this  subject.  In  that  case,  Hopkins  sued  Oabrey  before  a  justice 
and  claimed  to  recover  money  alleged  to  be  in  Cabrey's  hands  as  a 
school  district  collector,  which  it  was  declared  the  defendant  retained 
in  his  hands  after  retaining  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  a  school  tax,  for 
which  the  plaintiff's  property  had  been  sold  by  such  defendant.  After 
the  complaint  was  put  in,  and  before  answer,  the  defendant  moved  for 
a  discontinuance,  which  was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  affidavit  was 
insufficient.  The  defendant  then  made  a  further  affidavit,  setting  forth 
the  facts  which  he  expected  to  prove  by  the  justice,  which  were  :  "  That 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant 
before  the  said  justice  for  the  same  identical  property  for  which  he  now 
claims  the  surplus  money,  and  that  judgment  was  passed  on  the  same 
and  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff  for  costs  ; 
and  also,  that  the  plaintiff  acknowledged,  in  the  presence  of  the  justice, 
that  the  defendant  had  tendered  to  him  the  overplus  of  the  money 
before  the  commencement  of  the  former  suit,  and  that  he  had  no  claim 
for  surplus  moneys,  and  that  the  defendant  did  not  know  of  any  other 
person  by  whom  he  could  prove  those  facts."  The  justice  refused  to 
dismiss  the  action,  and  ruled  as  follows :  "  I  am  not  satisfied  that  I  am 
or  can  be  a  material  witness  in  behalf  of  the  defendant  in  this  cause,  for 
I  know  nothing  material  between  the  said  parties,  except  what  is  con- 
tained in  the  record  of  the  former  trial  between  these  parties  before 
me,  which  this  defendant  can  at  all  times  avail  himself  of  upon  the 
trial  of  this  cause  ;  and  further,  I  have  no  recollection  of  ever  having 
heard  the  plaintiff  admit  that  the  defendant  had  tendered  him  the 
overplus  mentioned  in  the  affidavit." 

After  this  decision,  the  defendant  joined  issue,  and  judgment  was 
rendered  against  him  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  This  judgment  was  re- 
versed by  the  County  Court,  and  the  latter  judgment  affirmed  by  the 
Supreme  Court.  Among  other  things,  the  court  said  by  Cow  en,  J. : 
"  The  justice  had  no  right  to  interpose  his  private  knowledge  or  recol- 
lection as  an  answer  to  the  affidavit.  Doing  so  would  enable  a  justice 
to  defeat  the  application,  and  at  the  same  time  put  the  point  beyond 
the  reach  of  review,  even  on  the  facts  which  he  may  assume  to  know 
or  to  have  forgotten.     Here,  it  is  true,  he  states  them,  but  not   under 
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his  oath  as  a  witness.  That  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  require. 
Again,  his  specification  was  not  satisfactory.  He  had  no  right  to  as- 
sume that  the  docket  and  other  written  proceedings  woiild  have  been 
oroof  as  full  to  the  purpose  as  if  accompanied  with  his  oath.  Oral 
proof  is  often  necessary  to  show  what  was  in  fact  heard  and  submitted 
under  an  issue  which  has  been  tried,  in  order  to  give  it  the  desired 
effect  upon  a  subsequent  trial  of  the  same  matter.  His  want  of  recol- 
lection might  also  have  been  remedied  by  a  recurrence  to  circumstance, 
in  the  course  of  his  examination  as  a  witness." 

There  have  been  several  other  cases  decided  upon  the  question  since 
the  decision  last  referred  to ;  and  the  settled  practice  is  to  require  a 
full  statement  of  material  facts  or  circumstances,  or  to  hold  the  affida- 
vits insufficient. 

In  Young  v.  Scott,  3  Hill,  32,  the  defendant's  affidavit  was  as  follows  : 
"  Andrew  Scott,  being  sworn,  says  that  the  above-named  justice  is  a 
material  witness  for  this  deponent  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  and  without 
whose  testimony  he  cannot  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  of  said  cause  ; 
that  he  expects  to  prove  by  said  justice  on  the  trial  of  the  matters  in 
difference  between  said  parties,  whenever  the  same  shall  be  tried,  that 
the  matters  in  difference  between  said  parties  were  submitted  to  said 
justice,  "Walter  S.  Dailey  and  Jeremiah  Hackney,  as  arbitrators,  selected 
by  the  said  defendant,  and  Abram  Cutler,  who  claimed  the  same  de- 
mand for  which  this  suit  was  brought,  and  submitted  to  them ;  and 
before  the  award  was  given  in  the  matter,  said  Cutler  revoked  the 
agreement  to  submit  to  such  arbitration  ;  and  defendant  says  that  all 
the  matters  then  submitted  were  afterward  settled  with  said  Cutler  by 
defendant,  as  defendant  supposed  at  the  time,  and  understood,  and 
expects  to  prove,  and  that  said  Cutler  was  the  owner  of  all  said  mat- 
ters, or  the  agent  of  the  above  plaintiff." 

The  plaintiff  requested  the  defendant  to  say  in  the  affidavit  that  he 
expected  to  prove  the  matters  stated  in  the  last  clause  of  the  affidavit 
by  the  justice,  but  the  defendant  refused  to  do  so,  saying  he  would  add 
nothing  more.  The  justice  denied  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  case. 
The  plaintiff  then  declared.  The  defendant  refused  to  plead,  and  left 
the  court.  The  plaintiff  had  judgment,  which  the  County  Court  re- 
versed ;  but  the  latter  judgment  was  reversed  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  justice  affirmed.  The  court  said,  among  other 
things,  by  Beonson,  J.  :  "  When  the  affidavit  is  sufficient,  the  justice 
cannot  refuse  the  discontinuance  on  the  ground  that  he  does  not  recol- 
lect the  facts  which  the  defendant  expects  to  prove  by  him,"  citing 
EopMns  V.  Cabr&y  {ante,  256) ;  "but  he  clearly  has  a  right  to  judge  of 
oo 
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the  sufiScieiicy  of  the  affidavit.  He  must  be  '  satisfied,'  acting  judicially, 
that  the  ends  of  justice  require  a  discontinuance  of  the  action.  From 
the  '  facts  and  circumstances '  set  forth  in  this  affidavit,  I  am  unable  to 
see  that  the  justice  was  a  material  and  necessary  witness  for  the  defend- 
ant. He  expected  to  prove  by  the  justice  that  there  was  a  submission 
and  arbitration  between  himself  and  one  Cutler,  in  relation  to  the  mat- 
ter in  controversy  in  the  suit,  and  that  Cutler  revoked  the  submission  be- 
fore an  award  was  made.  I  do  not  perceive  that  these  facts,  if  proved, 
could  have  any  legal  influence  on  the  action.  And,  although  it  seems 
that  Cutler,  as  well  as  the  plaintiflP,  claimed  the  demand,  that  would  not 
make  his  acts  evidence  against  the  plaintiff.  Indeed,  if  the  plaintiff 
himself  had  made,  and  then  revoked  the  submission,  and  there  had 
been  no  award,  it  would  not  have  affected  his  right  to  sue.  The  only 
thing  of  any  importance  is  contained  in  the  last  clause  of  the  affidavit, 
and  that,  at  the  most,  only  amounts  to  an  allegation  that  the  defendant 
had  settled  the  matter  with  Cutler,  who  was  either  the  owner  of  the 
demand  or  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff.  But  the  defendant  does  not  state 
that  he  expected  to  prove  these  facts  by  the  justice ;  and  when  his  at- 
tention was  called  to  this  defect,  and  he  was  requested  to  amend  the 
affidavit,  he  refused  to  do  so.  This  goes  to  show  that  the  omission 
was  not  a  mere  clerical  error,  and  I  think  the  justice  was  right  in  re- 
fusing the  discontinuance." 

There  are  other  difficulties  in  the  case.  So  far  as  it  relates  to  the 
arbitration,  it  appears,  upon  the  face  of  the  affidavit,  that  there  are  two 
other  witnesses,  Dailey  and  Hackney,  who  probably  knew  as  much 
about  the  niatter  as  the  justice,  and  it  is  nowhere  stated  in  the  affidar 
vit  that  the  defendant  was  not  able  to  prove  his  case  by  other  witnesses 
as  fully  as  by  the  justice.  In  Hopkins  v.  Gabrey,  the  defendant  stated 
in  his  affidavit  that  he  did  not  know  of  any  other  person  by  whom  he 
could  prove  the  facts  on  which  he  relied.  I  think  the  defendant  must 
state  enough  to  show  that  the  justice  is  a  necessary  as  well  as  a  material 
witness.  The  justice  is  to  be  "satisfied  that  he  is  a  material  witness 
for  the  defendant,  and  that,  without  his  testimony,  the  defendant  can- 
not safely  proceed  to  trial."  To  the  same  effect,  see,  also,  Murtha  v. 
Walters,  2  Sandf.  517 ;  Com.  of  Excise,  etc.,  v.  Doherty,  16  How.  46, 
in  Saratoga  County  Court. 

In  the  cases  cited  it  will  be  noticed  that  a  discontinuance  of  the  ac- 
tion is  spoken  of  as  the  proper  disposition  of  the  application.  This  was 
the  proper  procedure  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  except  where  the 
befendant  had  been  arrested  under  a  civil  warrant.  This  has  been 
changed  by  the  Code  as  will  be  seen  hereafter ,'  but  the  cases  are  of 
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value  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  statute 
in  respect  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit,  and  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  act  upon  the  facts  presented  thereby  instead  of  upon  his  own 
convictions,  based  upon  his  individual  knowledge  and  belief. 

In  discussing  the  subject  of  affidavits  in  a  previous  chapter,  cases 
have  been  cited  showing  the  construction  placed  by  the  courts  upon 
statutes  requiring  proof  of  certain  facts  "to  the  satisfaction "  of  the 
justice,  etc.  See  ante,  p.  117.  What  is  there  said  as  to  the  conclusiveness 
of  the  proof  required,  and  also  as  to  the  requisites  of  affidavits  generally, 
applies  with  equal  force  to  affidavits  used  upon  an  application  of  ttds 
character. 

Form,  of  affidavit. 
JUSTICE'S  COUET. 


Daniel  Stewart 

aggt. 
Henry  Smith. 


Fulton  County,  ss.  l 

Henry  Smith,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  defendant 
named  in  the  above-entitled  action ;  that  Eugene  Horton,  Esq.,  the 
justice  before  whom  the  said  action  is  pending,  is  a  material  witness  for 
this  deponent  in  the  said  action,  and  that  he  cannot  safely  proceed 
to  the  trial  thereof  without  the  testimony  of  the  said  justice. 
And  this  deponent  further  says,  that  he  expects  to  prove  by  the 
said  justice,  the  following  facts  and  circumstances,  to- wit :  That 
before  the  commencement  of  this  action  the  said  plaintiff  sued 
this  defendant  before  the  said  justice  for  the  same  identical  property 
for  which  he  now  claims  to  recover  the  surplus  money,  and  that  judg- 
ment was  passed  in  the  same,  and  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiff  for  costs ;  and  also,  that  the  plaintiff  acknowledged, 
in  the  presence  of  the  said  justice,  that  the  defendant  had  tendered  to 
him  the  overplus  money  before  the  commencement  of  the  former  action, 
and  that  he  had  no  claim  against  the  defendant  for  any  surplus  moneys. 
And  deponent  further  says  that  he  is  unable  to  prove  these  said  facts 
by  any  other  person  than  the  said  justice. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  )  HENET  SMITH, 

this  30th  day  of  May,  1882.      f 

Eugene  Hoeton,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 
The  defendant  need  not  swear  positively  that  he  cannot  prove  the 
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same  facts  by  any  other  person  than  the  justice.  It  will  be  sufficient 
to  state  that  the  defendant  cannot  prove  snch  facts  by  any  other  person, 
"  according  to  the  defendant's  best  knowledge,  information  and  be- 
lief." 

If  any  other  person  knows  the  same  facts  but  he  cannot  be  procured 
as  a  witness,  then  state  such  facts  as  will  show  that. 

If  the  affidavit  is  made  before  the  return  day  of  the  process,  it  will 
be  proper,  and  perhaps  most  prudent,  to  state  the  reasons  therefor  in 
the  affidavit.  In  doing  this,  draw  the  affidavit  in  full  as  in  the  prece- 
dent already  given,  and  then  add  the  matter  of  excuse  or  explanation, 
according  to  the  facts  of  the  case  as  in  the  following  form  : 

"  And  this  defendant  further  says  that  he  is  now  sick,  and  con- 
fined to  his  room,  and  that  he  is,  therefore,  unable  to  appear  in  person 
before  the  said  justice ;  or,  that  one  of  his  children  is  dangerously  ill, 
and  that  defendant  cannot  reasonably  or  safely  leave  said  child  for  the 
purpose  of  appearing  before  the  said  justice,  at  the  hour  mentioned  in 
the  process  issued  in  this  action  as  the  time  of  appearance  ;  or,  that  the 
defendant  has  very  urgent  business  which  requires  his  personal  attend- 
ance at  New  York  on  the  day  appointed  for  the  return  of  the  process 
in  this  action." 

Whenever  any  such  excuse  is  made,  it  will  form  a  part  of  the  affida- 
vit, and  be  signed  and  sworn  to  in  the  usual  manner  as  in  the  form 
alreadj'^  given. 

When  such  an  affidavit  is  drawn  and  presented  to  the  justice,  he  is 
bound  to  swear  the  defendant  to  its  truth,  if  he  requires  the  justice  to 
do  so.  A  refusal  would  be  a  misdemeanor,  for  which  such  justice 
would  be  indictable.     People  v.  Brooks,  1  Denio,  457. 

In  siich  a  case  it  is  not  material  whether  the  affidavit  is  sufficient  for 
the  purpose  intended  or  not ;  nor  is  it  of  any  consequence  that  the  jus- 
tice acted  in  good  faith,  and  in  the  belief  that  he  was  not  bound  to  ad- 
minister the  oath.  lb.  The  law  imposed  that  duty  upon  him,  and  it  will 
not  be  any  legal  excuse  that  he  was  ignorant  of  his  duty.  lb. 

§  5.  Order  continuing  the  action  before  another  justice.  When 
satisfactory  proof  is  presented  to  the  justice,  in  the  manner  before  stated, 
that  the  justice  is  a  material  witness  without  whose  testimony  the  de- 
fendant cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial,  the  justice  must  forthwith  make 
a  written  order  directing  the  action  or  special  proceeding  to  be  con- 
tinued before  another  justice  of  the  same  town  or  city,  named  in  the 
order  Yol.  1,  p.  86,  §  3151.  For  drawing  this  order  the  justice  is  enti- 
tled to  a  fee  of  twenty-five  cents,  and  may  refuse  to  sign  the  order 
until  his  fee  is  paid. 
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Form  of  the  order. 
JUSTICE'S  COUET. 


Daniel  Stewart 

agst. 
Henry   Smith. 


Before  Eugene  Hobton,  JusUee. 


This  action  having  been  duly  commenced  before  the  undersigned,  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the  county  of  Ful- 
ton, and  tlie  parties  therein  having  appeared  before  said  justice  upon 
the  return  of  the  summons,  and  the  defendant  upon  so  appearing,  and 
before  the  joinder  of  an  issue  of  fact  therein,  having  presented  to  said 
justice  satisfactory  proof,  by  affidavit,  that  said  justice  is  a  material 
witness  for  the  defendant,  without  whose  testimony  he  cannot  safely 
proceed  to  trial : 

Ordered,  That  said  action  be  continued  before  Richard  Murray,  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown  aforesaid. 

Dated  this  ZOth  day  of  May,  1882. 

EUGENE  HOKTON, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

§  6.  Proceedings  under  the  order.  Where  an  order  has  been 
made  as  prescribed  in  the  last  section,  the  constable  must  forthwith 
take  it,  and  all  the  other  papers  in  the  action,  with  the  body  of  the 
defendant,  if  he  is  under  arrest,  before  the  justice  named  in  the  order. 
The  plaintiff  must  forthwith  appear  before  that  justice,  who  must  take 
cognizance  of  the  action,  and  must  proceed  therein  as  if  it  had  been  com- 
menced before  him.  Vol.  1,  p.  86,  §  3152.  For  serving  this  order,  and 
for  attending  before  the  justice  named  therein,  the  constable  is  entitled 
to  a  fee  of  fifty  cents,  and  fifty  cents  in  addition  if  he  attends  with  the 
defendant  in  his  custody.  He  is  also  entitled  to  his  mileage  as  upon 
the  service  of  any  other  mandate.  He  may  refuse  to  act  until  his  fees 
are  paid. 

The  successful  party  in  an  action  transferred  before  another  justice 
is  entitled  to,  in  his  costs,  the  fees  allowed  by  law  for  services  per- 
formed by  the  constable  and  the  justice  before  the  transfer,  together 
with  the  fees  allowed  by  law  for  the  proceedings  before  the  justice  to 
whom  the  cause  is  transferred.     Yol.  1,  p.  87. 

§  7.  Errors  of  the  justice,  how  corrected.  If  tlie  justice  errone- 
ously denies  the  defendant's  motion  for  tlie  continuance  of  the  action 
before  another  justice,  the  error  may  be  corrected  by  an  appeal  from 
any  judgment  which  he  may  render  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  See 
Hopkins  v.  Cdbreij,  24  Wend.  264.     But  it  would  seem  that  the  de- 
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fendant  may,  by  acquiescence  in  the  erroneous  decision  of  the  justice, 
waive  the  error. 

In  one  case  the  defendant  presented  an  affidavit  of  the  materiaUty 
of  the  justice  as  a  witness,  but  the  justice  stated  that  "  he  could  give 
no  evidence  of  any  thing  except  what  appeared  on  his  minutes,"  and 
he  denied  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  action.  On  the  trial  of  the  action 
the  defendant  participated,  and  he  accepted  the  plaintiffi's  offer  to  allow 
the  minutes  of  the  justice  on  a  former  trial,  to  be  read  in  evidence 
from  the  justice's  memorandum  thereof.  He  entered  no  exception  to 
the  denial  of  the  motion,  but  rather  appeared  to  acquiesce  in  the  de- 
cision, and  he  himself  also  gave  in  evidence  the  minutes  of  the  former 
trial.  Brown  v.  Brown,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  154.  The  court  did  not 
decide  this  case  upon  this  point,  although  they  evidently  considered  the 
conduct  nearly  equivalent  to  a  waiver  of  the  error.  There  ought, 
however,  to  be  very  clear  evidence  of  a  waiver  of  such  an  objection. 
And  where  an  express  exception  has  been  taken  to  such  an  erroneous 
ruling  of  the  justice,  nothing  less  than  an  express  waiver  ought  to  de- 
prive the  defendant  of  his  remedy  on  an  appeal.  Wal/rod  v.  Bennett, 
6  Barb.  145 ;  Penfield  v.  Jacobs,  21  id.  335 ;  Avery  v.  Slack,  17 
Wend.  85,  87. 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

OFFEE  OF  JUDGMENT. 

SEcnoii  1.  When  and  in  what  cases  the  offer  is  proper.  It  fre- 
quently happens  that  a  defendant  in  an  action  brought  in  justice's 
court  does  not  deny  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  judgment  for  some 
amount,  but  does  dispute  the  amount  of  the  plaintiffs  demand.  Be- 
fore any  suit  is  brought,  a  person  against  whom  a  claim  is  made  for  too 
krge  a  sura,  may  generally  make  a  tender  of  the  sum  actually  due, 
and  by  afterward  keeping  the  tender  good,  bringing  into  court  the 
sum  tendered,  and  pleading  the  tender,  may  avoid  the  payment  of  costs. 
If  an  action  is  commenced  before  the  tender  is  made,  the  defendant 
still  has  his  remedy.  Except  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel,  the  de- 
fendant may,  upon  the  return  of  the  summons,  and  before  answering, 
file  with  the  justice  a  written  oifer  to  allow  judgment  to  be  taken 
against  him  for  a  specified  sum,  with  costs.  If  there  are  two  or  more 
defendants  and  the  action  can  be  severed,  a  like  offer  may  be  made  by 
one  or  more  of  the  defendants  against  whom  a  separate  judgment  may 
be  taken.  If  the  plaintiff  files  a  written  acceptance  of  the  offer  be- 
fore taking  any  other  proceeding  in  the  action,  the  justice  must  render 
judgment  accordingly.  If  the  plaintiff  does  not  so  accept  the  offer, 
and  fails  to  obtain  a  more  favorable  judgment  upon  the  trial,  he  can- 
not recover  costs  from  the  time  of  the  offer,  but  must  pay  the  defend- 
ant's costs  from  that  time.     Yol.  1,  p.  9,  §  2892. 

The  defendant  is  thus  allowed  an  opportunity  of  preventing  a  pro- 
tracted or  an  expensive  litigation.  And,  when  a  defendant  is  satisfied 
that  there  is  a  particular  sum  due  to  the  plaintiff  on  demand  arising 
upon  contract,  or  that  such  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  some  amount 
of  damages  in  an  action  for  a  tort,  it  will  .always  be  prudent  to  offer 
judgment  for  such  sum  as  the  plaintiff  will  probably  recover.  If  such 
an  offer  is  properly  made  the  plaintiff  will  be  compelled  to  accept  it,  or 
take  the  risk  of  paying  all  subsequent  costs  of  the  action,  in  case  he 
does  not  recover  a  more  favorable  judgment. 

The  costs  in  actions  in  justices'  courts  are  not  large  when  compared 
with  those  in  actions  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and  yet  the  amount  is 
sometimes  such  that  it  is  an  object  to  avoid  their  payment,  especially 
when  the  action  itself  is  a  mere  vexatious  proceeding  on  the  part  of 
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the  plaintiff.  la  actions  for  a  tort,  where  it  is  certain  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  at  least  nominal  damages,  it  will  always  be  advis- 
able to  make  an  offer  of  judgment.  And  the  offer  made  ought  to  be 
such  as  is  quite  certain  to  be  equal  to  any  amount  that  a  fair  jury  or  an 
intelligent  and  candid  justice  would  be  likely  to  give  from  the  evidence 
in  the  particular  case.  By  pursuing  this  course,  a  jury  or  the  justice 
cannot  fail  to  see  that  the  continuance  of  the  litigation  is  not  the  fault 
or  the  wish  of  the  defendant,  and  if  the  offer  has  been  a  reasonable  and 
just  one,  there  is  little  difficulty  in  the  way  of  a  just  verdict.  In  mak- 
ing such  an  offer,  it  will  always  be  advisable  to  make  some  little  sacri- 
fice, by  way  of  offering  rather  more  instead  of  a  little  less  than  could  be 
fairly  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  this  is  especially  the  case  when  it  is 
certain  or  when  it  is  quite  probable  that  the  offer  will  not  be  accepted  by 
the  plaintiff.  In  such  a  case,  the  offer  will  be  fair  toward  the  plaintiff,  and 
if  he  rejects  it,  that  will  be  liis  own  fault  or  his  own  folly.  While  it  will  be 
an  act  of  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  in  any  event,  and  especi- 
ally so,  if  the  justice  or  the  jury  should  find  a  verdict  for  less  than  the 
amount  offered,  since  in  that  case  it  would  not  only  deprive  the  plaintifi 
of  costs  from  the  time  of  the  offer,  but  would  also  subject  him  to  all 
the  costs  of  the  action  from  that  time.  The  offer  wiU  be  proper  in  any 
action  which  can  be  tried  in  a  justice's  court,  except  the  action  of 
replevin. 

The  right  of  one  of  two  or  more  defendants  to  make  an  offer  of  judg- 
ment depends  upon  the  question  whether  the  action  can  be  severed  and 
a  separate  jiidgment  taken  against  such  defenant.  An  action  can  be 
severed  whenever  a  separate  judgment  is  proper.  See  Code  of  Civil 
Pro.,  §  1205.  A  separate  judgment  can  be  taken  in  an  action  of  tort 
against  two  or  more  defendants  whenever  the  plaintiff  establishes  a  cause 
of  action  against  one  defendant,  but  not  against  all.  It  can  be  taken  in  an 
action  on  contract  against  two  or  more  defendants,  and  where  a  plaintiff 
establishes  a  cause  of  action  against  one  defendant  but  not  against  all,  and 
the  other  defendants  are  not  jowht  contractors  or  jointly  liable  with  the 
one  against  whom  the  causa  of  action  is  established.  People  v.  Crain^ 
8  How.  151.  It  cannot  be  taken  where  the  action  is  brought  upon  a 
joint,  and  not  upon  a  joint  and  several  liability.  Perry  v.  Chester,  53 
N.  Y.  240.  Therefore  one  of  several  defendants  may  make  an  offer  of 
judgment  in  all  actions  of  tort,  except  replevin,  and  in  all  actions  upon 
contract  where  the  defendants  are  charged  upon  a  joint  and  several 
liability. 

The  offer  must  be  in  writing ;  must  be  made  upon  the  return  of  the 
summons  and  before  answering  ;  must  be  for  a  specified  amount,  with 
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costs ;  and  must  be  filed  with  the  justice.  An  offer  of  judgment  not 
so  made  is  a  nullity.  The  offer  cannot  properly  be  made  until  the  com- 
plaint is  put  in  or  filed  ;  for  until  that  is  done  the  defendant  cannot  be 
certain  what  cause  of  action  will  be  alleged  against  him,  and,  therefore, 
he  cannot  intelligently  make  an  offer  of  judgment.  But  as  soon  as  the 
complaint  is  made,  either  orally  or  in  writing,  the  defendant  will  be  in 
a  condition  to  determine  whether  to  offer  judgment. 

Form  of  offer  of  jvdgement. 
JUSTICE'S  COUET. 


John  Doe 

agst. 

Richard  Roe. 


-Before  Petee  "W.  Plantz,  Justice. 


Sir  —  Take  notice  that  the  defendant,  Richard  Roe,  hereby  offers 
to  allow  judgment  to  be  taken  against  him  by  the  plaintiff,  for  the  sum 
of  $25,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  section  2892  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure. 

Dated  May  31,  1882.  RICHARD  ROE,  Defendant. 

To  John  Doe,  Plaintiff. 

§  2.  Acceptance  or  rejection  of  the  oflFer.  If  the  plaintiff  elects  to 
accept  the  offer  he  must  signify  his  acceptance  by  filing  a  written  ac- 
ceptance of  the  offer  with  the  justice  before  taking  any  other  proceed- 
ing in  the  action.  If  the  offer  is  rejected,  the  plaintiff  need  do  nothing 
more  than  to  declare  that  he  will  not  accept  it,  or  that  he  rejects  it. 
And  if  the  plaintiff  does  not  make  any  declaration  whatever,  but 
merely  remains  silent,  this  will  be  deemed  a  rejection  of  the  offer.  If 
the  acceptance  is  not  filed,  the  offer  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  upon 
the  trial ;  but  if  the  plaintiff  fails  to  obtain  a  more  favorable  judgment 
he  cannot  recover  costs  from  the  time  of  the  offer  and  must  pay  the 
defendant's  costs  from  that  time.     Yol.  1,  p.  9,  §  2892. 

Form  of  acGeptance. 

JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Doe 

agst. 

Richard  Roe. 


-Before  Petee  W.  Plantz,  Justice. 


I  hereby  accept  the  offer  of  the  defendant  to  allow  judgment  to  be 
taken  against  him  in  this  action  for  the  sum  of  $25,  with  costs. 
Dated  May  31,  1882.  JOHN  DOE,  Plamtiff. 

34 
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§  3.  Form  of  judgment  on  acceptance.  There  is  nothing  peculiar 
in  the  form  of  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  npon  the  acceptance  of 
the  offer.  The  docket  of  the  justice  will  show  the  title  of  the  action 
as  in  ordinary  cases ;  the  issuing  of  the  summons ;  the  return  of 
service ;  the  appearance  of  the  parties  upon  the  return  day ;  the  nature 
of  the  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  plaintiff's  coniplaint ;  the  filing 
of  the  offer  of  judgment  by  the  defendant  before  answering,  stating 
the  substance  of  the  offer  ;  the  filing  of  an  acceptance  of  the  offer  by 
the  plaintiff ;  and  an  ordinary  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for 
the  sum  specified  in  the  offer,  with  costs. 


CHAPTER  XV. 

JOINDER  OF  CAUSES  OF  ACTION. 

Section  1.  General  statutory  proTisions.  The  question  who  are 
proper  parties  to  an  action  has  been  discussed.  But  there  is  also 
another  question  which  immediately  arisps ;  because  one  person  may 
have  a  right  of  action  against  another  for  several  different  causes.  The 
defendant  may  owe  the  plaintiff  on  contract,  and  he  may  also  be  liable 
for  some  wrongful  act  to  personal  or  real  property.  In  such  cases 
it  becomes  important  to  determine  what  causes  of  action  may  be  joined ; 
and  also  what  causes  of  action  must  be  joined  in  the  same  action. 

The  Code  has  abolished  all  forms  of  action ;  and,  as  the  law  now 
stands,  the  mere  form  of  the  action  will  afford  no  test  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  question  whether  there  is  a  misjoinder  or  not.  The 
uncertainty  which  attended  the  determination  of  this  question  has  been 
greatly  lessened  by  a  provision  of  the  present  Code  specifying  what 
causes  of  action  may  be  united  in  the  same  complaint,  and  by  impli- 
cation at  least  prohibiting  the  joinder  of  causes  not  thus  specified.  The 
plaintiff  may  unite  in  the  same  complaint  two  or  more  causes  of  action, 
where  they  all  arise  out  of 

1.  The  same  transaction,  or  transactions  connected  with  the  same 
subject  of  action  ;  or 

2.  Contract,  express  or  implied ;  or 

3.  Personal  injuries,  and  injuries  to  property,  or  either. 

But  it  must  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint  that  all  the  causes 
of  action  so  united  belong  to  one  of  the  foregoing  subdivisions ;  that 
they  are  consistent  with  each  other ;  that  they  require  the  same  judg- 
ment, and,  except  as  otherwise  prescribed  by  law,  that  they  affect  all 
thepkrties.     Vol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2936. 

§  2.  Joinder  of  causes  of  action  on  contract  and  in  tort.  It  is 
a  general  rule  that  a  cause  of  action  on  contract  cannot  be  joined  in  the 
same  complaint  with  a  cause  of  action  in  tort.  EaXl  v.  Fisher,  20 
Barb.  441 ;  Butt  v.  Cameron,  53  id.  342 ;  Booth  v.  Farmers  and  Me- 
chanics' Nat.  Bank,  65  id.  457 ;  EhU  v.  Holler,  6  Bosw.  661 ;  S.  C, 
10  Abb.  287 ;  Tompkins  v.  WhiU,  8  How.  520.  Thus  it  has  been 
held  that  an  action  for  wrongfully  killing  cattle  could  not  be  joined 
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witli  a  cause  of  action  arising  upon  a  contract  to  carry  the  same  cattle 
to  a  distant  place,  and  an  omission  to  do  so  because  they  were  killed  by 
the  way ;  Oolwell  v.  New  York  <&  Erie  E.  H.  Co.,  9  How.  311 ; 
that  a  claim  for  the  unlawful  conversion  of  goods  could  not  be  joined 
in  the  same  action  for  money  had  and  received ;  Gobi  v.  Daws,  9 
Barb.  230  ;  that  a  cause  of  action  in  tort  could  not  be  united  with  one 
on  implied  contract;  Hunter  v.  Powell,  15  How.  221 ;  Hall  v.  Fisher, 
20  Barb.  442 ;  Martin  v.  Mayor  of  Brooklyn,  1  Hill,  545  ;  that  a 
count  in  a  complaint  for  a  breach  of  warranty  in  the  sale  of  a  horse 
could  not  be  joined  with  a  count  for  fraud  and  deceit  in  wrongfully  con- 
cealing the  defects  of  the  same  horse.  Sweet  v.  Ingerson,  12  How. 
331.  And  that  a  complaint  against  a  bailee  of  a  horse  could  not  con- 
tain a  count  upon  an  implied  contract  to  return  him  to  the  bailor,  and 
also  a  count  for  the  wrongful  conversion  of  him  by  driving  him  to 
death.     Howe  v.  Cook,  21  Wend.  29. 

A  cause  of  action  arising  out  of  a  breach  of  contract  on  the  sale  of 
real  estate  cannot  be  united  in  the  same  complaint  with  a  cause  of 
action  arising  from  the  wrongful  conversion  of  personal  property ;  nor 
can  a  cause  of  action  for  such  conversion  be  united  with  a  claim  for  an 
accounting  between  principal  and  agent,  or  banker  and  his  customer, 
with  regard  to  dealings  in  money.  McDonald  v.  Kountze,  58  How. 
152. 

The  only  exception  to  the  general  rule  that  a  cause  of  action  on 
contract  cannot  be  joined  in  the  same  complaint  with  a  cause  of  action 
ill  tort  is  to  be  found  in  the  first  subdivision  of  section  2937  of  the 
Code.  Vol.  l,p.  26.  Under  that  subdivision  it  is  clearly  proper  to 
unite  in  the  same  complaint  a  cause  of  action  upon  contract  and  a 
cause  of  action  in  tort,  if  both  causes  of  action  arose  out  of  the  same 
transaction,  or  transactions  connected  with  the  same  subject  of  action, 
are  consistent  with  each  other,  require  the  same  judgment,  and,  except 
as  otherwise  provided  by  law,  affect  all  the  parties.  See  Adams  v. 
BisselZ,  28  Barb.  382;  EobiMson  v.  Flint,  16  How.  240.  But  to 
authorize  such  joinder  even  in  that  case,  it  must  appear  from  the  face 
of  the  complaint  by  a  proper  statement  of  facts  that  the  several  causes 
of  action  arose  out  of  the  same  transaction,  or  transactions  connected 
with  the  same  subject  of  action.  A  general  allegation  that  the  several 
causes  of  action  so  arose,  without  facts  showing  in  what  way  or  manner 
the  several  causes  of  action  arose  out  of  the  same  transaction,  is  insuffi- 
cient. Flynn  v.  Bailey,  50  Barb.  73.  See  Brown  v.  Buchvngha/m, 
21  How.  190 ;  S.  C,  11  Abb.  387. 

In  practice  it  is  not  always  easy  to  determine  whether  two  causes  of 
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action  arose  out  of  "the  same  transaction,  or  transactions  connected 
with  the  same  siibject  of  action." 

This  language  is  very  general  and  very  indefinite,  and,  as  was  said 
by  Judge  Comstook,  is  "  well  chosen  for  the  purpose  intended,  because 
it  is  so  obscure  and  so  general  as  to  justify  the  interpretation  which 
shall  be  most  convenient  and  best  calculated  to  promote  the  ends  of 
justice."  See  New  York  and  New  Haven  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Schwyhr,  17 
N.  Y.  592,  604.  In  speaking  of  a  similar  provision  of  the  old  Code,  in 
which  the  same  language  is  used.  Chief  Justice  Chueoh  says :  "  I  have 
examined  the  various  authorities  upon  this  clause,  and  I  am  satisfied 
that  it  is  impracticable  to  lay  down  a  general  rule  which  will  serve  as 
an  accurate  guide  for  future  cases.  It  is  safer  for  the  courts  to  pass 
upon  the  question  as  each  case  is  presented.  To  invent  a  rule  for 
determining  what  the  ' '  same  transaction  "  means,  and  when  a  cause  of 
action  shall  be  deemed  to  "arise  out  "  of  it,  and  what  the  "same  sub- 
ject of  action  "  means,  and  when  transactions  are  to  be  deemed  con- 
nected with  it,  has  taxed  the  ingenuity  of  many  learned  judges,  and  I 
do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  make  the  effort  to  find  a  solution  of  these 
questions."  See  Wiles  v.  Suydam,  64  N.  T.  1T3,  178.  What  the 
chief  justice  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  has  found  impracticable  to  do 
will  not  be  attempted  here.  In  several  cases  the  words  "  subject  of  the 
action "  are  said  to  mean  the  subject-matter  in  dispute,  or  the  facts 
constituting  the  cause  of  action.  Ohamhoret  v.  Cagney,  41  How.  125  ; 
S.  C,  2  Sweeny,  384  ;  10  Abb.  (N.  S.)  31 ;  Goddington  v.  Dunham,  45 
How.  40 ;  S.  C.,  8  Jones  &  Sp.  412 ;  Lehmair  v.  Griswold,  8  id. 
100.  This  definition  seems  to  have  been  invented  to  distinguish 
the  dbjeot  from  the  subject  of  the  action.  Thus  it  was  said  in  the 
case  first  cited  that  the  object  of  an  action  for  a  trespass  upon  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff  is  to  recover  damages,  but  the  subject  of  the 
action  is  the  trespass. 

An  action  of  trespass  in  breaking  into  a  house  and  opening  a  trunk 
cannot  be  joined  with  an  action  on  a  covenant  in  a  lease  for  quiet  en- 
joyment, although  the  act  which  renders  the  defendant  liable  in  both 
cases  is  the  same.     Keep  v.  Kaufman,  56  N.  Y.  332. 

A  cause  of  action  against  a  stockholder  of  a  manufacturing  corpora- 
tion, organized  under  the  act  of  1848,  sufficient  to  charge  the  defendant 
with  a  debt  of  the  corporation  because  of  a  failure  to  make  and  record 
the  certificate  required  by  section  10  of  that  act,  cannot  be  jomed  with 
a  cause  of  action  seeking  to  charge  him,  as  trustee,  with  the  debt, 
because  of  failure  to  file  an  annual  report  as  required  by  section  12 
of  that  act,  as  the  first  cause  of  action  is  upon  contract,  while  the  second 
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is  an  action  upon  a  statute  for  a  penalty  or  forfeiture,  and  the  two 
causes  of  action  do  not  arise  out  of  the  same  transaction,  or  transactions 
connected  with  the  same  subject  of  action.  Wiles  v.  Suydcmi,  64  E". 
Y.  173.  So  a  cause  of  action  against  the  trustee  of  an  insolvent  savings 
bank,  to  recover  damages  occasioned  by  unauthorized  and  illegal  in- 
vestments made  by  him,  cannot  be  joined  with  a  cause  of  action  upon  a 
bond  given  by  him  to  make^  up  a  deficiency  in  the  assets  of  the  bank. 
French  v.  Salter,  1 7  Hun,  646. 

The  language  of  the  section  of  the  Code  in  respect  to  the  character  of 
the  cause  of  action  which  may  be  interposed  as  a  counter-claim  to  the 
cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  plaintiff's  complaint  is  so  nearly  identical 
with  that  of  the  section  under  consideration,  that  the  decisions  under 
either  section  will  be  found  of  value  in  construing  the  language  of  the 
other.     See  vol.  2,  p.  175. 

It  does  not  follow  that  because  two  causes  of  action  originated  or 
happened  at  the  same  time,  each  cause  of  action  arose  out  of  the  same 
transaction.  The  question  is  not  whether  both  causes  of  action  sprung 
into  existence  at  the  same  moment  of  time,  but  whether  each  cause  of 
action  arose  out  of  the  same  transaction,  the  same  thing  done.  Time 
has  very  little  to  do  in  solving  the  real  question.  .For  example,  the 
maker  of  a  promissory  note  might,  at  the  instant  of  its  delivery  and  in- 
ception, falsely  call  the  payee  a  thief,  and  yet  the  payee  could  not  join 
a  cause  of  action  for  the  slander  with  the  cause  of  action  on  the  note 
upon  the  theory  that  both  causes  of  action  arose  out  of  the  same  trans- 
action. So,  a  defendant,  at  the  time  of  committing  an  assault  and  bat- 
tery upon  the  plaintiff,  may  use  false  and  slanderous  words,  and  thus 
furnish  the  defendant  with  two  independent  causes  of  action,  but  they 
will  not  arise  out  of  the  same  transaction.  Anderson  v.  Hill,  53  Barb. 
238.  And  it  has  been  held  that  a  complaint  charging  certain  of  the 
defendants  with  fraud  in  acquiring  a  claim  held  by  the  plaintiffs 
against  the  estate  of  an  insolvent,  and  demanding  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract, and  also  asking  for  an  accounting  by  certain  of  the  defendants  as 
assignees  of  the  estate  of  the  insolvent,  contained  two  causes  of  action 
which  could  not  properly  be  joined,  for  the  reason  that  the  causes  of 
action  did  not  arise  out  of  the  same  transaction,  nor  could  they  in  any 
proper  sense  be  said  to  arise  out  of  transactions  connected  with  the 
same  subject  of  action,  nor  did  they  belong  to  any  one  class  of  actions 
which  could  be  united  in  the  same  complaint.  YamlAew  v.  Johnson, 
6  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  648 ;  S.  C,  4  Hun,  416. 

If  a  person  enters  into  a  contract  to  print  a  book  from  stereotype 
■plates  furnished  by  the  other  contracting  party,  he  assumes  a  double 
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obligation,  the  one  founded  upon  the  express  contract  to  print  the  book, 
the  other  upon  the  imphed  contract  to  take  proper  care  of  the  plates 
and  return  them  to  the  owner.  If  the  printer  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
both  contracts,  and  not  only  fails  to  print  the  book,  but  also  negligently 
suffers  the  plates  to  be  destroyed,  these  separate  causes  of  action  against 
him  may  be  properly  joined  as  arising  out  of  one  transaction.  JBadger 
V.  Benedict,  1  Hilt.  414. 

A  cause  of  action  for  deceit  may  be  joined  with  one  for  money  had 
and  received  when  both  causes  of  action  arise  out  of  the  same  transac- 
tion.     Woodhury  v.  Deloss,  65  Barb.  501. 

Where  a  cause  of  action  arising  upon  contract  is  joined  in  the  same 
complaint  with  a  cause  of  action  for  a  tort,  for  which  the  defendant 
might  otherwise  be  arrested,  the  plaintiff,  by  such  joinder,  waives  his 
right  to  arrest,  see  ante,  146  ;  and  also  his  right  to  an  execution  against 
the  person  of  the  defendant.  Vol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2937.  This  is  the  only 
effect  of  the  joinder,  where  such  joinder  is  authorized  by  the  Code. 

§  3.  Joinder  of  causes  of  action  upon  contract.  A  plaintiff  may 
unite  in  the  same  complaint  two  or  more  causes  of  action  where  they 
all  arise  out  of  contract,  express  or  implied,  provided  that  they  are  con- 
sistent with  each  other,  that  they  require  the  same  judgment,  and,  ex- 
cept as  otherwise  prescribed  by  law,  that  they  affect  all  the  parties. 
Vol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2937.  And  this  is  the  rule,  although  some  of  the 
causes  of  action  arise  upon  sealed  agreements,  and  some  of  them  upon 
unsealed  ones,  and  whether  the  liability  is  founded  upon  express  or 
upon  implied  promises.  A  cause  of  action  for  goods  sold,  services 
rendered,  etc.,  may  be  joined  with  a  right  of  action  upon  a  bond  or 
other  sealed  instrument. 

Several  promissory  notes  may  be  sued  on  in  the  same  complaint. 
Dorman  v.  Kellam,  14  How.  184.  And  an  action  upon  a  justice's 
judgment  in  those  cases  in  which  it  may  be  sued  may  be  joined  with 
causes  of  action  upon  accounts,  promissory  notes,  bills  of  exchange,  or 
other  demands  of  that  natm-e,  or  with  sealed  contracts.  Under  the  old 
forms  of  actions  and  pleadings,  an  action  would  not  Ue  to  recover  upon 
an  account,  or  a  promissory  note,  if  it  was  joined  with  a  right  of  action 
upon  a  bond,  or  a  judgment,  because  one  of  them  ought  to  be  sued  in 
assumpsit,  and  the  other  in  debt  or  covenant.  But  those  forms  having 
been  abolished  there  can  be  no  objection  to  their  joinder  in  the  same 
action,  because  the  same  kind  of  answer,  judgment  and  execution  would 
be  appropriate  in  each  case. 

A  cause  of  action  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  and  a 
cause  of  action  against  the  guarantor  of  the  same  instrument  upon  a 
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contract  distinct  from  the  instrument  signed  by  the  maker,  though  in- 
dorsed thereon,  cannot  be  joined  in  the  same  complaint.  Harris  v. 
Eldridge,  5  Abb.  N.  C.  278  ;  Barton  v.  Speis,  5  Hun,  60.  But  in  an 
action  against  a  constable  and  his  sureties  on  his  official  bond  the  plaint- 
iff may  unite  in  the  same  complaint,  a  count  that  the  constable  levied 
upon  sufficient  property  of  the  defendant's  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff's 
execution ;  a  count  alleging  a  failure  to  return  the  execution  according 
to  its  requirement ;  and  a  count  that  the  constable  keeps  and  detains 
the  money  received  on  the  execution.     Moore  v.  Smith,  10  How.  361. 

§  4.  Joindeit  of  causes  of  action  for  tort.  The  Code  authorizes 
the  plaintiff  to  join  in  the  same  complaint  two  or  more  causes  of  ac- 
tion where  they  all  arise  out  of  personal  injuries,  and  injuries  to  prop- 
erty, or  either,  provided  it  appears  ixpon  the  face  of  the  complaint  that 
all  the  causes  of  action  so  united  arise  out  of  personal  injuries,  or  in- 
juries to  property,  or  either,  that  they  are  consistent  with  each  other, 
that  they  require  the  same  jiidgment,  and  except  as  otherwise  pre- 
scribed by  law,  that  they  affect  all  the  parties.  Yol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2937. 
The  causes  of  action  embraced  in  the  terms  "personal  injuries"  and 
"injuries  to  property"  include  every  demand  for  a  tort  of  which  a 
justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction.     See  vol.  1,  p.  169. 

The  plaintiff  may  join  in  the  same  complaint  as  many  causes  of  ac- 
tion as  he  may  have  against  the  defendant,  for  trespasses  committed  by 
him,  whether  the  trespass  was  to  real  or  to  personal  property,  or  to  both 
of  them.  This  rule  will  include  actions  for  the  conversion  of  personal 
property.  Several  penalties  may  be  joined  in  the  same  action,  when 
they  all  exist  in  favor  of  the  same  plaintiff,  and  against  the  same  de- 
fendant. 

§  5.  Causes  joined  must  be  consistent  and  require  the  same  judg- 
ment. The  Code  requires  that  all  causes  of  action  joined  in  the  same 
complaint  shall  be  consistent  with  each  other  and  require  the  same 
judgment.  Vol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2937.  For  example,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
join  in  the  same  complaint  a  cause  of  action  for  the  recovery  of  land 
by  virtue  of  ownership  in  fee-simple,  and  a  cause  of  action  for  dam- 
ages arising  from  an  obstruction  of  a  qualified  right  to  its  enjoyment. 
Smith  V.  Halloch,  8  How.  73.  So  a  plaintiff  cannot  have  a  recovery 
for  the  violation  of  an  ordinance,  and  at  the  same  time  have  such  vio- 
lation restrained.  Lamport  v.  Abbott,  12  How.  3i0.  So  a  plaintiff  can- 
not join  a  cause  of  action  for  a  warranty  of  a  horse,  and  a  cause  of 
action  for  fraud  and  deceit  in  concealing  the  defects  of  the  same  horse, 
as  these  causes  of  action  are  inconsistent  with  each  other.  Sweet  v.  In- 
geraon,  12  How.  331 ;  Springstead  v.  Lmoson,  23  id.  302 ;  S.  0.,  14 


JOINDER  OF  CAUSES  OF  ACTION.  273 

Each  cause  of  action  must  aflFect  all  the  parties. 

Abb.  328.  The  two  causes  of  action  demaud  a  totally  difEerent  line  of 
proof,  a  diflEerent  judgment,  and  different  process  for  enforcing  a  final 
recovery.  lb.     See  Qidntard  v.  Newton,  5  Rob.  72. 

An  executor  or  administrator  is  now  required  by  the  Code  to  bring 
every  action  in  his  representative  capacity  where  tiie  cause  of  action 
belongs  to  him  in  that  capacity.  He  cannot  include  in  the  same  action 
a  claim  in  his  individual  right  and  a  claim  as  administrator  of  another. 
Lv^as  V.  New  York  Central  JR.  M.  Co.,  21  Barb.  245.  But  see 
Armstrong  v.  Hall,  17  How.  76. 

§  6.  Each  cause  of  action  must  aflfect  all  the  parties.  Except  as 
otherwise  prescribed  by  law,  each  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the 
plaintiff's  complaint  must  affect  all  the  parties  to  the  action.  Vol.  1, 
p.  26,  §  2937.  Separate  causes  of  action  against  several  estates  cannot 
be  joined,  even  though  some  of  the  defendants  represent  all  the  estates. 
Viall  V.  Mott,  37  Barb.  208.  If  the  plaintiff  has  a  good  cause  of  action 
in  tort  against  two  persons,  he  cannot  join  with  it  a  similar  cause  of 
action  against  one.  Rodgers  v.  Modgers,  11  Barb.  595.  A  cause  of 
action  upon  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  only  cannot  be  joined 
with  a  cause  of  action  against  such  defendant  and  another.  Causes  of 
action  upon  several  judgments  cannot  be  united  in  one  action  unless 
all  the  debtors  in  the  judgments  are  the  same,  and  are  made  defendants. 
Barnes  v.  Smith,  1  Rob.  699  ;  S.  C,  16  Abb.  420. 

A  constable  and  his  sureties  may  be  joined  in  the  same  action,  when 
it  is  founded  upon  the  neglect  of  the  constable  to  return  a  justice's 
execution  within  the  time  required  by  law,  or  for  keeping  moneys  col- 
lected, etc.  Moore  v.  Smith,  10  How.  361 ;  Sloan  v.  Case,  10  Wend. 
370.  But  where  one  count  in  the  complaint  states  a  cause  of  action 
against  a  part  of  the  defendants,  and  another  count  states  a  cause  of 
action  against  them  all,  it  is  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action.  Wells 
V.  Jewett,  11  How.  242. 

Where  one  of  the  causes  of  action  against  the  defendant  is  against 
him  individually,  and  another  as  trustee,  etc.,  they  cannot  be  joined. 
Alger  v.  ScovilU,  6  How.  131  ;  S.  C,  1  Code  Rep.  (JST.  S.)  303.  So, 
where  the  complaint  demands  judgment  against  one  defendant  individu- 
ally, and  against  the  other  as  a  trustee,  etc.,  they  cannot  be  joined.  lb. 

Several  causes  of  action  can  be  properly  united  in  the  complaint,  in 
those  cases  only  in  which  each  cause  of  action  affects  all  of  the  defend- 
ants. It  is  not  enough  that  some  of  the  defendants  are  affected  by  all 
of  them.  Lexington,  etc.,  R.  R.  v.  Goodman,  15  How.  85.  It  is  not 
necessary  however,  that  the  several  causes  of  action  should  affect  each 
of  the  defendants  equally,  it  is  sufficient  that  each  cause  of  action  affect* 
35 
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each  defendaxit  in  some  degree.  Vermeule  v.  Beck,  15  How.  333 ; 
Beal  V.  Fiwh,  11  N.  Y.  128  ;  O'Shea  v.  Eirker,  8  Abb.  70 ;  S.  C, 
4  Bosw.  120. 

§  7.  Remedy  for  misjoinder.  The  Code  does  not  specify  the 
remedy  of  the  defendant  in  case  of  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action  in 
the  plaintiff's  complaint.  In  the  Supreme  Court  the  remedy  is  by 
demurrer.  But  the  only  demurrer  to  a  complaint  allowed  in  justices' 
courts  by  the  present  law  is  where  the  complaint  is  not  sufficiently  ex- 
plicit to  be  understood,  or  where  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action.  Vol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2939.  See  Lapham  v.  Eioe, 
63  Barb.  485.  A  demurrer  upon  the  last  ground  will  be  undoubtedly 
the  proper  remedy,  where  the  complaint  sets  forth  a  cause  of  action 
against  all  the  defendants,  and  also  a  cause  of  action  against  some  but 
not  all  the  defendants.  In  such  case,  a  defendant  not  affected  by  a 
cause  of  action  separately  stated  in  the  complaint  may  demur  to  that 
cause  of  action  upon  the  ground  that,  as  to  him,  it  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  plaintiff  must  then 
amend  his  complaint  or  the  justice  must  disregard  the  part  demurred 
to.  But  the  demurrer  to  a  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  plaintiff's 
complaint  is  authorized  only  where  the  cause  of  action  is  separately 
stated.  Vol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2935.  And  the  remedy  by  demurrer  is  avail- 
able only  to  the  defendant  against  whom  the  cause  of  action  so 
separately  stated  does  not  show  a  cause  of  action.  If  the  plaintiff  has 
blended  two  distinct  causes  of  action  in  a  single  count,  one  of  which 
affects  all  the  defendants  and  the  other  affects  only  a  part  of  them,  a 
demurrer  is  not  the  proper  remedy,  for  the  reason  that  in  such  case  it 
is  an  unauthorized  pleading.  In  that  case,  as  in  all  other  cases  of  mis- 
joinder of  causes  of  action,  the  defendant  must  point  out  to  the  justice 
the  existence  of  two  distinct  causes  of  action  in  the  complaint,  and  the 
fact  that  they  cannot  properly  be  joined,  and  move  that  the  plaintiff 
be  compelled  to  elect  to  which  cause  of  action  he  will  be  confined. 
This  motion  should  be  made  upon  joining  issue,  or  at  least  before  pro- 
ceeding to  trial.     Burdick  v.  McAvrMy,  9  How.  117. 

If  the  defendant  omits  to  raise  an  objection  to  the  misjoinder  by 
motion  or  demurrer  the  objection  will  be  waived.  And  if  the  plaintiff 
proves  a  cause  of  action  under  either  of  the  counts  in  his  complaint, 
he  will  be  entitled  to  recover,  and  the  judgment  will  not  be  reversed 
for  such  misjoinder  or  causes  of  action.  Willa/rd  v.  Bridge,  4  Barb. 
361  ;  Dunham  v.  SimmoTis,  3  Hill,  609 ;  Whitmg  v.  Crvm,  1  id. 
€1 ;  Lovett  v.  Pdl,  22  "Wend.  369. 
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§  8.  Splitting  single  causes  of  action^  or  entire  demands.  The 

reverse  of  joining  distinct  causes  of  action  is  the  splitting  of  a  single 
indivisible  cause  of  action  into  two  or  more  demands.  The  law  does 
not  encourage,  nor  does  it  tolerate  a  plaintifE  in  making  the  defendant 
any  unnecessary  expense  and  trouble  by  splitting  a  cause  of  action,  and 
bringing  separate  suits  on  each  part  of  it.  And,  therefore,  when  a 
plaintiff  has  a  single  cause  of  action  arising  upon  conPract,  although 
there  may  be  many  items  of  it,  he  must  join  them  all  in  the  same 
action  ;  and,  if  he  sues  and  recovers  for  a  portion  of  the  items,  he  will 
be  precluded  from  bringing  an  action  and  recovering  for  the  residue. 
BwncToft  V.  Winspem,  44  Barb.  209 ;  Nathans  v.  Hope,  7Y  K  Y. 
420;  Bendemagle  v.  Cocks,  19  Wend.  20 Y;  Cogginsy.  Bulwmkle,  1  E. 
D.  Smith,  434 ;  Guernsey  v.  Carver,  8  "Wend.  492 ;  Smith  v.  Jones, 
15  Johns.  229 ;  Phillips  v.  Beriek,  16  id.  136.  But  the  cause  of 
action  must  arise  out  of  a  single  contract  or  transaction,  for,  where  two 
bills  of  goods  were  sold  to  the  defendant,  at  different  times,  and  a 
credit  of  six  months  was  given  on  one  bill,  and  none  as  to  the  other,  it 
was  held  that  the  causes  of  action  were  separate  and  distinct,  and  that 
a  recovery  upon  the  bill  first  sold  was  no  bar  to  an  action  upon  the 
second.     Staples  v.  Ooodrich,  21  Barb.  317. 

Where  there  are  several  items  of  account  for  goods  sold  or  work 
performed  at  different  times,  there  must  be  either  an  express  contract, 
or  the  circumstances  must  be  such  as  to  raise  an  implied  contract  em- 
bracing all  the  items,  to  make  them  a  single  or  entire  demand.  Seoor 
V.  Sturgis,  16  N.  T.  548,  554,  555,  558.  This  last  case  was  decided 
by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  it  is  an  elaborate  exposition  of  the  correct 
rule. 

The  same  rule  applies  to  actions  for  torts.  Where  a  claim  arises 
upon  a  contract  or  from  a  tort,  the  entire  claim  must  be  prosecuted 
in  a  single  suit,  and  several  suits  cannot  be  brought  for  separate  parts 
of  such  claim.  Nathans  v.  Hope,  17  N.  Y.  420.  And  whenever  a 
right  of  action  exists  for  taking  or  injuring  several  articles  of  personal 
property,  if  they  were  all  taken  at  the  same  time,  or  by  a  single 
wrongful  act,  the  articles  must  all  be  sued  for  in  a  single  action ;  and 
if  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  for  taking  a  portion  of  such  articles, 
and  the  plaintiff  recovers  judgment,  he  will  be  barred  from  maintain- 
ing another  action  for  the  residue  of  them.     Farrvngton  v.  Payne,  15 

Johns.  432. 

But  where  a  plaintiff  sued  for  the  recovery  of  the  value  of  several 
articles,  and  it  appeared  on  the  trial  that  but  a  portion  of  the  articles 
had  been  converted  at  the  time  when  the  suit  was  commenced,  it  was 
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held  that  the  plaintiff  might  strike  out  of  his  complaint  the  cause  of 
action  for  the  articles  which  were  not  converted,  and  that  this  was  not 
splitting  up  a  single  cause  of  action,  so  as  to  bar  a  right  to  the  residue 
of  the  property.     Doty  v.  Brown,  4  JST.  Y.  71. 

So  where  a  plaintiff  has  a  right  of  action  against  two  on  a  joint 
demand  as  partners,  if  he  sues  one  and  recovers  a  judgment  against 
him,  that  will  be  a  bar  to  an  action  against  the  other  joint  debtors. 
Ohnstead  v.  Webster,  8  N.  T.  413  ;  Robertson  v.  Smith,  18  Johns.  459  ; 
Benson  v.  Paine,  9  Abb.  28. 

If  one  or  more  of  the  debtors  cannot  be  served  with  process 
because  of  absence  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  the  plaintiff 
raa,j  insert  the  names  of  all  the  debtors  as  defendants,  and  then 
proceed  against  all  of  them,  even  although  but  a  portion  of  them  were 
served  with  process. 

Where  a  constable  has  brought  an  action  against  the  obligors  in  a 
bond  conditioned  to  keep  him  harmless  and  indemnified  of,  from  and 
against  all  damages,  costs,  charges,  trouble  and  expense  that  he  may  be 
piit  to,  sustain  or  suffer  by  reason  of  a  levy  upon  and  sale  of  property 
on*  execution,  he  may  recover  in  the  suit  not  only  the  amount  he 
has  actually  expended  in  the  defense  of  an  action  brought  against 
him  by  one  claiming  to  be  the  owner  of  the  property  levied  upon, 
but  also  the  costs  and  counsel  fees  of  his  attorney  and  counsel  in 
defending  such  suit,  although  they  have  not  been  actually  paid. 
And  if  in  such  action  he  does  not  recover  such  costs  and  counsel 
fees,  he  cannot  afterward  maintain  another  action  upon  the  bond  to 
recover  them.     Bancroft  v.  Wi/nspear,  44  Barb.  209. 

The  rule  that  an  entire  indivisible  demand  cannot  be  spKt  up  into 
several  claims,  so  as  to  make  it  the  subject  of  two  or  more  separate 
actions,  does  not  interfere  with  the  prosecution  of  separate  suits  for 
distinct  causes  of  action  which  are  not  connected  with  each  other  and  do 
not  constitute  an  entire  claim.  Hence  it  follows  that  there  is  no  rule  of 
law  or  principle  which  prevents  the  prosecution  of  several  promissory 
notes  in  separate  and  distinct  actions,  although  they  were  given  upon  the 
settlement  of  one  and  the  same  demand.  Nathans  v.  Hope,  77  N.  Y. 
420.  The. same  rule  applies  to  separate  trespasses,  and  a  separate  suit 
may  be  brought  for  each  one  of  them.  lb. 

When  several  claims,  payable  at  different  times,  arise  out  of  the  same 
contract  or  transaction,  separate  actions  may  be  brought  as  each  liability 
inures.  StUl,  if  no  action  is  brought  until  more  than  one  is  due,  all 
that  are  due  must  be  included  in  one  action ;  and  if  an  action  is 
brought  when  more  than  one  is  due,  a  recovery  in  the  one  first  brought 
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will  be  an  effectual  bar  to  a  second  action  brought  to  recover  the  other 
claims  that  were  due  when  the  first  was  brought.  Beformed  Protest- 
ant Dutch  Church  of  Westfield  v.  Jirown,  54  Barb.  191.  So  if  two 
demands  accrue  for  distinct  failures  to  perform  the  same  covenant  in  an 
instrument  under  seal,  and  after  both  demands  have  become  due,  an  ac- 
tion is  brought  to  recover  one  demand,  and  afterward,  and  during  the 
pendency  of  the  first  action,  another  action  is  brought  to  recover  the 
other  demand,  a  judgment  in  the  second  suit  and  its  payment,  although 
occurring  during  the  pendency  of  the  first,  may  be  pleaded  by  way  of 
supplemental  answer,  and  constitute  a  defense  to  the  action  first 
brought.  Jex  v.  Jacob,  19  Hun,  105.  In  the  case  last  cited,  an  action 
was  brought  to  recover  $6,615  for  two  quarters'  rent  due  tbe  plaintiff 
from  the  defendants  under  a  covenant  in  a  lease.  At  the  time  this  ac- 
tion was  commenced  there  was  also  due  under  the  same  covenant  a  bal- 
ance of  $150  on  a  prior  quarter.  A  second  action  was  brought  to 
recover  this  sum,  and  judgment  was  recovered  therein,  and  paid  before 
the  termination  of  the  first  action.  The  recovery  and  payment  of  this 
judgment  was  pleaded  in  the  first  action  by  a  supplemental  answer,  and 
on  demurrer  to  this  answer  it  was  held  to  be  a  good  defense. 

The  effect  of  a  recovery  for  a  part  of  an  entire  demand  has  been 
treated  in  another  volume.     See  vol.  2,  p.  7i5. 

§  9.  Election  as  to  kind  of  action.  Under  the  old  practice,  where 
there  were  several  different  forms  of  action,  it  was  frequently  a  mat- 
ter of  some  consequence  what  form  of  action  was  adopted.  But  since 
the  Code,  there  are  but  few  cases  in  which  any  election  can  be  made, 
because  forms  of  action  are  abolished.  Before  the  Code,  if  property 
was  unlawfully  taken  or  wrongfully  converted,  the  owner  might  waive 
the  tort  and  sue  in  assumpsit  for  the  value.  Putnam  v.  Wise,  1  Hill, 
235,  240,  note  a  ;  Cmnmings  v.  Vorce,  3  id.  282  ;  Berly  v.  Taylor, 
6  id.  57Y,  584,  note  a  ;  Oslorn  v.  Bell,  5  Denio,  370 ;  McKnight  v. 
Dunlqp,  4  Barb.  36.  And  it  has  been  held  that  the  rules  are  the  same 
since  the  Code.  Mnds  v.  Tweddle,  7  How.  278,  281 ;  Doughty  v. 
Crozier,  9  Abb.  411.  But  if  the  plaintiff  has  an  election  to  waive  the 
tort,  and  sue  for  the  value  of  the  goods  as  though  they  were  sold  on 
contract,  it  is  important  to  remember  that  by  adopting  that  method, 
the  defendant  may  introduce  a  set-off,  which  he  could  not  do  if  sued 
in  tort.  And  again,  the  plaintiff  will  also  waive  the  right  to  arrest  the 
defendant  or  to  imprison  him  on  the  execution,  if  he  elects  to  waive 
the  tort.  But,  unless  the  defendant  has  actually  sold  the  goods,  the 
tort  cannot  be  waived  so  as  to  sue  for  the  goods  sold,  or  for  money  had 
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and  received.     MoKnight  v.  Dunlop,  4   Barb.   36,   42 ;  P'utnam  v. 
Wise,  1  Hill,  240,  note  a. 

But  there  is  one  kind  of  remedy  which  may  frequently  be  desirable. 
If  an  individual  sell  goods  to  an  irresponsible  person,  who  obtains  the 
possession  by  a  fraudulent  statement,  or  if  he  by  any  means  obtains 
possession  of  them  fraudulently,  it  will  be  important  to  obtain  the 
goods  themselves.  So,  in  other  cases  in  which  one  person  has  personal 
property  of  another,  and  he  refuses  to  deliver  it  to  the  owner,  an  action 
of  replevin  is  then  preferable,  as  the  identical  property  wiU  then  be 
recovered. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

GENERAL  RULES  OF  PLEADING. 

Section  1.  General  principles.  AW  forms  of  actions,  and  sRf ottos 
of  pleadings  have  been  abrogated  by  the  Code.  The  abolition  of  these 
forms  was  a  necessity,  when  the  principles  of  the  Code  became  rules  of 
law.  The  plain  intention  and  spirit  of  the  Code  is,  that  every  party, 
whether  plaintiff  or  defendant,  shall  state  fully  and  truly  all  the  facts 
which  constitute  the  cause  of  action,  or  the  groimd  of  defense.  The 
old  system  permitted  the  litigation  of  causes  under  general  pleadings,  of 
which  there  were  numerous  forms,  which  were  adapted  to  correspond- 
ing forms  of  action. 

But  the  Code  has  introduced  a  system  of  special  pleading  which  re- 
quires a  statement  of  the  particular  facts  of  each  case. 

It  must  not  be  understood,  however,  that  the  abrogation  of  Reforms 
of  actions,  or  of  pleadings,  has  also  abrogated  \h.Q  prmoiples  of  actions, 
or  of  pleadings. 

If  the  facts,  in  a  given  case,  would  not  constitute  a  cause  of  action 
before  the  Code,  they  will  not  constitute  a  cause  of  action  now.  Oro;p- 
sey  V.  Sweeney,  27  Barb.  310. 

The  changes  which  the  Code  has  made  relate  excmsively  to  the  mcm- 
ner  of  stating  the  facts  which  constitute  the  cause  of  action,  or  the 
ground  of  defense,  and  to  the  proper  parties  to  an  action.  It  has  no 
reference  whatever  to  the  rules  of  law  by  which  it  is  determined, 
whether  a  particular  state  of  facts  is  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action  or  a  ground  of  defense. 

The  law,  in  that  respect,  remains  unchanged  by  the  Code,  unless  it 
relates  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  the  assignment  of  demands,  etc. 

The  ixyoAwoBiitsl  principles  of  pleading  have  not  been  abrogated  ; 
and  the  rules  which  were  observed  under  the  old  law  are  mainly  the 
same  as  those  now  in  use  ;  or,  in  other  words,  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  to  preserve  all  of  the  old  rules  that  were  applicable  to 
the  new  system.     Krumles.  v.  Oee,  8  Barb.  300. 

At  the  time  of  the  enactment  of  the  old  Code,  the  rules  of  pleadings 
provided  by  it  were  the  same  in  all  courts.  But  since  that  time  the  law 
has  been  changed   iu  that  respect;  and  now  two  distinct  systems  of 
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pleading  have  been  devised,  one  for  courts  of  record,  and  one  for 
courts  not  of  record.  In  many  respects  these  systems  are  the  same,  or 
changed  only  so  far  as  became  necessary  to  adapt  the  somewhat  com- 
plicated rules  of  practice  of  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  to  the  simpler 
practice  of  courts  of  limited  jurisdiction.  In  some  particulars  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  as  to  pleadings  in  courts  of  record  are  made  by 
the  statute  applicable  to  similar  pleadings  in  a  justice's  court. 

But  it  does  not  foUow,  as  of  course,  that  these  principles  do  not  ap- 
ply to  a  justice's  court,  merely  because  the  Code  does  not  so  apply  them. 
The  principles  which  the  Code  has  adopted  are,  many  of  them,  nothing 
more  than  the  common-law  rules  of  pleading,  and  they  were  always  as 
applicable  to  a  justice's  court  as  to  a  court  of  record.  And  those  com- 
mon-law principles  which  have  not  been  abrogated  are  as  applicable 
now  to  a  justice's  court  as  they  ever  were,  unless  in  those  cases  in  which 
the  Code  expressly  changes  the  rule.  But  there  is  more  than  this  to  be 
observed. 

The  statute  which  confers  jurisdiction  upon  justices'  courts  expressly 
provides  that  these  courts  shall  be  vested  with  all  the  necessa/ry powers 
which  are  possessed  by  courts  of  record  in  this  State.  Yol.  1,  p.  3,  §  2868. 
This  section  is  clearly  broad  enough,  both  in  language  and  spirit,  to  con- 
fer authority  upon  justices'  courts  to  control  all  matters  of  pleadings, 
which  are  proper  to  be  observed  in  these  courts. 

Form  of  pleadings.  Pleadings  are  not  required  to  be  in  any  par- 
ticular form,  but  must  be  such  as  to  enable  a  person  of  common  u  nder- 
standing  to  know  what  is  intended.  Vol.  1,  p.  27,  §  2940.  They  may  be 
oral,  or  in  writing,  except  in  certain  specified  cases  in  which  the  law  re- 
quires them  to  be  in  writing,  as  when  the  defendant  pleads  title  to  lands, 
lb.  ;  vol.  1,  p.  29,  §  2951.  Or,  where  a  verified  complaint  has  been 
served  with  the  summons.  Id.,  p.  177. 

If  the  pleadings  are  oral,  the  justice  is  required  to  enter  the  substance 
of  them  in  his  docket.  Id.,  p.  27,  §  2940.  The  term  "  substance  "  must 
be  understood  to  embrace  all  the  material  allegations  which  the  party 
makes,  and  which  are  essential  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  or  defense- 

The  justice  is  not  bound  to  enter  in  his  docket  any  allegations  but 
those  which  are  made  by  the  parties.  And  if  the  complaint  or  answer 
is  defective,  because  it  does  not  state  sufficient  facts,  the  opposite  party 
may  demur  to  the  pleading.  The  defendant  may  demur  to  the  com- 
plaint before  he  puts  in  his  answer.  And  "  the  plaintiff  may  demur  to 
the  answer  after  it  is  put  in. 

The  practical  effect  of  the  rules  prescribed  by  the  Code  is  to  cause 
the  pleadings  to  be  in  writing,  because  if  the  party  does  not  furnish 
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written  pleadings,  tlie  justice  must  reduce  the  material  allegations  to 
writing,  and  enter  them  in  his  docket.  When  the  parties  furnish  writ- 
ten pleadings,  the  justice  is  required  to  file  them  and  make  an  entry  in 
his  docket  referring  to  them.  lb. 

In  common  practice,  the  allegations  are  very  carelessly  made,  and 
there  are  very  few  complaints  or  answers  which  contain  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  either  a  cause  of  action  or  a  ground  of  defense.  Parties 
have  a  right  to  litigate  their  causes  in  that  way  if  they  choose,  but  it 
will  be  found  to  be  for  the  interest  of  both  parties,  if  they  each  require 
the  other  to  state  fully  and  clearly  all  the  material  facts  upon  which 
they  rely.  There  will  then  be  less  need  of  making  amendments,  and 
there  will  not  be  so  many  disputes  as  to  the  questions  which  are  at 
issue  for  trial. 

A  fuller  statement  of  the  requisites  of  pleadings  as  to  form  will  be 
given  hereafter  in  discussing  the  requisites  of  a  complaint,  answer  or 
demurrer.  «• 

Must  be  pleadings  and  issue.  The  statute  imperatively  requires 
that  there  shall  be  pleadings  in  the  action.  And  at  the  time  of  the 
first  appearance  of  the  parties,  either  to  join  issue  voluntarily,  or  upon 
the  return  of  process,  the  parties  must  join  issue  before  an  adjournment 
is  had,  except  in  those  cases  in  which  the  defendant  shall  neglect  or 
refuse  to  plead.  Yol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2934;  Fanning  y.  Trowbridge,  5 
HiD,  4:28.  And  see  Thompson  v.  Sayre,  1  Denio,  1Y5.  If  the  defend- 
ant does  not  appear,  or  if  he  does  appear,  but  neglects  or  refuses  to 
answer  to  the  complaint,  there  will,  of  course,  be  no  issue  joined.  But 
the  plaintifE  must  put  in  his  complaint,  and  it  ought  to  show  on  its 
face  a  good  cause  of  action,  especially  in  those  cases  in  which  the  de- 
fendant does  not  appear  so  as  to  waive  any  defects,  either  expressly  or 
by  implication. 

Where  a  return  from  the  Marine  Court  certified  that  the  defendant 
did  not  appear  in  the  cause,  that  no  pleadings  were  put  in,  and  that  the 
justice  received  a  statement  of  facts  from  the  attorneys  of  the  respect- 
ive parties,  whereon  he  rendered  judgment,  without  examining  any 
vntnesses,  it  was  held  that  the  judgment  could  not  be  sustained. 
JSeidenheimer  v.  Zyon,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  54. 

Facts  are  to  be  stated.  No  question  seems  to  have  perplexed  the 
courts  more  than  to  determine  what  are  the  facts  which  are  to  be 
alleged.  It  is  difficult  to  frame  an  exact  definition  which  shall  include 
every  case,  or  to  reduce  to  practice  any  of  the  numerous  rules  which 
have  been  stated. 

The  principle  is  this,  that  each  party  must  allege  some  acts  or  things 
36 
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which  the  other  has  done  or  omitted  to  do,  in  consequence  of  which 
there  is  a  cause  of  action  on  the  one  hand,  or  a  ground  of  defense  on 
the  other.  This  rule  excludes  the  allegation  of  those  facts  or  matters 
of  evidence  which  go  to  prove  that  the  other  party  has  done  or  omitted 
to  do  the  alleged  acts  or  things,  and  it  also  excludes  any  allegation  of 
the  legal  conclusion  which  follows  or  results  from  the  doing  or  the 
omission  of  the  acts  or  things  alleged  in  the  pleadings  to  have  been 
done  or  omitted. 

Suppose  that  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  goods  sold ; 
the  complaint  will  allege  that  at  a  certain  named  time  and  place  the 
plaintiff  sold  and  delivered  certain  specified  goods  to  the  defendant  at 
his  request,  that  they  were  of  a  specified  value,  and  that  they  are  not 
paid  for,  those  would  be  the  facts,  which,  if  admitted  to  be  true,  would 
be  the  plaintifE's  cause  of  action. 

He  ought  not  to  allege  that  on  a  certain  day,  at  a  specified  place,  the 
defendant  admitted  that  he  had  purchased  such  goods ;  because  that 
would  be  mere  evidence  of  the  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the 
goods  were  sold,  etc.  So,  on  the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff  ought  not 
to  allege  that  the  defendant  is  liable  to  pay  for  the  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered ;  because  that  is  a  mere  conclusion  of  law  upon  the  facts 
alleged,  if  they  are  admitted  or  proved  to  be  true. 

Thus,  when  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  back  money  paid  on 
compulsion,  or  by  duress  of  goods,  the  complaint  must  state  the  facts 
showing  that  the  payment  was  compulsory  and  not  the  mere  conclusion 
of  law  that  the  plaintiff  draws  from  the  facts.  A  general  allegation 
that  the  payment  was  compulsory,  and  not  voluntary,  is  not  sufficient. 
It  is  for  the  court  to  determine  on  the  facts  stated  whether  the  pay- 
ment was  compulsory  in  such  a  sense  as  to  bring  the  party  within 
the  rule  of  law  applicable  to  such  cases ;  and  if  the  complaint  does  not 
state  facts  from  which  the  court  can  determine  that  such  was  the  char- 
acter of  the  payment  the  pleading  is  demurrable.  Commercial  Bank 
of  Rochester  v.  City  of  Rochester,  41  Barb.  341. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  admission  of  the  party  is  a  fact,  and  the  re- 
mark is  true ;  but  it  is  also  a  fact  which  is  mere  evidence  of  the  truth 
of  the  facts  or  allegations  which  the  law  requires  to  be  stated. 

It  may  be  said,  too,  that  the  liability  of  the  defendant  is  hfa^t ;  but 
that  fact  is  a  conclttsion  of  law  which  the  court  is  to  draw  from  the 
facts  which  are  properly  alleged  in  the  pleadings,  and  established  as 
true.  See  also  the  very  appropriate  remarks  of  Duee,  J.,  in  Mann,  v. 
Morewood,  5  Sandf.  566,  and  in  Laurence  v.  Wrighi,  2  Duer,  674, 
675,  and  of  Jewett,  J.,  in  Allen  v.  Patterson,  7  N.  T.  478. 
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Another  illustration  may  not  be  inappropriate.  It  is  a  principle 
of  law  that  when  one  person  unlawfully  converts  to  his  own  use  the 
property  of  another,  the  wrong-doer  is  liable  to  respond  in  damages 
for  his  acts. 

A  complaint  for  such  a  cause  of  action  ought  not  to  state  this 
principle  of  law ;  but  it  ought  to  allege  that  the  defendant,  at  a  speci- 
fied time  and  place,  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  took  and  converted  to 
his  own  use  certain  property  belonging  to  the  plaintiff.  No  allegation 
of  evidence  of  the  truth  of  these  facts  ought  to  be  made,  such  as  the 
admissions  of  the  defendant,  or  that  a  certain  named  witness  will  swear 
to  the  truth  of  these  allegations.  If  the  wrong  complained  of  is  the 
wrongful  detention  of  the  plaintiff's  property,  the  wrongful  detention 
is  theyac^  to  be  established  ;  and  the  manner  in  which  the  wrongful 
detention  was  accomplished  is  only  evidence  of  it ;  and  whether  the 
unlawful  detention  consists  in  the  refusal  of  the  defendant  to  deliver  it 
when  demanded,  or  whether,  by  any  improper  act  of  his,  he  detains  it 
from  the  plaintiff,  is  a  matter  of  evidence  and  need  not  be  set  out  in 
the  complaint.  Simser  v.  Oowan,  56  Barb.  395.  But  while  the  case 
cited  is  a  good  illustration  of  the  rule  that  it  is  the  facts  and  not  the 
evidence  of  the  facts  that  must  be  alleged  in  a  pleading,  it  must  not  be 
understood  that  the  bold  allegation  that  property  is  "  wrongfully  de- 
tained "  from  the  plaintiff,  is  a  sufficient  allegation  of  every  fact  neces- 
sary to  show  that  the  detention  is  wrongful.  For  example,  in  an  action  of 
replevin,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  defendant  has  become  pos- 
sessed of  and  wrongfully  detains  from  the  plaintiff  a  certain  chattel  of 
a  specified  value,  without  also  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  general 
or  special  property  in  the  chattel  and  the  right  of  immediate  possession. 
Unless  he  has  such  property  and  right  of  possession,  it  cannot  be  true 
that  it  is  wrongfully  detained  from  him.  The  last,  the  wrongful  de- 
tention, grows  from  the  first,  the  property  and  right  of  possession. 
The  last  is  the  conclusion ;  the  first  is  the  fact  upon  which  the  con- 
clusion is  based  ;  and  it  is  the  fact,  and  not  the  conclusion,  which  must 
be  alleged  in  pleading.  Scofield  v.  Whitelegge,  49  N.  T.  259.  In 
other  words,  the  essential  fact  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner,  or  has  a 
special  property  in  the  chattel  entitling  him  to  its  immediate  posses- 
sion, is  not  sufficiently  alleged  by  a  mere  statement  that  the  defendant 
-w'rongf uUy  detains  the  chattel  from  the  plaintiff,  although,  as  a  matter 
of  argument,  the  detention  could  not  be  vyrongful  without  such  owner- 
ship or  special  property  and  right  to  possession.  This  general  or 
roecial  property  in  the  chattel  sought  to  be  recovered  must  be  alUeged, 
because  the  action  can  be  maintained  only  by  one  who  has  the  general 
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or  special  property  in  the  thing  taken  or  obtained,  and  not  merely  to 
show  that  the  detention  is  wrongful.  But,  in  certain  cases,  the  facts 
showing  that  the  detention  is  wrongful  must  be  set  forth.  Code  of 
Civil  Pro.,  §  172L 

The  rule  is  this,  the  complaint  ought  to  contain  aUegations  which 
logically  and  legally  show  that  the  defendant  is  liable  to  an  action ;  or 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded. 

So  an  answer,  if  it  is  not  a  mere  denial,  ought  to  contain  such  aUe- 
gations  as  show  a  defense,  if  admitted  to  be  true.  There  need  not  be 
any  confusion  on  account  of  the  rule  introduced  by  the  Code  which  re- 
quires the /acte  to  be  alleged  ;  because  the  truth  is,  the  whole  system  of 
pleadings  is  a  mere  method  of  making  allegations,  though  those  allegar 
tions  relate  to  facts. 

State  enough  to  show  cause  of  action  or  ground  of  defense. 
The  rule  which  requires  the  pleadings  to  state  the  facts  constituting  the 
cause  of  action  or  the  ground  of  defense  means  that  all  the  material 
facts  which  are  requisite  for  that  purpose  must  be  stated.  Every  fact 
which  either  party  is  required  to  prove  at  the  trial  must  be  alleged. 
Allen  V.  Patterson,  7  N.  Y.  478,  per  Jewett,  J.  This  rule,  however, 
may  be  waived  by  the  parties,  and  if  neither  party  demurs  to  the 
pleadings  of  the  other,  the  most  informal  and  insufficient  pleadings  will 
answer.  And  if  no  demurrer  is  interposed  the  pleadings  will  be  held 
sufficient  to  permit  evidence  to  be  given  in  support  of  any  cause  of 
action  or  defense  which  may  have  been  intended  to  be  pleaded,  although 
that  may  have  been  very  objectionably  done.  Catlin  v.  Gunter,  11 N.  Y. 
368 ;  Ayer  v.  O'Farrel,  10  Bosw.  143 ;  Simser  v.  Cowan,  56  Barb.  395. 
In  White  v.  Spencer,  14  N.  Y.  247,  at  page  251,  Denio,  Ch.  J.,  said : 
"  If  the  court  can  plainly  see,  as  in  this  case,  what  the  matter 
attempted  to  be  pleaded  is,  the  issue  is  not  immaterial  though  it  may  be 
defectively  stated."  And  see  Mayor,  etc.,  of  N.  Y.  v.  Mason,  1  Abb. 
345  ;  Hall  v.  MoEoofinie,  22  Barb.  244,  245. 

Questions  of  fact.  There  are  many  allegations  in  pleadings  which 
may  be  said  to  involve  questions  of  fact ;  by  which  is  to  be  understood, 
that  certain  allegations  in  the  pleadings  are  mere  conclusions  from 
evidence. 

Indeed  a  great  portion  of  the  allegations  in  any  pleading  is  but  the 
expression,  in  a  logical  and  legal  form,  of  the  conclusions  or  deductions 
of  facts  which  are  drawn  from  other  facts,  or  in  other  words,  from  the 
evidence  which  proves  their  existence. 

When  a  complaint  alleges  that  goods  were  sold  to  the  defendant,  the 
allegation  of  a  sale  is  a  mere  conclusion  of  fact  deduced  from  the  evi- 
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denee  of  the  circumstances  or  transaction  which  constitutes  a  legal 
sale. 

The  intention  with  which  an  act  was  done  is  sometimes  material,  as 
that  fact  will  sometimes  form  an  important  element  in  constituting  a 
cause  of  action,  or  in  the  measure  of  damages.  Ives  v.  Humphrey,  1 
E.  D.  Smith,  ]  97.  An  allegation  of  the  unlawful  conversion  of  per- 
sonal property  is  a  question  of  fact.  Covell  v.  Hill,  6  N.  Y.  381.  So 
is  the  question  whether  a  person  assented  to  a  specified  transaction ; 
Kemsys  v.  Richards,  11  Barb.  312 ;  whether  a  fraud  has  been  commit- 
ted ;  Erwin  v.  Voorhees,  26  Barb.  127  ;  so  as  to  the  actual  possession 
of  land ;  Pmsmis  v.  Brown,  15  Barb.  590  ;  that  the  plaintiff  became 
the  owner  of  certain  property  or  choses  in  action,  by  purchase.  Prin- 
dle  V.  Caruthers  15  N.  Y.  425.  And  it  may  be  stated,  as  a  general 
rule,  that  every  fact  which  is  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  and  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  court  or  a  jury  upon  the  evidence  adduced,  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact.  There  are  also  questions  which  are  said  to  be  mixed 
questions  of  law  and  of  fact,  which  must  be  determined  by  the  court  or 
by  a  jury  under  the  instructions  of  the  court  as  to  the  law ;  or  in  a 
justice's  court  by  the  jury  who  are  judges  of  both  the  law  and  the  facts. 

Questions  of  law.  A  question  of  law  arises  when  the  law  is  to  be 
determined  upon  undisjmted  facts.  For,  until  the  facts  are  determined, 
no  question  of  law  can  arise  upon  them ;  although  it  has  been  incor- 
rectly said  that  there  may  be  mixed  questions  of  law  and  fact,  in  which 
the  law  is  declared  conditionally,  and  it  is  to  be  applied  in  accordance 
with  the  findings  of  facts.  As  a  general  rule,  conclusions  of  law  are  not 
to  be  alleged  in  the  pleadings.  People  v.  Commissioners  of  Highways, 
54  N.  Y.  276;  S.  C,  13  Am.  Eep.  581.  An  allegation  that  a  party 
released  a  claim  without  stating  that  it  was  a  written  sealed  instrument, 
etc.,  is  alleging  a  conclusion  of  law.     Hatch  v.  Peet,  23  Barb.  575. 

A  statement  in  a  complaint  that  by  means  of  a  contract  which  is  set 
forth,  it  became  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  perform  certain  acts,  is 
not  sufficient  unless  the  facts  necessary  to  show  the  duty  are  stated. 
City  of  Buffalo  v.  Holloway,  7  N.  Y.  493,  498.  So,  an  allegation  that 
the  defendant  has  failed  to  fulfill  his  obligations  by  virtue  of  an  agree- 
ment which  is  set  out,  without  alleging  any  facts  which  show  a  breach 
of  it,  is  an  allegation  of  a  conclusion  of  law  and  defective.  Van  Schaich 
V.  Winne,  16  Barb.  90,  95.  So,  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  the  possession  of  land,  and  to  the  rents  and  profits,  or  that  he 
owned  the  rents,  is  a  mere  conclusion,  and  is  clearly  insufiicient  without 
an  allegation  of  the  facts  from  which  such  conclusion  could  have  been 
drawn.     Sheridan  v.  Jachson,  72  N.  Y.  170.     But  there  is  a  class  of 
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cases  in  which  a  conclusion  of  law  may  be  alleged  in  connection  with 
other  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  action. 

In  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  personal  property  by  the  defend- 
ant, it  is  proper  to  allege  the  facts  which  show  a  conversion  of  it,  and 
then  to  allege  that  the  acts  of  conversion  were  wrongfully  or  vmlaw- 
fuUy  done.  The  law  intends  that  every  act  done  is  lawful  and  inno- 
cent unless  it  affirmatively  appears  that  it  was  not  so  ;  and,  therefore, 
the  complaint  would  not  show  an  unlawful  or  wrongful  conversion  if 
this  allegation  were  omitted.  Walter  v.  Lockwood,  23  Barb.  228,  233 ; 
Ensign  v.  Sherman,  14  How.  439 ;  Decker  v.  Mathews,  12  N.  Y.  313 ; 
Hunter  v.  Hudson  Rvoer,  etc.,  Co.,  10  Barb.  493  ;  Sheldon,  etc.,  Co.  v. 
Hoy,  11  How.  12,  16.  So,  in  actions  to  recover  damages  for  a  fraud, 
the  complaint  ought  to  state  the  facts  which  constitute  the  cause  of 
action,  and  then  allege  that  the  acts  were  fraudulently  done,  or  the 
representations  fraudulently  made.  So,  in  actions  for  negligence,  the 
complaint  ought  to  allege  that  the  acts  stated  were  negligently  done, 
etc.  Brown  v.  Harmon,  21  Barb.  511.  So,  in  an  action  of  replevin 
to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  property,  the  complaint  may  allege 
that  the  defendant  unjustly  detains  the  property,  etc.  ChiZds  v.  Hart, 
7  Barb.  370.  In  an  action  of  replevin,  brought  in  a  court  of  record,  the 
mode  of  pleading  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant  is  regulated  by 
statute.  "  Where  the  complaint  contains  a  sufficient  statement  of  the 
plaintiff's  title,  a  general  allegation,  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  took 
the  chattel,  is  sufficient,  without  setting  forth  the  facts,  showing  that 
the  taking  was  wrongful.  Where  the  taking  of  the  chattel  is  not  com- 
plained of,  but  the  action  is  founded  upon  its  wrongful  detention,  the 
complaint  must  set  forth  the  facts,  showing  that  the  detention  was 
wrongful."  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1721.  This  provision  of  the  statute 
is  not,  in  terms,  made  applicable  to  actions  in  justice's  court,  but  it  fur- 
nishes a  safe  rule  to  follow. 

The  brief  form  of  alleging  a  wrongful  conversion  of  chattels,  or  of 
fraud,  or  of  negligence,  or  of  unjust  detention  of  property,  etc.,  is  per- 
mitted as  a  matter  of  convenience,  when  the  complaint  sets  out  all  the 
necessary  facts  to  show  a  conversion,  a  fraud,  negligence,  and  the  like, 
and  when  this  allegation  is  made  merely  to  show  that  the  acts  alleged 
were  wrongful  or  unlawful.  But  a  party  is  always  at  liberty  to  allege 
such  facts  as  will  show  that  the  act  is  wrongful,  fraudulent  and  the  like, 
without  making  such  allegation,  if  that  is  deemed  advisable.  If,  on  all 
the  facts  alleged,  it  can  be  declared  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  a  wrongful 
conversion  is  shown,  no  such  allegation  will  be  necessary,  since  it 
would  be  merely  alleging  a  conclusion  of  law,  which  sufficiently  ap- 
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pears  from  the  facts  stated.  And,  in  all  cases,  if  the  complaint  shows 
an  unlawful  conversion,  etc.,  the  allegation  of  a  wrongful  conversion 
would  at  most  be  mere  surplusage. 

Questions  of  law  and  fact.  There  are-  questions  which  are  said  to  be 
mixed  questions  of  law  and  fact.  Strictly  speaking,  there  cannot  be  such  a 
question,  because  there  cannot  be  a  question  of  law  raised  until  the  facts 
are  settled,  and  when  the  facts  are  settled,  there  can  be  nothing  left 
but  questions  of  law. 

The  phrase,  "  mixed  questions  of  law  and  fact,"  originated  in  the 
practice  which  is  adopted  in  courts  of  record.  There  are  frequently 
questions  to  be  decided  in  which  no  rule  of  law  can  be  laid  down  ex- 
cept conditionally.  The  jury  are  instructed  that  if  they  find  a  given 
state  of  facts,  then  the  law  to  be  applied  will  be  one  thing ;  but  if  a 
different  state  of  facts  is  found,  then  the  law  will  be  different 
in  the  case.  In  such  cases  the  jury  render  a  general  verdict,  includ- 
ing the  questions  of  fact  and  of  law ;  but  that  does  not  by  any  means 
make  any  question  decided  by  them  a  mixed  one.  On  the  contrary, 
they  are  expressly  instructed  to  determine  the  questions  of  fact  first, 
and  then  to  apply  the  law  according  to  the  facts  found.  Purvis  v. 
Coleman,  1  Bosw.  321,  326  ;  S.  C,  21  K.  T.  Ill ;  Carroll  v.  Upton, 
3  id.  272. 

The  cases  in  which  this  question  most  frequently  arises  are  those 
in  which  it  is  important  to  determine  whether  certain  articles  are 
necessaries  for  which  an  infant  is  liable  ;  whether  a  bill  or  note  has 
been  duly  presented ;  whether  due  diligence  has  been  used  ;  whether 
a  reasonable  notice  has  been  given  ;  whether  a  proper  demand  has  been 
made,  and  other  cases  of  a  similar  nature.  In  pleading,  the  party 
ought  always  to  allege  such  facts  as  will  show  that  he  has  performed 
what  he  was  bound  to  do,  or  that  the  other  party  has  not  done  so. 

Statement  of  evidence.  The  law  requires  that  the  facts  constituting 
the  cause  of  action  or  defense  shall  be  stated;  and  the  parties  ought 
never  testate  the  evidence  which  shows  those  facts  to  be  true.  Patti- 
S071  v.  Taylor,  8  Barb.  250  ;  Badeau  v.  Niles,  9  Abb.  N.  0.  48.  A 
complaint  in  an  action  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  alleged, 
in  substance,  that  in  a  conversation  between  the  parties  at  a  time  and 
place  specified,  the  plaintiff  asserted,  among  other  things,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  promised  to  marry  her,  and  that,  at  the  same  time  and 
place,  the  defendant  said  to  the  plaintiff  he  acknowledged  he  had  done 
wrong,  in  promising  her  as  he  did,  and  hoped  that  she  would  forgive 
him  ;  but  if  he  should  marry  her,  as  they  had  talked,  and  she  go  to  his 
house,  it  would  make  both  miserable  for  life ;  and  it  further  alleged, 
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that  the  defeadant  said  to  the  plaintiff,  in  reply  to  her  entreaties,  she 
must  try  to  forget  it,  and  acknowledged  he  had  done  wrong,  and  that 
he  was  sorry  for  it;  but  there  was  no  other  allegation  of  a  promise  by 
the  defendant,  it  was  held,  on  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  that  it  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  Buzzard  v. 
Knapp,  12  How.  504.  See,  also.  Page  v.  Boyd,  11  id.  416.  It  is  not 
sufficient  to  allege  such  facts  as  would  be  good  evidence  to  authorize  a 
jury  to  infer  those  facts  which  ought  to  be  stated  in  the  complaint. 
Such  facts  ought  to  be  stated,  that  the  court  alone  can  determine 
what  the  law  is,  without  the  aid  of  a  jury  to  find  any  facts,  or  without 
finding  any  facts  for  itself.  Page  v.  Boyd,  11  How.  415,  417;  Buz- 
zard V.  Knapp,  12  id.  504.  This  was  the  rule  before  the  Code. 
Fidler  v.  Delavan,  20  "Wend.  57,  60 ;  Benjamin  v.  De  Qroot,  1 
Denio,  151. 

Legal  presumptions.  Those  things  which  the  law  presumes  need 
never  be  stated  in  the  pleadings.  In  an  action  of  slander,  the  plaint- 
iff need  not  allege  his  good  character,  as  the  law  presumes  that.  This 
illustration  is  convenient.  But  it  will  be  remembered  that  a  justice  has 
no  jurisdiction  of  actions  for  slander.  When  a  plaintiff's  complaint 
shows  that  he  was  once  the  owner  of  property,  at  some  time  before  the 
action  was  brought,  he  need  not  allege  that  he  is  still  the  owner,  or 
that  he  never  transferred  it  to  another ;  because  the  law  will  presume, 
in  the  absence  of  allegation  of  proof,  that  the  ownership  continues. 
Yan  Rensselaer  v.  Bonesteel,  24  Barb.  366  ;  Niblo  v.  Sarrison,  7  Abb. 
447. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  upon  a  contract  required  by  the  statute 
of  frauds  to  be  in  writing,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  in  the  complaint 
that  the  contract  was  in  writing,  as,  for  the  purposes  of  the  pleading, 
that  will  be  presumed.  Marston  v.  Swett,  66  N.  Y.  206  ;  S.  C,  23 
Am.  Rep.  43  ;  New  York  Trust  and  Loan  Go.  v.  Helmer,  12  Hun,  35 ; 
HiUiard  v.  Austin,  17  Barb.  141 ;  Homer  v.  Wood,  15  id.  371 ;  Stem 
V.  Drinker,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  401 ;  Livingston  v.  Smith,  14  How.  490 ; 
Biting  V.  Yanderlyn,  4  Johns.  237. 

Fictions  in  pleadings.  One  of  the  objects  in  view  in  enacting  the 
Code  was  to  abolish  the  former  system  of  fictions  in  the  pleadings. 

In  the  old  action  of  trover,  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  he  had  lost  cer- 
tain goods,  which  the  defendant  found  and  converted  to  his  own  use. 
But,  under  the  present  rules  of  pleading,  no  such  statement  is  proper. 

The  object  of  the  present  system  is,  that  the  parties  shall  state  truly, 
clearly  and  fully  the  facts  upon  which  they  rely.  In  an  action  for 
goods  sold,  there  is  seldom  an  express  promise  to  pay  for  them,  especially 
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in  those  cases  in  which  there  is  a  running  account  existing  between  the 
pai'ties.  But,  in  all  such  cases,  there  is  an  implipd  promise  to  pay  for 
them,  arising  from  the  legal  liability  to  pay. 

In  such  cases  no  promise  need  be  alleged  in  the  complaint.  It  will 
be  sufBcient  to  state  such  facts  as  show  a  legal  liability  for  the  debt. 

Positively.  The  allegations  and  pleadings  ought  to  be  directly  and 
positively  made,  and  when  all  the  material  facts  are  thus  stated,  there 
will  be  a  distinct  and  direct  issue  to  try.  The  Code  expressly  requires 
that  the  complaint  and  answer  shall  state  the  facts  in  a  plain  and  direct 
manner.     Vol.  1,  p.  26,  §§  2936,  2938. 

Hypothetical  allegations.  The  parties  are  required  to  make  plain 
and  direct  allegations,  as  we  have  just  seen.  But  it  is  a  part  of  the 
system  that  the  pleadings  shall  be  true.  It  was  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  to  provide  such  rules  of  pleadings  as  would  enable  and 
also  require  parties  to  state  nothing  but  the  truth. 

The  result  of  this  rule  in  practice  is,  to  compel  a  party  either  to 
admit  or  to  deny  the  allegations  of  a  preceding  pleading.  A  defendant, 
therefore,  must  either  deny  the  material  allegations  in  the  complaint, 
or  a  part  of  them,  or  he  mast  admit  their  truth,  either  expressly  or  ,by 
implication,  by  not  denying  them.  If  he  denies  all  the  allegations  in 
the  complaint,  that  will  put  them  all  in  issue.  If  he  denies  a  portion 
of  the  allegations,  and  is  silent  as  to  the  others,  or  if  he  expressly 
admits  the  truth  of  a  portion  of  them,  the  result  will  be  that  the  facts 
which  are  denied  will  he  in  issue,  wjiile  tlie  remainder  of  them  will  be 
admitted  as  true. 

The  importance  of  this  rule  is  greatest  in  those  cases  in  which  the 
defendant  sets  up  an  affirmative  defense  in  his  answer.  If  th^re  is  no 
denial  interposed,  the  complaint  will  stand  admitted,  and  the  whole 
defense  will  rest  upon  the  answer  of  new  matter.  In  such  cases,  the 
answer  cannot  say,  hypothetically,  that  if  the  facts  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint are  true,  that  he  then  has  a  defense  such  as  the  answer  sets  up. 
Such  an  answer  would  neither  be  a  denial  nor  an  admission  of  the 
allegations  in  the  complaint,  and  it  is,  therefore,  bad  pleading.  Dovan 
v.  Dinmwn^e,  33  Barb.  87  ;  McMurray  v.  Gifford,  5  liow.  14  ;  Boyoe 
V.  Brown,  7  Barb.  80 ;  Conger  v.  Johnson,  2  Denio,  96.  But  see 
MoGorrroiek  v.  Pickering,  i  N.  Y.  277.  Such  an  answer  may  be 
demurred  to,  because  the  pleading  is  not  sufficiently  explicit  to  he 
understood,  since  it  neither  d,ejiies,  nor  confesses  and  avoids  the  com- 
plaint. Vol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2939.  The  answer  may,  however,  refer  to 
the  cause  of  action  in  the  complaint'  by  calling  it  the  "alleged  "  or  the 
37 
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"  supposed  "  cause  of  action,  because  that  assumes  that  there  is  a  cause 
of  action  alleged  which  required  an  answer  by  way  of  defense. 

Duplicity.  One  of  the  advantages  of  the  Code  is,  that  it  reduces  the 
system  of  pleadings  to  a  plain,  simple  and  brief  statement  of  the  facts 
in  the  case,  without  any  unnecessary  repetitions.  Each  separate  cause 
of  action  ought,  therefore,  to  be  stated  in  a  separate  count  in  the  com- 
plaint. 

If  several  distinct  and  independent  causes  of  action  are  blended 
together  in  a  single  count,  confusion  may  naturally  be  expected  to 
result.  But  if  each  distinct  cause  of  action  is  separately  stated,  the 
court  and  the  opposite  party  can  readily  see  what  is  to  be  answered. 
And,  besides  this,  it  will  facilitate  a  defense  by  requiring  the  defendant 
to  answer  each  cause  of  action  separately,  when  the  defense  is  any  thing 
more  than  a  mere  denial. 

There  is  no  particular  mode  by  which  coimts  or  causes  of  action  are 
to  be  separated  and  distinguished  from  each  other  in  a  complaint  in  a 
justice' s  court.  Any  mode  which  apprises  the  defendant  of  what  is 
intended  is  sufBcient.  Ball  v.  McKechnie,  22  Barb.  244,  247 ;  vol. 
1,  p.  27,  §  2940. 

After  a  single  cause  of  action  is  stated,  a  convenient  method  woTild 
be  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff,  for  a  further  and  other  cause  of  action,  says, 
etc.  Each  separate  cause  of  action  may  thus  be  pointed  out,  and  the 
allegations  will  then  be  seen  to  relate  to  a  new  and  different  cause  of 
action  instead  of  being  a  portion  of  the  allegations  pertaining  to  the 
previous  cause  of  action.  But  there  are  other  objections  than  that  of 
stating  several  causes  of  action  together  in  a  single  count.  It  is  some- 
times the  case  that  a  plaintiff  sets  out  a  single  cause  of  action  in  several 
different  counts.  This  is  in  direct  violation  of  the  letter  and  the 
intention  of  the  Code.  Liberal  rules  have  been  provided  in  relation 
to  variances  between  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence,  and  also  for 
amendments  in  those  cases  in  whicli  justice  will  be  promoted  by 
granting  them.  There  is  no  need,  therefore,  for  more  than  a  single 
statement  of  any  cause  of,  action.  In  actions  in  the  Supreme  Court,  if 
several  unnecessary  counts  are  thus  added,  they  will  be  struck  out  on 
motion.  Churchill  v.  Churchill,  9  How.  552 ;  Dunning  v.  Thomas, 
11  id.  281;  Stochhridge  Iron  Co.  v.  Mellen,  5  id.  439;  Dickens  v. 
N.  Y.  Central  R.  B.,  13  id.  228. 

A  justice's  court  possesses  the  same  power  to  protect  itself  and  the 
defendant  from  any  violation  of  the  rules  of  pleading.  Yol.  1,  p.  3, 
§  2868.  The  proper  method  woiild  be  for  the  justice,  on  motion  of  the 
defendant,  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  elect  which  count  he  will  proceed 
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upon,  and  then  to  strike  ont  the  others.  But,  it  must  be  remembered, 
that  if  there  are  several  distinct  causes  of  action,  the  plaintiff  not  only 
may  but  he  ought  to  set  them  out  in  separate  counts. 

Certainty  as  to  time,  place^  quantity,  and  value.  The  time  when 
any  material  traversed  fact  occurred  ought  to  be  stated.  Oillet  v. 
Fairohild,  4  Denio,  80.  But,  if  time  is  not  essential  in  the  particular 
instance,  a  demurrer  will  not  lie  for  an  omission  to  state  it.  People  v. 
Ryder,  12  N.  Y.  434.  In  the  case  cited  the  court  said :  "  In  contem- 
plation of  the  Code  is  the  time  generally  when  a  fact  happened,  a 
fact  ?  If  the  time  when  a  fact  happened  is  material  to  constitute  the 
cause  of  action,  it  should  undoubtedly  be  stated.  The  fact  without  the 
time  would  be  insufficient  to  constitute  the  cause  of  action  ;  but,  if  the 
time  is  immaterial,  I  do  not  think  a  demurrer  will  lie  for  omitting  to 
state  it."  When  a  complaint  or  answer  is  not  sufficiently  explicit  to 
enable  the  opposite  party  to  understand  it,  because  of  an  omission  to 
state  the  time,  a  demurrer  is  expressly  given  by  the  Code,  as  to  cases 
in  justices'  courts.  Vol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2939.  So  if  the  right  of  action  or 
defense  depends  upon  the  time  when  the  adverse  party  did  the  wrongful 
act  constituting  the  cause  of  action  or  defense,  that  time  must  be 
alleged  in  the  pleading  or  it  may  be  demurred  to  as  not  stating  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  or  defense.  Patterson  v. 
Balcer,  6  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  76;  S.  C,  3  Hun,  398. 

The  same  rules  apply  to  allegations  as  to  place.  And  when  the  place 
is  a  material  fact  in  the  case,  it  ought  always  to  be  truly  alleged.  In 
many  actions  the  place  where  an  act  was  done  may  be  material  as  a 
jurisdictional  question,  and  in  others  it  may  be  material  in  order  that  a 
cause  of  action  shall  appear  to  exist.  A  demurrer  will  lie  for  an  omission 
to  state  the  place  where  an  act  was  done,  if  that  is  material  to  the  cause 
of  action.     Gillet  v.  Fairohild,  4  Denio,  80. 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  pleading,  that  if  the  matters  alleged  are  local 
in  their  nature,  the  trutli  of  the  venue  is  material  and  of  the  substance 
of  the  issue.  Vermilya  v.  Beatty,  6  Barb.  429  ;  Rightmyer  v.  Ray- 
mond, 12  Wend.  51 ;  Morgan  v.  Lyon,  id.  265. 

Where  a  party  seeks,  in  the  courts  of  this  State,  to  enforce  a  contract, 
which,  by  its  laws  is  forbidden  and  declared  void,  he  must  aver  and 
prove  where  it  was  made,  and  that  by  the  laws  of  that  place  it  was 
authorized  and  valid.  Thatcher  v.  Morris,  11  N.  Y.  437.  Where 
one  party  agrees  to  sell  and  deliver  goods  at  a  particular  place,  and  the 
other  agrees  to  receive  and  pay  for  them,  an  averment  by  the  pur- 
chaser, of  a  readiness  and  willingness  to  receive  and  pay  at  that  place, 
in  case  he  sues  for  a  non-delivery,  is  indispensably  necessary  to  a  good 
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eoinplaiiit.  Clarh  v.  Dales,  20  Barb.  42,  65.  When  time  and. place 
are  not  material  facts,  in  constituting  a  cause  of  action,  and  they  are 
not  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  pleading  intelligible,  a 
demurrer  will  not  lie  for  omitting  to  state  them. 

The  quantity  or  number  of  articles  involved  in  the  action  ought 
generally  to  be  alleged  when  that  allegation  is  important. 

But  a  party  may  always  obtain  a  bill  of  particulars,  if  he  demands  it 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law.     Vol.  1,  p.  27,  §  2942. 

As  a  general  rule  the  value  of  articles  or  services  are  not  material 
allegations. 

If  a  cause  of  action  is  stated,  the  vahie  relates  merely  to  the  amount 
of  damages,  not  to  the  right  of  recovery.  And  an  oznission  to  deny 
the  value  of  property  is  not  an  admission  of  the  value  alleged  in  the 
complaint ;  but  the  value  must  be  proved  at  the  trial.  Connoss  \. 
Meir,  2  E.  D.  Smitli,  314 ;  HaoTceU  v.  Richards,  3  id.  13 ;  Woodruff 
V.  (hole,  25  Barb.  510.     In  replevin  the  rule  is  otherwise. 

Facts  n«cessarily  implied  need  not  be  stated.  Those  facts  or 
conclusions  wliich  are  necessarily,  implied  from  the  facts  which  are 
stated  need  not  be  alleged  in  tlie  pleadings.  There  are  numerous  cases 
which  illustrate  tliis  rule,  and  a  few  of  them  will  be  given  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  the  application  of  the  principle.  In  all  ithose 
actions  which  are  founded  on  contract,  and  in  which  the  liability  of  tlie 
defendant  arises  by  implication  of  law,  or,  as  it  is  sometimes  expressed, 
from  an  implied  promise,  there  need  not  be  any  allegation  of  a  promise 
to  pay  unless  a  promise  was  actually  made.  And  even  then,  the 
promise  does  not  add  any  thing  to  the  validity  of  the  demand,  or  to  the 
liability  of  the  defendant,  because  if  he  is  already  liable  to  pay,  any 
number  of  promises  could  not  do  more  than  make  a  liability,  and  that 
already  exists.     See  JBurJee  v.  Ashley,  12  Hun,  637. 

In  all  such  cases  of  implied  promises,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  a 
promise  to  pay,  but  the  complaint  should  state  the  facts  which  show 
such  liability,  and  it  will  then  be  a  conclusion  of  law  from  those  facts, 
that  the  defendant  is  liable  to  pay.  Cropsey  v.  Sweeney.  27  Barb.  310. 
Such  conclusions  of  law  are  not  to  be  alleged  in  the  pleadings.  See 
ante,  "  Conclusions  of  Law^"'  etc. 

In  a  complaint  which  states  a  cause  of  action  for  a  breacli  of  a  writ- 
ten conti-act,  and  the  contract  purports  to  be  made  "for  value  received," 
which  contract  is  set  out  in  the  complaint,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
complaint  to  allege  that  there  was  a  consideration,  nor  to  allege  what 
the  consideration  was,  and  in  such  a  ease,  if  the  complaint  alleges  that 
the  contract  became  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  by  purchase  tliijtwill 
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be  sufficient  without  stating  when,  from  whom,  or  upon  what  considera- 
tion the  purchase  was  made.  Prindle  v.  Ca/ruthers,  15  N.  T.  425. 
But  enough  must  appear  to  show  that  there  was  a  consideration.  Spear 
V.  Downing,  22  How.  30.  An  allegation  of  purchase  necessarily  im- 
plies that  in  some  legal  manner  the  plaintiff  acquired  the  title  to  the 
property. 

All  such  matters  as  are  impliedly  averred  may  be  traversed  by  the 
defendant,  and  a  general  denial  puts  them  all  in  issue.  Prindle  v.  Ca- 
ruthers,  15  N.  Y.  429;  Bellinger  v.  Craigue,  31  Barb.  534.  An  al- 
legation that  the  defendant  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  is  sufficient, 
without  stating  that  the  acceptance  is  in  writing,  although  the  law  re- 
quires it  to  be  in  writing.  Banh  of  LowvUley.  Edwards,  11  How.  216. 

In  a  complaint  by  the  payee  of  a  promissory  note  against  the  maker, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  parted  with  the 
note,  or  that  he  is  the  holder.  A  complaint  which  shows  that  the  de- 
fendant made  the  note  payable  to  the  plaintiff  and  delivered  to  him, 
and  that  it  has  not  been  paid  is  sufficient  on  demurrer.  Nihlo  v.  Har- 
rison, 7  Abb.  447.     And  see  Keteltas  v.  Myers,  19  N.  T.  231. 

In  an  action  by  the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note, 
it  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  defendant  made  his  promissory 
note,  etc.  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  note  was  delvoered, 
because  that  is  implied  in  the  term  made  his  note,  etc.  Cha/ppell  v.  Bis- 
sell,  10  How.  274 ;  Peets  v.  Bratt,  6  Barb.  662 ;  Keteltas  v.  Myers, 
19  N.  T.  232,  per  Allen,  J. ;  Burrall  v.  De  Groot,  5  Duer,  379. 

There  is  a  numerous  class  of  cases  under  the  statute  of  frauds  which 
requires  certain  agreements  to  be  in  writing  in  order  to  make  them 
valid.  But  in  all  such  cases  it  will  be  sufficient  to  state  the  agreement 
or  promise  without  alleging  that  it  was  in  writing.  As  a  rule  of  evi- 
dence, it  will  be  necessary  to  prove  a  valid  written  agreement  or  prom- 
ise, if  issue  is  taken  upon  it,  but  as  a  rule  of  pleading,  there  need  be 
no  allegation  that  the  agreement  or  promise  is  written.  The  averment 
that  an  agreement,  etc.,  was  made  necessarily  implies  that  it  was  a  valid 
one,  and  such  as  the  common  law  or  the  statute  requires.  Stern  v. 
Drinker,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  401;  Horner  v.  Wood,  15  Barb.  371;  Liv- 
ingston V.  Smith,  14  How.  490,  492 ;  HiUiard  v.  Austin,  17  Barb. 
141;  ante,  288. 

"When  a  plaintiff  sues  upon  a  claim  which  has  been  assigned  to  him 
no  consideration  need  be  alleged  for  the  assignment.  Richardson  v. 
Mead,  27  Barb.  178. 

An  allegation  "  that  the  property,  after  being  in  the  possession  of 
the  plaintiff,  came  into  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  whi.,  although 


294  GENERAL  EULES  OF  PLEADING. 

Judicial  notice. — Negativing  defense. 

requested  so  to  do,  has  not  delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  but 
wrongfully  detains  the  said  goods,"  is  sufficient  to  show  a  conversion. 
Sheldon  v.  Hoy,  11  How.  12,  16.  The  conversion  is  a  legal  inference 
and  need  not  be  stated,  though  the  statement  would  do  no  harm. 

Judicial  notice  Those  things  of  which  the  courts  take  judicial  no- 
tice used  not  be  alleged  in  a  pleading.  It  is  not  necessary  or  proper  to 
state  what  the  common  law  is  in  relation  to  the  case,  for  it  is  the  busi- 
ness of  the  court  to  know  and  administer  the  law.    Sha/w  v.  Tobias, 

3  N.  Y.  188,  190. 

So  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to  or  allege  a  public  statute,  under 
which  an  action  is  brought,  unless  the  action  is  for  the  recovery  of  a 
penalty  given  by  statute,  when  a  proper  reference  must  be  made.  Shaw 
V.  Tohias,  3  N.  Y.  188, 1 90 ;  Brown  v.  Harmon,  <21  Barb.  508 ;  Method- 
ist  Ep.   Church  V.  Pickett,  19  N".  Y.  482,  486 ;  People  v.  Herkimer, 

4  Cow.  345 ;  Brown  v.  Soofield,  8  Barb.  239,  241 ;  Oarris  v.  Ingalls, 
12  Wend.  70,  72 ;  Bayard  v.  Smith,  17  id.  88 ;  Goelet  v.  Cowdrey,  1 
Duer,  132,  139.  Private  statutes  must  be  pleaded.  1  Bla.  Com. 
85 ;  Stepli.  Plead.  347.  So  of  the  by-laws  of  a  municipal  corporation. 
Harker  v.  Mayor  of  If.  Y.,  17  "Wend.  199.  And  this  rule  includes  the 
by-laws  of  every  incorporated  city  or  village.  lb  The  laws  of  other 
States  must  be  pleaded.  Holmes  v.  Broughton,  10  Wend.  75.  So  of 
the  laws  of  foreign  countries.  Monroe  v.  Douglass,  5  N.  Y.  447.  The 
public  divisions  of  the  State  need  not  be  pleaded  because  the  courts 
take  judicial  notice  of  them.  Chapman  v.  Wilher,  6  Hill,  475  ;  People 
V.  Breese,  7  Cow.  429  ;  Bronson  v.  Gleason,  7  Barb.  472.  So  of  the 
days  of  the  week,  as  of  Sunday.  Mechanics^  etc.,  Ba/nk  v.  Oihson,  7 
Wend.  460.  There  is  a  large  number  of  things,  besides  these  which 
have  been  named,  of  which  the  courts  take  judicial  notice  ;  and  it  is  a 
general  rule  that  a  party  need  not  allege  in  pleading  any  of  those  facts 
of  which  the  courts  take  such  notice. 

Negativing  defense.  It  is  sufficient  for  a  plaintiff  to  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
complaint  to  negative  such  facts  as  would  constitute  a  defense,  if  well 
pleaded  and  proved  in  evidence  by  the  defendant.  Cahen  v.  Continen- 
tal Life  Ins.  Co.,  69  N".  Y.  300 ;  Clafiin  v.  Taussig,  7  Hun,  223.  It  is 
not  necessary,  therefore,  for  the  complaint  to  allege  that  the  cause  of 
action  accrued  before  the  action  was  commenced ;  that  is  a  ground  of 
answer,  or  of  nonsuit  at  the  trial ;  but  the  omission  to  allege  it  is  not  a 
ground  of  demurrer  to  the  complaint.     Smith  v.  Holmes,  19  N.  Y.  271. 

A  policy  of  insurance  against  fire,  upon  which  the  action  was  brought, 
contained  this  clause :  "  Camphene,  spirit  gas,  or  other  burning  fluid, 
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when  used  as  a  liglat,  subject  the  goods,  etc.,  etc.,  to  an  additional  pre- 
mium of  ten  cents  per  $100,  and  premium  for  such  use  must  be  in- 
dorsed in  writing  upon  the  policy."  The  complaint  did  not  aver  that 
camphene,  etc.,  was  not  used  as  a  light,  or,  if  used,  that  the  premium 
was  indorsed  upon  the  policy ;  and  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sar}-  to  negative  in  the  complaint  a  breach  of  this  provision  ;  its  observ- 
ance not  being  necessary  to  be  proved  on  the  trial  as  one  of  the  facits 
constituting  the  cause  of  action;  and  that  if  broken,  the  breach  was  a 
matter  of  defense,  which,  as  such,  should  have  been  stated  in  the  an- 
swer. Hunt  V.  Hudson  River  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  2  Duer,  481.  An  action 
was  brought  against  a  canal  commissioner  for  a  neglect  of  his  duties  as 
such  officer,  in  not  repairing  the  banks  of  the  canal,  in  consequence 
whereof  the  plaintiff  was  damaged,  etc.  It  was  held  that  the  complaint 
need  not  allege  that  the  defendant  had  funds  for  that  purpose,  because 
that  ought  to  be  alleged  as  a  defense. .  Ghriffiih  v.  FoUett,  20  Barb. 
620.     And  see  Adsit  v.  Brady,  4  Hill,  631. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  authorized  to 
render  a  judgment  for  a  sum  greater  than  the  ordinary  jurisdiction. 
In  an  action,  in  such  cases,  aU  that  the  plaintiff  need  allege  or  prove  is, 
that  there  is  a  valid  cause  of  action.  He  need  not  allege  or  prove  any 
facts  which  ought  to  be  pleaded  as  a  defense.  Humphrey  v.  Persons, 
23  Barb.  313,  314.  So,  in  actions  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  purchase-price  of  the  goods  has  not 
been  paid,  nor  that  it  remains  due  and  unpaid  at  the  time  of  commenc- 
ing the  action.  8alisbu/ry  v.  Stinson,  10  Hun,  242.  So,'  in  actions 
upon  claims,  which  are  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  com- 
plaint need  not  allege  a  new  promise  nor  a  part  payment ;  that  is  a  mat- 
ter of  defense,  and  must  be  set  up  in  the  answer.  Clarh  v.  Atkinson, 
2  E.  D.  Smith,  112;  Esselstyne  r.  Weeks,  12  N.  Y.  635 ;  Sands  v.  St. 
John,  36  Barb.  628 ;  vol.  1,  p.  118,  §  413. 

When  the  facts  which  constitute  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  are 
supposed  to  be  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  but  not  of  the 
plaintiff,  less  particularity  of  statement  is  required  in  the  complaint 
than  would  otherwise  be  necessary'.  Van  Hensselaer  v.  Jones,  2 
Barb.  643. 

In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty  for  a  violation  of  a 
statute,  if  there  is  a  proviso  in  it  which  excuses  certain  persons  from 
the  penalty,  the  complaint  need  not  negative  that  fact  as  to  the  defend- 
ant.    He  must  plead  it  to  avail  himself  of  the  defense.     Sheldon  v. 
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Clark,  1  Johns.  513 ;  B&rmet  v.  Hwd,  3  id.  438 ;  Ha/rt  v.  Cleia, 
8  id.  41. 

But  when  the  exceptions  in  a  statute  are  contained  in  the  enacting 
clause,  and  not  in  a  proviso,  the  complaint  in  an  action  for  a  violation 
of  the  statute  must  negative  the  exceptions.  Trustees,  etc.,  v.  Utica, 
etc.,  E.  R.,  6  Barb.  313. 

Surplusage.  Surplusage  consists  of  useless  and  immaterial  state- 
ments, in  addition  to  those  which  are  necessary  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  or  a  ground  of  defense. 

If  the  pleading  is  legally  sufficient  without  such  surplusage^  the 
insertion  of  such  useless  and  immaterial  matter  will  not  vitiate  the 
pleading.  Nellis  v.  Deforest,  16  Barb.  61,  66  ;  Thomas  v.  Roosa,  7 
Johns.  461 ;  Chapman  v.  Smith,  13  id.  80. 

In  courts  of  record,  matters  which  are  clearly  surplusage  will  be 
struck  out  on  motion.  Stone  v.  De  Puga,  4  Sandf.  681 ;  Lee  v.  Elias, 
3  id.  736. 

There  are  instances  in  which  a  pleading  may  be  so  framed  as  to  cause 
an  unnecessary  allegation  to  be  a  subject  of  much  inconvenience. 

In  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  personal  property,  or  for  an  injury 
to  it,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  state  such  facts  as  show  a  cause  of  action. 
But,  if  the  plaintiff  in  such  an  action  should  allege  that  a  trespass 
was  committed  on  certain  real  estate,  which  is  described,  and  also 
that  the  conversioia  or  injury  of  the  personal  property  was  done  at  the 
same  time  and  place,  and  as  a  part  of  the  trespass  upon  the  real 
estate,  he  will  be  bound  to  prove  all  the  allegations.  In  actions  for 
torts  it  is  generally  sufficient  to  prove  a  portion  of  the  allegations,  if 
they  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  any  unnecessary  allegations  need 
not  be  proved.  But,  where  the  cause  of  action  is  alleged  to  be  a 
trespass  to  lands,  and  the  injury  to  personal  property  is  an  incident  or 
matter  of  aggravation,  the  trespass  to  the  real  estate  must  be  proved 
or  tlie  whole  action  will  fail.  Frost  v.  Duncam,,  19  Barb.  560 ;  Scher- 
merhorn  v.  ISuell,  4  Denio,  422,  424 ;  Howe  v.  Willson,  1  id.  181; 
Houghtaling  v,  Iloughtaling,  5  Barb.  379. 

Repugnant,  inconsistent,  etc.  All  pleadings  ought  to  be  true  ;  but 
if  they  are  repugnant  or  inconsistent  they  cannot  possibly  be  true  as 
to  all  the  allegations.  And  they  would  be  liable  to  a  demurrer, 
because  they  would  not  be  sufficiently  explicit  for  the  opposite  party 
to  understand  them. 

If  a  single,  separate,  affirmative  defense  in  an  answer  should  deny 
the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  and  should  also  plead  a  tender,  these 
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would  be  inconsistent  defenses.     Zivihgktori.  v.   Harrison,  2  E.  D 
Smith,  197. 

But  a  defendant  may  plead  a  general  denial,  and  then  set  up  a 
separate  and  affirmative  defense,  because  both  answers  may  be  true. 
A  person  may  not  o-^e  another  any  thing,  even  if  such  a  claim  is  made, 
and  yet  he  may  tender  something  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  costs 
in  case  an  unjust  claim  is  proved  against  him. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  property,  the 
defendant  may  answer  by  a  general  denial,  and  may  also  set  up  as 
a  separate  defense  such  facts  as  constitute  a  justification.  Haekley 
V.  Ogmun,  10  How.  44 ;  Stiles  v.  Comstock,  9  id.  48 ;  Mott  v. 
Burnett,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  50. 

How  facts  ought  to  be  stated.  It  has  been  seen,  cmfe,  282,  that 
the  pleadings  ought  not  to  state  the  evidence  of  the  facts,  nor  the  con- 
clusions of  law  which  arise  upon  them.  The  true  rule  is,  for  the 
pleader  to  allege  the  facts  according  to  their  logical  and  legal  effect. 
Bown  V.  Cliamplin,  66  K.  Y.  214.  That  was  the  rule  before  the  Code. 
Bayley  v.  Onondaga,  etc.,  Co.,  6  Hill,  476;  Scott  v.  Leiber,  2  "Wend. 
479 ;  Grannis  v.  Clarle,  8  Cow.  36.  But,  in  stating  a  written  agree- 
ment, it  was  also  proper  under  the  former  practice  to  set  out  the  paper 
itself  and  leave  the  court  to  construe  it  according  to  its  legal  effect. 
See  cases  just  cited. 

These  principles  of   pleading  have  not  been  changed  by  the  Code, 

for  it  has  been  held  in  numerous  cases,  that  it  was  siifficient  to  state  a 

contract  according  to  its  legal  effect,  whether  the  contract  was  verbal 

or  written.     Brown  v.  OhampUn,  Q&  N.  Y.  214.     In  an  action  against 

a  principal,  for  a  fraud  committed  by  his  agent,  the  complaint  alleged 

that  the  frauds  were  committed  by  the  principal ;  but  no  reference  was 

made  to  the  acts  of  the  agent,  and  the  Court  of  Appeals  held  this  to  be 

correct.     Bennett  v.  Judson,  21  N.  Y.  238,  240 ;    Sherm.an  v.  jV.  T. 

Central  R.  R.,  22  Barb.  239.      The    principle  of  this  decision  is,  that 

the  act  of  an  agent  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  is  the  act  of  his 

principal,  and,  therefore,  it  ought  to  be  alleged  according  to  its  legal 

effect.     The  same  principle  was  applied  in  the  following  cases  :  Boyce 

V.  Brown,  7  Barb.   80 ;  Pattison  v.  Taylor,   8  id.   250  ;    Dollner  v. 

Gibson,  3  Code  Eep.  153  ;  Stewart  v.  Travis,  10  ITow.  148,  153 ;   Oady 

V.  Allen,  22  Barb.  388,  395.     The  same  rule  applies  to  cases  under  the 

statute  of  frauds,  for  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  contract  was 

in  writing,  nor  to  state  those  other  acts  which  make  such  a  contract 

binding.  See  ante,  288  ;  Idvifigston  v.  Sndth,  14  How.  Pr.  490,  492. 

So  in  relation  to  sales,  or  assignments,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  goods 

38 
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were  sold,  ur  tliat  a  chqse  in  action  was  assigned,  without  stating  the 
particular  acts  which  constitute  the  sale  or  assignment.  Ante,  292,  293. 
But  it  has  also  been  held  that  there  is  no  harm  in  stating  the  facts  just 
as  they  wei'e,  as,  for  instance,  it  may  be  alleged  that  a  contract  was 
made  by  an  agent  duly  authorized,  etc. ;  Ives  v.  Humphreys,  1  E.  D. 
Smith,  196,  201 ;  St.  John  v.  Griffith,  1  Abb.  39 ;  or,  a  written  con- 
tract may  be  set  out  in  the  complaint ;  Fairbanks  v.  Bloomfield,  2 
T)uer,  349  ;  or,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  the  complaint 
may  state  how  the  defendant  received  the  money.  Lienan  v.  Lincoln, 
2  Duer,  670.  But  when  a  party  elects  to  state  the  facts  of  the  case 
instead  of  their  legal  effect,  he  must  be  careful  to  avoid  the  statement 
of  mere  evidence,  or  of  legal  conclusions.  Ante,  282. 

In  declaring  upon  written  agreements,  it  is  always  easier  to  set  out 
the  contract  itself,  and  then  make  such  additional  allegations  as  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action.  And,  when  the  cause  of  action  or  defense  is 
founded  upon  an  account,  or  an  instniment  for  the  payment  of  money 
only,  it  is  suificient  for  the  pleader  to  deliver  it  to  the  court,  and  state 
that  there  is  a  specified  sum  due  to  him  thereupon  from  the  adverse 
party,  which  sum  he  claims  to  recover  or  set  off.  Yol.  1,  p.  27,  §  2941. 

Recitals.  When  a  written  instrument  is  sued  upon,  and  a  copy  of 
it  is  set  out  in  the  complaint,  or  when  a  written  instrument  is  set  out 
in  an  answer,  the  recitals  in  the  instrument  set  out  will  constitute  a 
part  of  the  allegations  in  the  pleading.  But,  if  the  instrument  set  out 
does  not  show  a  cause  of  action  or  defense  upon  its  face,  as  for  instance, 
if  it  does  not  show  any  consideration,  there  must  be  allegations  to  show 
a  consideration.  Spea/r  v.  Downing,  22  How.  30.  If  the  instrument 
shows  a  consideration,  then  a  recital  of  its  contents  is  a  pleading  of 
facts.  Prindle  v.  Caruthers,  15  N.  Y.  425 ;  Slack  v.  Heath,  1  Abb. 
331 ;  Sjpear  v.  Downing,  22  How.  30.  And  see  Keteltas  v.  Myers, 
19  IST.  Y.  231 ;   Farron  v.  Sherwood,  17  id.  227. 

Facts  not  denied  are  admitted.  It  is  a  rule  of  very  extensive  ap- 
plication, that  any  material  fact  in  a  pleading  which  is  not  denied  in  a 
subsequent  pleading  is  admitted.  And  this  principle  was  well  settled 
before  the  Code.  Raymond  v.  Wheeler,  9  Cow.  296,  302 ;  Jack  v. 
Martin,  12  Wend.  311;  S.  C,  14  id.  507.  This  rule  is  expressly  ap- 
plied to  courts  of  record  by  the  Code,  and  is  equally  applicable  to 
justices'  courts.  Walrod  v.  Bennett,  6  Barb.  145.  But,  in  a  justice's 
court,  the  rule  cannot  be  applied  except  in  those  cases  in  which  allega- 
tions in  the  complaint  are  not  denied  in  the  answer. 

There  is  no  reply  in  those  courts,  and,  therefore,  no  denial  can  be 
made  of  those  matters  of  defense  which  are  stated  in  the  answer. 
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Every  iiiiiterial  allegation  in  an  answer  is  considered  as  denied,  and 
besides  that,  all  new  matter  by  way  of  avoidance  of  the  answer  is 
admissible  without  any  reply.  Hodges  v.  Runt,  22  Barb.  150.  But  even 
in  relation  to  the  complaint,  the  rule  is,  that  if  there  is  a  general  denial 
of  the  facts  in  the  complaint,  or  a  special  denial  of  a  portion  of  them, 
any  answer  which  sets  up  new  matter  will  not  admit  the  facts  so  put 
in  issue  by  the  previous  denial.  Swift  v.  Kingsley,  M  Barb.  541 ; 
Troy,  etc.,  It.  It.  v.  Kerr,  17  id.  581. 

The  rule  itself  has  no  application  except  as  to  material  allegations 
which  are  necessary  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  an  omission  to 
deny  immaterial  allegations,  or  mere  matters  in  aggravation,  or  mere 
conclusions  of  law,  is  not  an  admission  of  them.  A  party  is  not 
estopped  by  not  taking  issue  upon  a  matter  of  law  averred  in  his 
adversary's  pleading.  Jordan  v.  National  Shoe  c&  Leather  Bank,  74 
N.  Y.  467 ;  Bonnell  v.  Griswold,  68  id.  298 ;  Dillon  v.  Brainard, 
21  Wall.  430 ;  People  v.  Gommissioners  of  Highways,  54  N.  Y.  276. 

An  allegation  in  a  pleading  of  an  amount  of  unliquidated  damages, 
or  of  a  value,  is  not  to  be  taken  as  true  by  an  omission  to  deny  it  except 
to  sustain  Jurisdiction  or  to  show  the  performance  of  a  contract  requir- 
ing such  value,  or  the  like.     Stuart  v.  Binsse,  10  Bosw.  436. 

An  admission  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  may  be  made  by 
expressly  admitting  their  truth,  or  they  may  be  admitted  by  implica- 
tion. If  an  answer  is  interposed,  and  there  is  no  denial  of  any  of  the 
allegations  in  the  complaint,  then  the  whole  complaint  is  admitted  by 
implication.  If  a  part  of  the  allegations  are  denied,  and  there  is  no 
denial  as  to  a  part  of  them,  then  those  allegations  which  are  not  denied 
are  admitted  by  implication.  If  the  complaint  is  not  verified,  and  the 
defendant  does  not  appear  and  answer  in  the  action,  there  is  no 
implied  admission,  and  the  plaintiff  must  prove  his  case  in  the  same 
manner  as  though  a  general  denial  had  been  interposed.  Vol.  1,  p.  9, 
§  2891 ;    Perkvns  v.  Stehhins,    29    Barb.    523 ;    Swift    v.  Falconer, 

2  Sandf .  640  ;    Carter   v.    DalUmore,   id.  222 ;    Jones  v.  Pridham, 

3  E.  D.  Smith,  155;  Howard  v.  Brown,  2  id.  247.  If  the 
defendant  appears  and  joins  issue,  but  does  not  appear  at  the 
trial,  the  plaintiff  must  still  prove  his  case.  Alhurtis  v.  McCready, 
2  E.  D.  Smith,  39.  But  that  must  relate  to  a  case  in  which 
the  answer  put  in  issue  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint.  If 
the  defendant  should  appear  and  answer  in  an  action,  and  his  answer 
should  not  deny  any  allegation  in  the  complaint,  but  should  set  up  an 
affirmative  defense  to  the  cause  of  action  alleged  in  the  complaint,  the 
plaintiff  would  not  be  bound  to  prove  a  cause  of  action,  whether  the 
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action  were  tried  at  the  joining  of  issue  or  at  an  adjourned  day.  Den- 
nison  v.  Ga/rnahan,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  144,  146 ;  M''alrod  v.  Bennett,  6 
Barb.  144 ;  Bridge  v.  Payaon,  5  Sandf .  210  ;  Gregon'y  v.  Trainor,  4 
E.  D.  Smith,  58 ;  S.  C,  1  Abb.  209.  But  there  may  be  cases  in 
which  such  an  admission  may  not  admit  any  thing  more  than  that 
there  is  a  cause  of  action  for  nominal  damages.  And  if  that  is  all  that 
is  admitted,  then  the  plaintiff  must  prove  the  amount  of  damages  in 
the  same  manner  as  though  a  general  denial  had  been  interposed. 

A  failure  to  answer  or  demur  to  a  verified  complaint  served  with 
the  summons  in  the  action  is  deemed  an  admission  of  tlie  truth  of 
every  allegation  therein ;  aud  the  court,  on  filing  the  summons,  com- 
plaint, and  proof  of  service,  must  enter  judgment  for  the  amount 
demanded  in  the  complaint,  without  further  proof.     Vol.  1,  p.  177. 

Facts  admitted  by  the  pleadings  cannot  be  disproved  by  evidence. 
They  are  to  be  taken  as  true  for  the  purposes  of  the  action.  Bridge 
V.  Payson,  5  Sandf.  210 ;  Walrod  v.  Berwiett,  6  Barb.  145  ;  Croshie 
V.  Leary,  6  Bosw.  313 ;  Dyke  v.  Magwire,  57  N.  Y.  429;  Mdbhinsv. 
Codman,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  315. 

What  allegations  are  material  will  be  next  discussed. 

What  are  material  allegations.  A  material  allegation  is  one 
which  is  necessary  to  constitute  a  part  of  the  facts  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  relies  to  recover  a  judgment ;  or  one  which  is  necessary  to 
constitute  a  part  of  the  matters  of  defense.  It  is  an  allegation  which 
it  is  material  to  establish  on  the  trial,  either  by  evidence  or  by  some 
rule  of  law  which  stands  for  proof  in  relation  to  such  allegation.  Fry 
V.  Bennett,  5  Sandf.  54 ;  Newman  v.  Otto,  4  id.  668.  A  test  of 
materiality  is  to  strike  out  the  allegation  which  is  deemed  superfluous, 
and,  if  a  good  cause  of  action  or  ground  of  defense  is  still  stated,  then 
the  allegation  is  not  material ;  but  if  there  is  no  cause  of  action  or 
ground  of  defense  stated  without  the  allegation,  then  it  is  material. 
Mayor,  etc.,  of  Albany  v.  Gunliff,  2  N.  Y.  170, 171,  Cadt,  J. ;  OechsY. 
CooTc,  3  Duer,  161,  165. 

Allegations  may  be  material  in  one  point  of  view  and  immaterial  in 
another.  Special  damages  and  matters  in  aggravation  may  be  material 
to  be  alleged  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  proof  of  them  at  the  trial, 
but  they  are  not  material  for  the  purpose  of  constituting  a  cause  of 
action  ;  and,  therefore,  -an  omission  to  deny  them  is  not  an  admission 
of  their  truth.  And  besides  that,  such  allegations  are  not  traversable, 
because  no  issue  can  be  formed  upon  such  allegations  alone.  An 
afiirmative  defense  which  does  not  deny  any  allegation  in  such  a  com- 
plaint merely  admits  a  case  for  nominal  damages.     Gilbert  v.  Rounds, 
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14  How.  46,  49,  50 ;  Moloney  v.  Dows,  15  id.  265  ;  Batesy  v.  Loomis, 
5  Wend.  134 ;  Root  v.  Foster,  9  How.  37. 

Facts  not  alleged  cannot  be  proved.  This  rule  does  not  possess 
the  same  importance  in  relation  to  variances  that  it  did  imder  the 
former  practice  when  a  variance  was  fatal,  and  when  amendments  could 
not  be  made  as  they  now  may.  But,  as  the  rule  now  stands,  a  plaintiff 
cannot  declare  for  one  cause  of  action  and  prove  a  different  one  under  an 
objection  of  the  defendant.  There  can  be  no  recovery  for  a  cause  of 
action  entirely  different  from  that  set  forth  in  the  complaint.  Arnold 
V.  Angell,  62  N.  Y.  508 ;    Eollister  v.  Englehart,  11  Hun,  446. 

The  plaintiff  can  have  no  relief  that  is  not  consistent  with  the  case 
made  by  his  complaint  and  embraced  within  the  issue.  He  must 
establish  his  allegations  and  bring  his  case  within  the  allegations  as 
well  as  within  the  proof.  Stevens  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  New  York,  84 
N.  Y.  296,  305  ;  Bradley  v.  Aldrich,  40  id.  504.  Notwithstand- 
ing the  liberal  rule  of  construction  applied  to  pleadings  under  the 
Code  there  is  no  case  or  principle  upon  which  the  plaintiff  may 
recover,  not  only  upon  facts  not  stated,  but  upon  evidence  which 
disproves  those  which  are  stated.  The  principle  still  remains  that 
the  judgment  to  be  rendered  by  any  court  must  be  "  seoundum 
allegata  et  probata.  Neudeoker  v.  Kohlherg,  81  N.  Y.  296 ;  Wright 
V.  Delafield,  25  N.  Y.  266 ;  Allen  v.  Mercomtile  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  46 
Barb.  642 ;  Coe  v.   Cassidy,  6  Daly,  242,  245. 

Although  a  defective  statement  of  facts  in  a  pleading  will  render 
evidence  admissible  to  prove  the  pleading,  the  rule  is  not  extended 
so  far  as  to  allow  evidence  in  proof  of  facts  which  ought  to  have  been 
alleged  but  have  been  omitted.  Facts  proved  but  not  alleged  are  not 
ava;ilable  to  the  party  proving  them.  Kelsey  v.  Western,  2  N.  Y.  501 ; 
Field  V.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  New  York,  6  id.  179  ;  Brazill  v.  Isham,  12 
id.  ^  ;  N.  Y.  Central  Ins.  Co.  v.  Nat.  Protection  Ins.  Co.,  20  Barb. 
468. 

For  instance,  the  plaintiff  cannot  complain  upon  c-ontract  and  prove 
and  recover  for  a  tort.  Waldhein  v.  Sichel,  1  Hilt.  45.  And  see 
Yolkening  v.  DeQraaf,  12  Jones  &  Sp.  424.  And  when  the  com- 
plaint states  a  cause  of  action  for  a  tort,  it  is  not  competent  at 
the  trial  to  convert  it  into  a  cause  of  action  on  contract.  Neudeoker 
V.  KoMberg,  81  N.  Y.  296 ;  Degraw  v.  Elmore,  50  id.  1 ;  Boss  v. 
Mather,  51  id.  108  ;  S.  C,  10  Am.  Rep.  562 ;  Matthews  v.  Cady,  61  N. 
Y.  651  ;  Walter  v.  Bennett,  16  id.  250;  Combs  v.  Bimn,  56  How. 
169  ;  Barnes  v.  Quigley,  59  N.  Y.  265  ;  People  v.  Denison,  19  Hun, 
137;  Bernhard  v.  SeligmMn,  54  N.  Y.  661.     And  wlien  a  case  has 
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been  tried  as  one  sounding  in  tort,  the  pleading  cannot  be  changed  on 
an  appeal  to  an  action  on  contract.  Andrews  v.  Bond,  16  Barb.  633. 
But  see  Doughty  v.  Crosier,  9  Abb.  411.  And  when  special  damages 
are  sought  to  be  recovered,  they  ought  to  be  allowed,  in  order  to  admit 
proof  of  them.  VomdersUce  v.  Newton,  4  N.  T.  130  ;  Low  v.  Archer, 
12  id.  277,  282  ;  Moloney  v.  Dmos,  15  How.  265. 

But  there  is  one  point  of  view  in  which  this  mie  is  now  of  far  greater 
importance  than  under  the  old  practice. 

Every  affirmative  defense  whatever  must  now  be  set  up  iij  the 
answer,  or  no  evidence  will  be  admissible  to  prove  it. 

A  general  denial  will  permit  the  defendant  to  disprove  any  allega- 
tion in  the  complaint,  if  it  is  a  material  one,  or  it  will  permit  the 
defendant  to  disprove  such  facts  as  the  plaintiff  may  prove  to  establish 
his  cause  of  action.  But  every  defense  which  is  founded  upon  the  as- 
sumption that  the  complaint  states  a  cause  of  action,  but  to  which  there 
is  a  valid  defense,  even  if  the  complaint  is  true,  must  be  set  out  in  the 
answer.  For  instance,  in  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  the  defend- 
ant may  have  made  the  note,  but  he  has  paid  it ;  now  payment  must  be 
set  up  in  the  answer,  or  it  cannot  be  proved ;  and  so  of  every  affirma- 
tive defense. 

Biit,  in  justices'  courts,  if  the  parties  set  out  a  cause  of  action  or  de- 
fense ever  so  defectively,  and  no  demurrer  is  interposed  to  it,  the 
justice  must  permit  any  evidence  which  is  proper  to  prove  such  cause 
of  action  or  defense,  in  the  same  manner  as  tliough  the  cause  of  action 
or  defense  were  properly  stated.  White  v.  Spencer,  14  N.  Y.  247 ; 
Chapman  v.  Carotin,  3  Bosw.  456  ;  Young  v.  Rummsll,  5  Hill,  60. 
And  if  the  pleadings  are  ever  so  defective,  or  if  a  defense  not  set  up  in 
the  answer  is  proved  without  objection,  the  judgment  will  be  valid, 
and  will  not  be  reversed  on  an  appeal.  Tifft  v.  Tifft,  4  Denio,  175  : 
Hall  Y.  McEechnie,  22  Barb.  245;  Neffx.  Olute,12  id.  466;  Bell 
V.  Davis,  8  id.  210  ;    Young  v.  Rummell,  5  Hill,  CO. 

Matters  in  aggravation,  etc.  When  an  action  can  be  maintained, 
and  the  circumstances  attending  it  are  of  an  aggravated  character,  such 
circumstances  may  be  alleged,  so  as  to  authorize  evidence  in  relation  to 
the  measure  or  amount  of  damages.  Root  v.  Foster,  9  How.  37 ; 
Gilbert  v.  Bounds,  14  id.  46,  50  ;  Brewer  v.  Temple,  1 5  id.  286 ; 
Bates  V.  Loomis,  5  Wend.  104.  And  the  same  rule  applies  to  special 
damages. 

Special  damages.  General  damages  are  sucli  as  necessarily  result 
from  the  injury  complained  of,  and  maybe  recovered  without  a  special 
averment    in  the  complaint.     But    such  damages  as  are  the  natural 
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but  not  the  necessary  result  of  the  injury  are  special,  and  must  be 
stated  in  the  complaint  to  prevent  a  surprise  upon  the  defendant.  Van- 
derslice  v.  Newton,  4  N.  T.  130,  133 ;  Imw  v.  Archer,  12  id.  277,  282 ; 
Armstrong  v.  Percy,  5  Wend.  535 ;  Moloney  v.  Daws,  15  How.  265 ; 
Briggs  v.  Ya/nderhiU,  19  Barb.  222  ;  Bogert  v.  Burhhalter,  2  id. 
525.  A  justice  may  permit  an  amendment  at  the  trial,  by  inserting  a 
claim  for  special  damages,  when  no  injury  will  result  to  the  defendant, 
and  substantial  justice  will  be  promoted,  and  upon  such  terms  as  may 
be  jnet.  Miller  v.  Oarling,  12  How.  203. 

In  actions  for  a  breach  of  contract  or  in  actions  on  an  indemnity 
bond,  if  the  plaintiff  states  no  special  damages  in  his  complaint,  he  is 
confined  in  his  recovery  to  such  only  as  arise  from  the  breach,  and 
then  only  to  such  as  are  proximate,  and  are  the  fair  legal  and  natural 
result  of  the  act  provided  against.     Hallock  v.  Belcher,  42  Barb.  199. 

Scienter^  etc.  There  are  instances  when  knowledge  upon  the  part 
of  the  defendant  will  make  him  liable  for  his  acts  or  representations, 
when,  without  such  knowledge,  he  would  not  be  liable.  And  knowl- 
edge and  intent  are  frequently  important  in  their  influence  upon  the 
amount  of  damages.  Whenever  knowledge  by  the  defendant  is  essen- 
tial to  a  cause  of  action,  such  knowledge  must  be  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint. The  cases  in  which  this  principle  is  applicable  are  those  which 
relate  to  mischief  done  by  domestic  animals,  representations  as  to  the 
solvency  of  third  persons,  and  the  like.  The  cases  will  be  noticed  in 
appropriate  places. 

Duly,  etc.  There  are  frequent  instances  in  which  it  is  alleged  that 
some  act  vras  duly  done.  When  the  question  arises  upon  undisputed 
facts,  it  is  a  matter  of  law ;  and  when  the  question  is  whether  the  act 
was  properly  done  in  fact,  then  it  is  a  question  of  fact. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  such  facts  should  be  stated  in  the  pleading 
as  will  show  that  the  alleged  act  was  duly  performed.  It  has  been 
held  that  it  was  a  proper  allegation  to  allege  that  a  chose  in  action  was 
duly  assigned.     Fowler  v.  N.  T.  Ind.  Ins.  'Co.,  23  Barb.  143. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  in  an  action  against  the  indorser  of  a  note 
payable  at  a  particular  place,  an  allegation  that,  at  the  maturity  of  the 
note,  it  was  duly  presented  to  the  maker  for  payment,  is  a  sufficient 
averment  of  presentment  at  the  place  of  payment.  Farmer  v.  Wil- 
liams, 37  Barb.  1 ;  S.  C,  14  Abb.  215  ;  Gay  v.  Faine,  5  How.  107; 
Adams  v.  Sherrill,  14  id.  297.  So  an  allegation  that  a  bill  of  ex- 
change was  duly  protested  has  been  held  sufficient.  Woodbury  v, 
Sackrider,  2  Abb.  402.  But  see  contra.  Price  v.  MoClame,  6  Duer, 
544  548  549.     In  an  action  by  a  receiver  of  an  insolvent  corporatiouj 
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such,  for  instance,  as  fire  insurance  companies,  on  premium  notes,  it  is 
not  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff  was  duly  appointed  receiver, 
etc.  He  must  allege  the  facts  which  show  a  valid  and  legal  appoint- 
ment. White  V.  Joi/,  13  N.  Y.  83,  91 ;  Gillet  v.  Fairchild,  4  Denio, 
80,  and  cases.  On  the  other  hand  it  has  been  held  that,  in  an  action 
brought  by  a  receiver,  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was,  by  an  order 
of  a  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  duly  appointed  receiver  upon  the 
application  of  the  judgment  creditor,  is  sufficient  to  let  in  proof  on 
the  trial  of  all  the  facts  conferring  jurisdiction.  Rochwell  v.  M&rwin, 
45  N.  Y.  166.  See  Scroggs  v.  Palmer,  66  Barb.  605 ;  Manley  v. 
Hassiga,  13  Hun,  288. 

Profert,  etc.  The  system  of  making  a  formal  profert  of  papers, 
by  stating  in  the  pleadings  that  they  are  so  offered,  is  not  now  the 
practice  even  in  courts  of  record.  Supervisors,  etc.,  v.  White,  30 
Barb.  72 ;  Mayor,  etc.,  v.  Boody,  4  Abb.  128 ;  Welles  v.  Webster,  9 
How.  251.  In  justices'  courts  the  justice  is  authorized,  on  the 
request  of  either  party,  to  require  the  other  to  exhibit  his  account  or 
demand  to  the  party  who  asks  for  its  production.  Yol.  1,  p.  27, 
§  2942. 

Construction  of  pleadings.  The  construction  which  is  put  upon 
pleadings  depends  materially  upon  the  time  when,  and  the  manner  in 
which  the  question  is  presented.  If,  at  the  joining  of  issue,  either 
party  demurs  to  a  pleading  of  the  other,  on  the  ground  that  it  does 
not  contain  sufficient  facts  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  or  a  ground 
of  defense,  the  justice  must  decide  this  issue.  And  in  such  a  case  his 
decision  is  not  a  mere  discretionary  one.  He  must  decide  it  according 
'  to  the  rules  of  law.  And  if  the  pleading  demurred  to  is  not  legally 
sufficient,  he  must  sustain  the  demurrer  and  order  the  opposite  party 
to  amend  such  defective  pleading.  But  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint  for 
insufficiency  can  only  be  sustained  when  it  appears  that,  admitting  all 
the  facts  alleged,  it  presents  no  cause  of  action  whatever.  It  is  not 
sufficient  that  the  facts  are  imperfectly  or  informally  averred,  or  that 
the  pleading  lacks  definiteness  and  precision,  or  that  the  material  facts 
are  only  argumentatively  averred.  Tiie  complaint  on  demurrer  is 
deemed  to  allege  what  can  be  implied  from  the  allegations  therein,  by 
reasonable  and  fair  intendment,  and  facts  impliedly  averred  are  travere- 
able  in  the  same  manner  as  though  directly  averred.  Marie  v.  Gar- 
rison, 83  N.  Y.  14.  In  deciding  upon  the  sufficiency  of  a  pleading 
which  is  demurred  to,  the  justice  ought  always  to  give  it  a  reasonable 
construction  with  a  view  to  substantial  justice  between  the  parties. 
Alleji  V.  Patterson,  7  N.  Y.  476,  480.     The  cases  upon  this  question 
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will  be  fully  considered  when  treating  of  demurrers.  If  no  objection 
is  made  by  way  of  demurrer  to  the  pleadings  they  must  be  construed 
liberally,  and  a  party  ought  to  be  permitted  to  give  evidence  of  any 
cause  of  action  or  defense  which  he  has  pleaded  in  any  manner,  how- 
ever defectively  or  informally.  Soss  v.  Hamilton,  3  Barb.  609  ;  Wil- 
lard  V.  Bridge,  4  id.  361,  365  ;  White  v.  Spencer,  14  N.  Y.  247.  See 
ante,  302.  If  no  objection  is  taken  to  the  pleadings  in  the  justice's' 
court,  none  can  be  made  on  an  appeal.     See  ante,  302. 

§  2.  Complaints.  We  have  already  discussed  some  of  the  general 
rules  of  pleadings,  which  are  equally  applicable  to  either  complaint  or 
answer. 

It  is  now  proposed  to  explain  with  more  particularity  those  rules 
which  apply  to  each  of  them  separately ;  and  this  will  include  com- 
plaints, answers  and  demurrers,  which  are  the  only  pleadings  per- 
mitted in  justices'  courts.  The  first  pleading  in  a  cause  is  the  com- 
plaint of  the  plaintiff.  And  in  this  he  is  required  to  state  those  facts, 
or  to  make  those  allegations  which  he  claims  will  constitute  his  right 
of  action  when  those  facts  are  admitted  by  a  demurrer  or  answer,  or 
when  established  by  proof  at  the  trial. 

There  are  some  formal  matters  to  be  observed  in  drawing  a  written 
complaint,  when  the  party  draws  such  a  one;  or  when  the  justice 
takes  down  the  substance  of  the  allegations  of  the  plaintiff. 

Every  complaint  ought  to  state  the  name  of  the  court,  the  name  of 
the  justice,  the  names  of  the  parties,  plaintiff  and  defendant,  the  right 
or  character  in  which  the  parties  sue ;  and  the  name  of  the  county  and 
town  in  which  the  action  is  brought. 

The  formal  part  of  the  commencement  of  a  complaint  may  be  framed 
thus: 


JUSTICE'S  COUKT  — Fulton  County,  ss. 


John   Doe 

agst. 

Richard  Roe. 


Before  John  Feothingham,  Esq. 


Number  of  parties.  There  are  some  rules  in  relation  to  this  formal 
part  of  the  complaint  which  are  worthy  of  a  more  particular  notice 
than  merely  to  give  their  form,  because  the  complaint  must  correspond 
with  the  process  in  certain  particulars. 

The  complaint  must  correspond  with  the  summons  in  the  number  of 
parties  to  the  action,  whether  plaintiffs  or  defendants. 

If  two  persons  are  named  as  plaintiffs  in  the  summons,  they  must 
3!t 
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also  be  both  named  in  the  complaint  as  plaintiffs,  and  so  in  relation  to 
defendants.  But  if  the  parties  join  issue  voluntarily,  without  any 
objection,  the  proceedings  will  be  regular  as  to  those  who  so  join  issue, 
and  the  case  may  be  treated  as  one  in  which  a  voluntary  issue  is  joined 
by  the  parties  without  process.     Yol.  1,  p.  5,  §  2876. 

But  if  objection  is  made  by  the  defendant,  the  justice  ought  to  re- 
quire the  complaint  to  correspond  with  the  summons  as  to  the  names 
and  the  number  of  parties. 

Names  of  parties.  The  names  of  all  the  parties  ought  to  be  stated 
in  the  title  of  the  complaint.  Though  if  they  are  not  all  stated  in  the 
title,  but  are  all  stated  correctly  in  the  body  of  the  complaint,  that  will 
be  sufficient.     Hill  v.  Thacter,  3  How.  407  ;  S.  C,  2  Code  Eep.  3. 

The  name  of  each  of  the  parties  ought  to  be  stated  in  full,  except 
middle  names,  which  may  be  represented  by  the  initial  letters. 

In  an  action  by  a  firm  of  partners,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  state  the 
names  of  the  firm  as  "  Dunn  &  Davis,"  when  the  names  of  the  partners 
are  James  Dunn  and  George  P.  Davis.  Their  names  ought  to  be 
stated  in  full.  So  if  there  are  several  partners,  and  a  portion  of  them 
are  named,  but  there  is  the  addition  of  "  &  Co."  to  the  names,  this  is 
not  sufficient,  for  the  names  ought  to  be  stated  in  full.  Bentley  v. 
Smith,  3  Caines,  170.  See  Grcmford  v.  Collins,  30  How.  398  ;  S.  C, 
45  Barb.  269. 

Under  the  old  practice  a  defendant  might  plead  as  matter  in  abate- 
ment that  his  name  was  not  correctly  stated.  Mcmn  v.  Carley,  4 
Cow.  148.  But  under  the  present  practice  a  defendant  may  be  sued 
by  a  fictitious  name  when  his  real  name  is  unknown,  and  on  the  dis- 
covery of  the  true  name  the  summons  and  all  subsequent  proceedings 
may  be  amended  by  the  insertion  of  the  true  name.  Vol.  1,  p.  7,  §  2884. 
A  mistake  in  the  name  of  a  party  may  always  be  amended. 

Character  or  right  in  which  action  is  brought.  When  the  ac- 
tion is  brought  in  the  name  of  a  person  who  sxies  in  a  representative 
capacity,  the  complaint  ought  to  show  that  fact. 

There  are  numerous  cases  in  which  actions  may  be  brought  in  justices' 
courts,  by  plaintiffs  in  a  representative  capacity,  such  as  administrator, 
executor,  assignee  for  benefit  of  creditors,  trustee  of  an  express  trust, 
receiver,  or  public  officer  of  a  town  or  county.  In  all  these  cases,  and  in 
others  of  a  similar  character,  the  complaint  must  show  clearly  that  the 
plaintiff  has  a  right  to  sue,  and  that  he  does  sue  in  such  capacity. 

Assignee  for  benefit  of  creditors.  When  a  plaintiff  sues  as 
assignee  of  an  insolvent  debtor,  the  complaint  ought  to  state  such  facts 
ae  will  show  that  he  is  such  assignee,  and  how  he  became  such .   It  will 
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not  be  sufficient  to  name  him  as  assignee  in  the  title  of  the  action,  but 
the  body  of  the  complaint  must  show  clearly,  by  proper  allegations, 
that  he  is  assignee,  and  that  he  sues  as  such .  A  trustee  must  sue  as 
.inch  to  avoid  a  personal  liability  for  costs.  And  when  he  sues  in  his 
own  right  and  is  defeated,  he  is  liable  for  costs.  Murray  v.  Ren- 
drichson,  6  Abb.  96  ;  S.  C,  1  Bosw.  635.  But  if  he  sues  as  assignee, 
and  acts  in  good  faith,  he  is  not  chargeable  personally  with  the  costs  in 
case  of  defeat.     Cunnvngham  v.  McGregor,  12  How.  305. 

Administrator  or  executor.  When  the  plain tifE  sues  as  adminis- 
trator or  executor,  he  must  show,  in  the  body  of  the  complaint,  by 
proper  allegations,  that  he  sues  as  such,  and  not  in  his  individual  ca- 
pacity'. The  proper  allegations  will  be  stated  in  the  form  of  complaint 
given  in  this  work. 

Complaint  by  Infant  and  guardian.  When  an  infant  is  plaintifiE 
and  a  guardian  ad  litem  has  been  appointed  for  him,  the  complaint 
ought  to  show  in  the  body  of  it  that  the  plaintiff  is  an  infant,  and  that 
a  guardian  ad  litem  was  properly  appointed  to  prosecute  the  action. 
This  is  a  traversable  fact  and  must  be  so  stated  that  it  may  be  traversed. 
If  there  is  no  allegation  of  the  infancy  or  of  the  due  appointment  of 
the  guardian,  the  complaint  will  show  a  departure  from  the  summons 
in  the  character  in  which  the  plaintiff  sues  ;  and  if  the  infancy  is  al- 
leged and  the  due  appointment  of  the  guardian  is  not  averred,  the  com- 
plaint will  show  an  appearance  by  one  under  a  legal  disability  to  sue,  or 
an  unauthorized  appearance  by  a  third  person  for  a  party  under  such 
disability.  See  Hulhert  v.  Young,  13  How.  413 ;  Stanley  v.  Chap- 
pell,  8  Cow.  235  ;  Grantman  v.  Thrall,  44  Barb.  173.  As  the  Code 
requires  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  for  an  infant  plaintiff  before  a 
summons  is  issued  in  the  action,  and  impliedly  prohibits  the  infant 
from  maintaining  an  action  before  such  appointment,  it  would  seem 
that  there  is  the  same  necessity  for  alleging  and  proving  the  due  ap- 
pointment that  there  is  for  alleging  and  proving  an  order  granting 
leave  to  sue  where  the  statute  prohibits  the  bringing  of  an  action  be- 
fore such  leave  is  granted.  In  the  latter  case,  the  lack  of  authority  to 
sue  is  not  a  matter  of  defense  to  be  pleaded  and  proved  affirmatively 
by  the  defendants,  but  it  is  a  matter  to  be  alleged,  or  at  least  proved 
by  the  plaintiff  in  order  to  maintain  his  action.  See  Soq^eldv.  Doscher, 
72  N.  Y.  491. 

Receivers.  In  actions  by  receivers  the  complaint  must  show  that 
they  were  legally  appointed  as  such.  The  proper  averments  will  be 
found  in  the  precedent  of  complaint. 
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Public  officers.  The  same  rule  applies  to  public  officers  which  has 
been  shown  to  apply  to  receivers,  executors,  etc.  The  complaint  must 
show  authority  to  sue.     See  "  Forin  of  Complaint. " 

General  rales.  There  are  so  many  cases  in  which  plain tifis  may 
sue  in  a  representative  capacity,  in  a  justice's  court,  that  it  will  not  be 
convenient  to  eimmerate  them  all.  The  same  mle  is  applicable 
to  all  such  cases,  and  that  is,  that  the  complaint  must  clearly  show  in 
the  body  of  it  that  the  party  is  entitled  to  sue,  and  that  there  is  a  cause 
of  action.  In  every  instance,  the  complaint  ought  to  agree  with  the 
process  as  to  the  character  in  which  the  plaintiff  sues,  and  when  it 
does  not,  the  justice  must  set  aside  the  complaint  on  motion,  if  that  is 
made  before  issue  is  joined.  Tattle  v.  Smith,  14  How.  395 ;  S.  C,  6 
Abb.  330;  Allen  v.  Allen,  14  How.  248;  Blcmcha/rd  v.  Strait,  8  id. 
83.  But  if  no  objection  is  made  until  after  issue  joined,  it  will  then 
be  too  late,  and  the  issue  must  be  tried  as  one  which  w'as  voluntarily 
joined,  as  though  no  process  had  been  issued. 

Contract,  complaint  on.  We  will  now  proceed  to  notice  what 
facts  ought  to  be  stated  in  the  body  of  the  complaint  in  an  action 
arising  upon  contract.  If  the  cause  of  action  is  local,  the  complaint 
ought  to  show  affirmatively  that  the  action  is  brought  in  the  proper 
county  or  town.    Vermil/ya  v.  Beatty,  6  Barb.  429. 

If  the  cause  of  action  is  a  transitory  one,  and  it  is  illegal  by  the 
laws  of  this  State,  though  it  was  legal  where  the  contract  was 
made,  the  complaint  must  show  where  it  was  made  and  what  the 
law  was  there,  so  as  to  show  it  legal  here.  Thatcher  v.  Morris, 
11  N.  Y.  437.  A  complaint  need  not  be  dated,  nor  need  it  show 
affirmatively  that  the  debt  for  which  the  action  is  brought  was 
due  before  the  suit  was  commenced.  Maynard  v.  Talcott,  11  Barb. 
569  ;  Smith  v.  Holmes,  19  N.  T.  271.  If  the  complaint  shows  on  its 
face  that  the  action  was  commenced  before  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  it 
will  be  defective,  and  may  be  demurred  to.  Gheetham  v.  Lewis,  3  Johns. 
42.  The  right  of  action  nmst  be  complete  at  the  time  when  the  action 
is  commenced ;  and,  if  it  is  not,  though  it  becomes  perfect  before  the 
trial,  that  will  not  be  of  any  avail,  and  no  amendment  of  the  pleadings 
will  aid  the  matter.  MoCvllough  v.  Colby,  4  Bosw.  603;  Ha^e  v. 
Van  Deusen,  32  Barb.  92,  99.  The  nature  of  the  action  is  determined 
by  the  facts  which  are  alleged,  and  not  by  the  name  which  the  plaintiff 
may  choose  to  give  the  action.  Cornes  v.  Harris,  1  N .  Y.  223  ;  Bur- 
dick  V.  WorraU,  4  Barb.  596. 

Complaint,  when  to  be  special.  When  an  action  is  brought  for 
the  breach  of  an  executory  agreement,  whether  verbal  or  written, 
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sealed  or  unsealed,  or  upon  a  justice'sjudgment,  the  complaint  must  set 
out  the  facts  which  constitute  the  cause  of  action ;  or,  in  other  words, 
the  cause  of  action  must  be  specially  declared  on  in  the  complaint. 
The  exceptions  to  this  rule  are  those  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  may 
recover  his  demand  under  the  common  counts;  and  those  cases  in 
which  an  account  is  claimed,  or  some  instrument  is  sued  on  which  is 
for  the  payment  of  money  only.  In  all  cases  in  which  damages  are 
claimed  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  in  consequence  of  a  neglect  or  re- 
fusal to  perform  it,  the  complaint  must  be  special,  and  must  state  all 
the  facts  which  are  necessary  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  ;  unless  it 
is  an  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money  only,  as  has  been  just  ex- 
plained. 

It  will  be  found  in  practice  that  there  is  a  very  large  class  of  cases  in 
which  the  complaint  niust  be  special,  because  the  cause  of  action  is  not- 
upon  an  account,  nor  upon  an  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money 
only.  And  it  is  for  this  reason  that  a  knowledge  of  some  of  the  prin- 
cipal rules  of  pleading  is  essential  to  justices  and  to  all  persons  who 
practice  in  justices'  courts.  One  great  advantage  will  be  obtained  by 
those  who  know  how  to  allege  a  cause  of  action  properly,  viz.  :  they  will 
know  accurately  what  fact  it  is  important  to  prove  to  make  a  case. 
And  this  is  a  very  great  advantage,  whether  one  is  prosecuting,  or  is 
defending  a  cause. 

Inducement.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  it  is  important 
to  make  some  statements,  by  way  of  explanation  or  introduction  to  the 
main  cause  of  action.  Any  such  statements  are  called  the  inducement. 
In  an  action  against  a  carrier  for  the  non-delivery  of  goods,  delivered 
to  him  for  carriage,  it  is  proper  to  state  that  he  was  a  common  carrier, 
etc.,  by  way  of  inducement,  and  then  to  allege  the  delivery  of  the 
goods  to  him  as  such  carrier,  etc. 

Matters  stated  by  way  of  inducement  must  be  such  as  are  important 
to  show  a  cause  of  action,  when  taken  in  connection  with  all  the  other 
facts  stated.  In  some  instances,  it  is  important  to  state  that  the 
plaintiff  is  an  officer,  or  that  he  is  acting  in  some  representative 
capacity,  or  some  similar  fact,  and  such  allegations  will  be  proper  in  all 
cases,  and  in  some  cases  indispensable  to  the  statement  of  a  cause  of 

action. 

Plaintiff's  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  action.  Every 
action  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  with 
few  exceptions.  Ante,  60  to  70.  And,  therefore,  the  complaint 
ought  in  all  cases  to  show  that  he  has  the  real  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  action,  if  he  sues  in  his  own  individual  right.     And 
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when  he  sues  for  the  benefit  of  another  person,  the  complaint  must 
state  such  facts  as  show  his  right  to  maintain  an  action.  See  "Exeoutor, 
Assignee"  etc.,  ante,  61,  65,  71. 

Consideration.  In  every  action  founded  upon  contract,  the  com- 
plaint must  show  affirmatively  that  there  was  a  sufficient  legal  consider- 
ation for  the  promise  or  agreement  of  the  defendant,  or  it  will  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  Suppose,  for  in- 
stance, that  the  complaint  should  allege  that  on  a  certain  day,  at  a 
specified  place,  the  defendant  was  a  carpenter,  and  that  he  then  and 
there  promised  to  build  a  house  for  the  plaintiff  by  a  specified  time, 
which  the  defendant  had  not  done.  It  is  very  evident  that  such  a 
complaint  is  defective,  because  it  does  not  show  any  consideration  what- 
ever for  the  promise  of  the  defendant,  and,  therefore,  he  was  under  no 
legal  obligation  to  perform  his  promise.  Such  a  complaint  would  be 
liable  to  a  demurrer. 

When  an  action  is  brought  upon  an  instrunient  in  writing  which 
does  not  show  any  consideration,  such  allegations  must  be  made  in  the 
complaint  as  will  show  that  there  was  in  fact  a  sufficient  consideration. 
And  this  is  the  rule,  even  when  the  instrument  purports  to  be  for  the 
payment  of  money  only.  Spear  v.  Downing,  22  How.  30.  If  the 
instrument  recites  a  consideration,  as  for  instance,  "  for  value  received," 
that  will  be  sufficient  to  show  a  consideration  for  the  promise  of  the 
defendant.  PrindleY.  Caruthers,  15  N.  Y.  425;  Miller  v.  Cook,  23 
.id.  495;  S.  C,  22  How.  Pr.  66. 

Promise  by  the  defendant.  In  every  action  wiiich  is  founded  upon 
an  actual  and  express  promise  of  the  defendant,  such  promise  or  agi-ee- 
mentmust  be  alleged  in  the  complaint.  If  the  agreement  is  in  writing,  a 
copy  of  it  may  be  set  out  in  the  complaint,  which  will  show  precisely 
what  was  promised,  and  the  court  can  then  decide  upon  the  legal  effect 
of  such  promise  or  agreement.  Prindle-  v.  Caruthers,  15  N.  Y.  425- 
If  the  right  of  action  is  not  founded  upon  an  express  promise,  but  is 
founded  upon  an  implied  promise,  or  one  which  arises  by  implication 
of  law,  the  promise  need  not  be  alleged,  but  it  will  be  sufficient  to 
allege  such  facts  as  will  show  a  legal  liability  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  court  will  adjudge  a  liability  as  a  matter  of  law.  Cropsy 
V.  Sweeney,  2Y  Barb.  310 ;  Farrmi  v.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y.  227.  If 
the  promise  is  one  which  the  statute  requires  to  be  in  writing  in  order 
to  be  binding,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  in  the  complaint  that  such 
promise  is  in  writing.     Ante,  288,  293. 

The  agreement  or  promise  ought  to  be  truly  and  accurately  stated, 
although  under  the  liberal  rules  which  now  exist  in  relation  to  variances. 
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it  is  not  as  important  now  to  be  as  particular  in  that  respect  as  it  was 
under  the  old  practice.  It  is  always  sufficient  to  state  enough  of  the 
contract  to  show  the  defendant's  liability.  When  the  contract  is  in 
the  alternative,  it  must  be  set  forth  and  the  alternative  shown*.  Stone 
V.  Knowlton,  3  Wend.  374;  Hatch  v.  Adams,  8  Cow.  35. 

Profert.  In  general  it  is  not  necessary  in  a  pleading  to  set  out  a 
copy  of  an  instrument  sued  on,  nor  to  offer  a  copy  of  it.  But  it  is 
generally  the  most  convenient  mode  of  pleading  to  set  out  a  copy  of 
such  paper.  And  if  it  is  not  set  out  in  the  pleadings  at  the  joining  of 
issue,  the  justice,  on  the  request  of  the  opposite  party,  may  require  a 
copy  of  it  to  be  furnished  to  him  by  the  party  pleading  it.  Vol.  1, 
p.  27,  §  2942.  But  when  one  sues  as  executor,  he  need  not  offer  to 
produce  his  letters  testamentary,  etc.  If  he  alleges  in  due  form  that 
he  is  executor,  etc.,  and  issue  is  taken  upon  it,  he  will  have  to  prove 
his  authority  at  the  trial.  It  is  a  matter  of  allegation  in  the  plead- 
ings and  proof  at  the  trial.  Bright  v.  Currie,  5  Sandf.  433 ;  Super- 
visors, etc.,  T.  White,  30  Barb.  72.  And  in  all  cases  in  which  the 
plaintiff  sues  in  a  representative  capacity,  he  does  not  make  a  profert 
of  his  authority.  He  may  properly  allege  that  he  has  it,  and  then,  if 
the  allegation  is  put  in  issue,  it  will  be  a  matter  of  proof  at  the  trial. 
It  will  be  remembered,  however,  that  when  an  instrument  is  sued  on 
as  a  cause  of  action,  the  opposite  party  has  a  right  to  see  ib  and  take  a 
copy,  and  the  justice  must  order  it  to  be  given,  if  demanded  at  the 
joining  of  issue!     Yol.  1,  p.  27,  §  2942. 

Averment  of  performance  by  plaintiff.  When  it  appears,  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract  or  agreement  which  is  set  out  in  the  complaint, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  do  some  act  before  the  defendant  was 
required  to  perform  the  contract,  etc.,  the  complaint  must  allege  that 
the  plaintiff  has  performed  all  such  acts  on  his  part,  either  by  alleging 
due  performance  in  the  manner  allowed  by  the  Code  (§  533),  or  by 
other  appropriate  averments.  If  the  plaintiff  does  not  allege  perform- 
ance in  the  manner  authorized  by  the  Code  it  will  not  be  sufficient  to 
merely  allege  the  fact  by  way  of  allegation  of  a  conclusion  of  law,  nor 
by  way  of  mere  evidence,  but  the  facts  showing  performance  by  the 
plaintiff  must  be  distinctly  alleged.  Hatch  v.  Peet,  23  Barb.  575  ; 
Smith  V.  Brown,  17  id.  431. 

When  the  plaintiff  has  not  performed  such  conditions  precedent, 
but  he  has  a  legal  excuse  f  or  the  non-performance,  he  must  allege  the 
facts  which  show  such  excuse,  instead  of  alleging  performance.  KeUey 
V.  Upton,  5  Duer,  336,  342  ;  Smith  v.  Brown,  17  Barb.  431 ;  Rider 
V.  Pond,  18  id.  179.     But  if  the  action  is  not  brought   upon  the 
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contract,  but  upon  qucml/wm  meruit,  the  plaintiff  need  not  allege  the 
excuse  for  non- performance.  Wolfe  v.  Howes,  20  N.  Y,  197.  See  vol. 
1,  p.  236. 

Request,  notice,  demand,  etc.  It  is  frequently  the  case  that  the 
plaintiff  is  required  to  make  some  request,  give  some  notice,  or  make 
some  demand  of  the  defendant,  before  a  right  of  action  becomes  per- 
fect. In  all  cases  in  which  such  request,  etc.,  is  necessary  to  perfect 
the  right  of  action,  the  complaint  must  allege  that  such  request,  etc., 
was  made,  and  such  facts  must  be  alleged  as  will  show  that  it  was 
properly  done.  There  are  also  numerous  cases  in  which  no  demand, 
etc.,  is  necessary  before  an  action  is  brought,  and  in  such  cases  no 
demand,  etc.,  need  be  alleged  in  the  complaint. 

Breach  of  the  agreement,  etc.  In  every  action  founded  upon 
contract,  whether  written  or  unwritten,  sealed  or  unsealed,  the  main 
ground  of  the  action  is  that  the  defendant  has  broken  the  contract. 
This  is  true  of  the  most  ordinary  cases,  such  as  accounts,  promissory 
notes,  and  the  like.  The  breach  of  the  contract,  in  such  cases,  is  the 
non-payment  of  the  debt.  And  in  all  cases  of  special  contracts,  there 
is  some  non-performance  alleged,  or  some  act  done  which  the  defend- 
ant agreed  not  to  do.  In  short,  the  basis  of  all  actions  upon  contracts 
rests  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the 
agreement.  And  every  complaint  will  be  defective  if  it  does  not,  in 
some  manner,  show  that  there  has  been  a  breach  of  the  contract  by  the 
defendant.  And,  even  under  the  common  counts,  it  is  alleged  that  the 
money  due  to  the  plaintiff  is  unpaid.  Under  the  old  practice  a  com- 
plaint for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  which  simply  alleged  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  the  goods  to  the  defendant  and  his  agreement  to  pay  a 
stipulated  price  therefor,  would  probably  have  been  bad  on  special 
demurrer  for  not  alleging  a  breach.  But  special  demurrers,  as  known 
to  the  former  practice,  have  no  place  in  our  present  system  of  pleading. 
Marie  v.  Garrison,  83  N.  T.  14.  And  under  the  Code  an  allegation 
of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  goods  and  an  agreement  to  pay  a  stipulated 
price  therefor  is  sufficient,  although  the  addition  of  an  averment  of 
non-payment,  or  that  the  sum  remains  due  and  unpaid,  is  the  usual 
and  more  complete  form  of  pleading.  Salisbury  v.  Stinson,  10  Hun, 
242. 

When  the  action  is  founded  upon  a  special  agreement,  the  facts 
which  show  a  breach  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  must  be  stated 
fully  ;  and  a  mere  allegation  that  the  defendant  has  broken  the  con- 
tract will  not  do,  but  the  particular  manner  in  which  it  is  broken  must 
be  stated,  so  that  the  court  and  the  defendant  can  see  in  what  respect 
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it  is  claimed  that  the  contract  has  been  violated.  "When  the  action  is 
for  the  recovery  of  money  under  the  common  counts,  and  no  demand 
is  necessary  before  suit  brought,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  allege  the  breach 
in  general  terms,  such  as  that  the  money  is  due,  unpaid,  etc. 

Damages.  Nearly  all  the  actions  which  are  brought  in  a  justice's 
court,  are  instituted  for  the  recovery  of  damages,  either  for  the  breach 
of  some  contract,  express  or  implied,  or  for  some  injury  wrongfully 
done.  The  complaint  must  allege  such  damages  as  the  plaintiff  claims 
to  recover.  In  some  eases,  the  facts  showing  that  the  plaintiff  has  sus- 
tained damage  must  be  pleaded,  and  a  more  general  allegation  that  by 
reason  of  the  facts  stated  the  plaintiff  was  damaged  in  a  specified 
amount,  without  the  averment  of  any  fact  from  which  the  court  can 
draw  the  inference  that  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  damage,  is  insuffi- 
cient. Thmnpsonv.  Gould,  16  Abb.  (IsT.  S.)424.  Damages  are  general 
or  special.  General  damages  may  be  claimed  by  a  general  allegation 
of  damages ;  but  special  damages  must  be  stated  with  particularitj^ 
See  ante,  302,  ^^ Special  Damages"  and  ante,  301,  "Facts  not 
alleged,"  etc. 

Conclusion  of  complaint.  The  conclusion  of  the  complaint  shows 
what  judgment  the  plaintiff  demands.  It  may  be  for  the  recovery  of 
damages,  or  it  may  be  for  the  recovery  of  specific  personal  property, 
with  damages,  etc.  In  every  case  the  complaint  ought  to  show  clearly 
what  judgment  the  plaintiff  demands. 

In  courts  of  record,  the  complaint  rnust  contain  a  demand  of  the 
judgment  to  which  the  plaintiff  supposes  himself  entitled.  Code  of 
Civil  Pro.,  §  481.  But  in  justices'  courts  this  is  not  required  by  the 
Code.  All  that  can  be  demanded  is  that  the  complaint  shall  state  in 
a  plain  and  direct  manner  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action. 
Yol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2936.  When  this  is  done,  the  law  will  determine  the 
relief  to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  and  the  omission  to  demand  that 
relief  will  not  render  the  complaint  demurrable  if  the  pleading  is 
sufficient  to  enable  a  person  of  ordinary  understanding  to  know  what 
is  intended.  It  will,  however,  be  better  in  all  cases  to  demand  in  the 
conclusion  of  the  complaint  the  judgment  to  which  the  plaintiff  supposes 
himself  entitled.  The  plaintiff  has  the  right  to  demand  any  kind  of 
relief  to  which  he  supposes  himself  entitled  on  the  facts  stated.  Hall 
v.  Hall  38  How.  97.  If  he  makes  a  mistake  in  the  nature  of  his 
demand,'  the  error  will  not  be  fatal,  for  if  the  facts  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint show  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  any  relief,  he  will  not  be 
turned  out  of  court  merely  because  he  has  demanded  the  wrong  judg- 
ment Emery  v.  Pease,  20  N.  Y.  62 ;  Redfield  v.  Frear,  9  Abb.  (K 
40 
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S.)  449 ;  Denmam,  v.  Prince,  40  Barb.  213 ;  Whitney  v.  Whitney,  44 
id.  319.  If  the  complaint  is  verified  it  must  specify  the  amount 
actually  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  and  pray  judgment 
against  the  defendant  for  the  amount  so  claimed  to  be  due  to  him. 
Vol.  1,  p.  177.  In  any  case,  when  the  complaint  contains  a  demand 
for  judgment,  the  judgment  demanded  should  be  one  which  the  justice 
has  jurisdiction  to  render.  Bellinger  v.  Ford,  14  Barb.  250  ;  Gould  v. 
Glass,  19  id.  179.  But  a  defect  in  this  respect  is  amendable.  WooUey 
V.   Wilier,  4  Denio,  570 ;  Bull  v.  Golton,  22  Barb.  94. 

Seyerai  counts.  When  the  plaintifE  has  several  different  causes  of 
action  arising  upon  contract,  and  they  are  not  recoverable  under  the 
common  counts,  but  require  a  special  count  for  that  purpose,  each 
separate  cause  of  action  ought  to  be  separately  stated  in  the  complaint. 
And  the  plaintiff  may  insert  as  many  separate  counts  as  he  has 
separate  causes  of  action  which  require  to  be  stated  in  special  counts. 
Each  of  these  causes  of  action  ought  to  be  separately  stated,  and  the 
commencement  of  each  new  cause  of  action,  or  count,  may  commence 
thus  :  "  And  for  a  further  and  separate  cause  of  action,"  etc.  It  is  a 
very  convenient  method  to  number  the  causes  of  action,  when  there 
are  several  of  them,  as  this  will  facilitate  a  reference  to  each  cause  of 
action,  when  the  defendant  is  answering  them.  And,  besides  that,  it 
will  tend  to  render  the  issues  themselves  plain  and  familiar  to  the 
parties,  to  the  court,  and  to  the  jury  if  one  is  called.  In  courts  of 
record,  where  the  complaint  sets  forth  two  or  more  causes  of  action, 
the  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  each  cause  of  action  miist  be 
separated  and  numbered.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  4S3.  But  there  is  no 
particular  mode  by  which  counts  or  causes  of  action  are  to  be  separated 
and  distinguished  from  each  other  in  a  complaint  in  justice's  court. 
Any  mode  which  apprises  the  defendant  of  what  is  intended  is  suflBcient. 
Hall  V.  McKechnie,  22  Barb.  244. 

It  is  a  fundamental  rule  in  pleading,  that  where  there  are  separate 
counts  in  a  complaint,  each  must  disclose  a  distinct  right  of  action ;  and 
the  separate  counts  are,  for  all  purposes,  as  distinct  as  though  they  were 
in  separate  complaints,  and,  consequently,  they  must  contain  all  neces- 
sary allegations,  or  the  latter  must  expressly  refer  to  the  former.  Sim. 
mens  V.  Fairchild,  42  Barb.  404  ;  Victory  Webb,  etc.,  Mam,uf.  Co.  v. 
Beecher,  55  How.  193. 

Common  counts.  There  has  been  some  difference  of  opinion  upon 
the  question  whether  the  Code  did  not  abolish  the  common  counts,  and 
require  every  cause  of  action  to  be  stated  specially. 

It  has  been  held  at  Special  Term  that  in  an  action  to  recover  money 
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alleged  to  have  been  lost  at  play  the  complaint  must  be  special,  setting 
forth  the  facts,  and  that  a  complaint  containing  merely  the  common 
counts  is  not  suflScieut.  Moron  v.  Morrissey,  28  How.  100;  S.  C,  18 
Abb.  131.  But  it  is  now  entirely  settled  that  the  mode  of  declaring  upon 
the  common  counts  is  as  proper  now  as  it  was  before  the  Code.  Far- 
ron  V.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y.  227 ;  Allen  v.  Patterson,  7  id.  476  ;  Cud- 
lipp  V.  Whiffle,  4  Duer,  610 ;  Graham,  v.  Camman,  5  id.  697 ;  Mer- 
win  V.  Hamilton,  6  id.  245,  253.  But  in  framing  such  counts  they 
are  drawn  more  fully  and  particularly  than  some  of  the  old  forms  of 
the  common  counts.  The  forms  which  will  be  hereafter  given  will 
show  what  it  is  necessary  to  allege  in  them  imder  the  practice  intro- 
duced by  the  Code.  The  plaintifE  cannot  recover  under  the  common 
counts  in  such  cases  as  those  in  which  a  special  count  is  necessary ;  as 
for  instance,  in  those  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  breach  of  an  agreement  other  than  for  the  payment  of 
money.     See  am,te,  308,  "  Complaint  when  to  he  SpeciaV- 

The  Code  has  not  changed  the  former  rule  of  pleading,  that  a  party 
who  has  fully  performed  a  special  contract  on  his  part  may  count  upon 
the  implied  assumpsit  of  the  other  party  to  pay  him  the  stipulated 
price,  and  he  is  not  bound  to  declare  specially  on  the  agreement.  Fa/r- 
ron  V.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y.  227.  But  the  kind  of  special  contracts 
which  will  authorize  a  recovery  upon  the  common  counts  must  be  of 
that  nature,  that  when  the  plaintifE  has  fuUy  performed  the  contract  on 
his  part,  the  defendant  has  nothing  to  do  on  his  part  but  to  pay  a  sum 
of  money.  For  instance,  a  contract  may  be  a  special  one  for  the  build- 
ing of  a  house  and  the  furnishing  of  the  materials,  and  if  the  builder 
has  fully  performed  the  contract  on  his  part,  he  need  not  set  out  the 
contract  specially,  but  may  recover  the  money  due  to  him  on  the  com- 
mon counts,  if  they  are  properly  framed.  Fa/rron  v.  Sherwood,  17  N. 
Y.  227 ;  Glarh  v.  Fairchild,  22  Wend.  576,  583.  But  the  principal 
convenience  of  these  common  counts  is  found  in  those  cases  in  which 
the  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  for  labor  done,  professional  services  ren- 
dered, or  for  goods,  wares  and  chattels  sold,  for  money  lent,  etc.,  etc. 
And  in  all  such  cases,  where  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  upon  either 
an  express  or  an  implied  agreement,  these  counts  will  generally  be 

proper. 

The  use  of  this  form  of  pleading  is  recommended  by  its  obvious  con- 
venience. And  if  the  defendant  desires  particular  information  of  the 
items  of  the  claim  or  demand  against  him,  he  may  demand  a  bill  of 

particulars. 

Bill  of  particulars.     The  Code  has  greatly  enlarged  the  powers  of 
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justices  of  the  peace  iu  relation  to  ordinary  bills  of  particulars  to  be 
furnished  by  either  of  the  parties  to  the  other.  "  The  court  may,  upon 
the  request  of  either  party,  made  when  issue  is  joined,  require  the  ad- 
verse party  to  exhibit  his  account  or  demand  or  to  state  the  nature 
thereof,  as  far  as  it  is  in  his  power  so  to  do,  at  that  or  another  specified 
time ;  and  in  case  of  his  default,  it  may  preclude  him  from  giving  evi- 
dence of  such  parts  thereof,  as  have  not  been  so  exhibited  or  stated." 
Yol.  1,  p.  7,  §  2942. 

By  the  very  terms  of  the  statute  this  demand  must  be  made  at  the 
time  issue  is  joined  in  the  action,  and  the  justice  has  no  authority  to 
require  a  party  to  exhibit  his  account  or  demand,  or  to  state  its  nature, 
when  the  request  is  made  at  any  other  stage  of  the  action. 

When  the  pleadings  are  general,  as  they  are  under  the  common 
coimts,  the  only  information  which  either  party  can  have  of  the  claims 
made  by  the  other  must  be  derived  from  such  an  exhibition  of  the 
other's  demand ;  or  it  must  be  derived  from  the  knowledge  which  they 
each  have  of  the  past  transactions  between  them.  But  there  are  many 
instances  where  such  knowledge  would  be  of  little  value  to  a  party  in 
preparing  his  cause  for  trial.  If  either  of  the  parties  has  purchased  or 
taken  an  assignment  of  an  account  or  demand  which  exists  against  the 
other,  the  party  against  whom  it  is  presented  for  the  first  time  at  the 
trial  may  be  greatly  surprised,  and  gross  injustice  may  be  done  to  him 
if  he  is  not  permitted  to  meet  the  claim  by  evidence,  which  he  could 
not  possibly  have  procured  before  the  trial. 

But  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  require  either  party  to  exhibit 
his  claim  unless  it  is  demanded  by  the  other ;  and,  if  there  is  an  omission 
to  make  such  request,  it  is  the  neglect  of  the  party  himself,  who  must 
abide  by  the  consequences. 

The  statute  says  the  claim  or  demand  must  be  exhibited,  or  the  nature 
of  it  nmst  be  stated,  etc.  The  object  of  permitting  each  party  to 
demand  such  information  was,  that  it  might  be  useful  to  him  in  pre- 
paring for  trial.  The  People  v.  Monroe  C.  P.,  4  Wend.  200 ;  Bowman 
V.  Earle,  3  Duer,  694.  And,  for  that  reason,  the  justice  ought  to 
require  each  party,  if  a  proper  request  is  made  at  the  proper  time,  to 
furnish  the  other  with  a  written  copy  of  the  items  of  his  demand ;  or 
at  any  rate,  he  ought  to  require  him  to  furnish  the  original,  so  that  the 
party  applying  may  copy  it  for  himself  if  he  desires  to  do  so. 

If  neither  party  is  prepared  to  do  this  at  the  time  of  joining  issue,  or 
if  one  of  the  parties  is  not  prepared  at  that  time,  the  justice  is  author- 
ized to  specify  some  other  time  when  the  account,  etc.,  shall  be 
exhibited.     And  there  are  few  things  in  practice,  in  wliich  the  justice 
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may  render  himself  more  instrumental  in  advancing  the  cause  of  truth 
and  justice  than  in  requiring  a  full  compliance  with  the  spirit  of  this 
section.  When  the  accounts,  etc.,  are  not  exhibited  at  the  joining  of 
issue,  and  the  justice  specifies  another  time  for  the  purpose,  that  time 
should  be  such  as  to  give  either  party  ample  time  to  secure  his  evidence 
before  the  trial,  to  meet  the  claim  so  exhibited,  etc. 

The  party  who  is  required  to  exhibit  his  demands  ought  to  be  careful 
to  furnish  all  the  items  of  it,  for  the  penalty  which  is  annexed  to  a 
neglect  or  refusal  to  do  so  is  to  be  debarred  at  the  trial  from  proving 
any  of  the  items  which  were  not  so  exhibited  or  stated. 

The  statute  is  not  imperative  that  the  evidence  shall  be  excluded  in 
case  of  a  default  in  exhibiting  a  claim.  The  court  may  preclude  him, 
is  the  language  of  the  statute.  If  a  party  by  mistake  should  omit  to 
furnish  all  the  items  the  justice  may  permit  an  amendment  of  the 
items  just  as  he  would  do  in  relation  to  a  pleading,  because  the  par- 
ticulars are  nothing  more  than  a  complete  specification  of  the  claims  of 
the  party.  If  an  amendment  is  allowed  it  ought  to  be  on  the  same 
terms  as  the  amendment  of  a  pleading. 

If  either  of  the  parties  willfully  refuses  to  exhibit  his  account,  etc., 
as  required  by  the  justice,  the  justice  ought  to  exclude  evidence  in 
support  of  the  accounts,  or  items  thereof,  which  were  not  exhibited. 
But,  if  such  a  party  has  any  reasonable  excuse  for  not  exhibiting  such 
account  or  demand,  the  justice  may  permit  him  to  do  it  at  any  time 
before  the  trial,  or  during  the  trial,  on  such  terms  as  shall  be  just. 
But  if  an  adjournment  will  be  necessary  for  the  other  party  in  conse- 
quence, an  adjournment  ought  to  be  made  the  condition  of  granting 
the  favor.  And,  besides  that,  such  costs  ought  to  be  imposed  as  will 
be  necessarily  incurred  by  the  opposite  party,  such  as  the  witnesses 
fees  for  those  witnesses  who  are  present  at  the  time  when  such  amend- 
ment is  permitted. 

Where  the  complaint  is  founded  upon  the  breach  of  a  special  con- 
tract, and  it  sets  forth  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  its  breach,  and  the 
consequential  damages  arising  therefrom,  this  is  not  a  matter  of 
account,  and  a  bill  of  particulars  cannot  be  required.  Ives  v.  Shcm, 
31  How.  54. 

Where  a  party  claims  on  an  account  stated,  and  he  refuses  to  furnish 
the  items  of  his  demand  in  pursuance  of  the  Code,  he  ought,  on  the 
trial,  to  be  precluded  from  giving  evidence  of  such  items  of  his  account 
any  further  than  may  be  necessary  to  prove  the  settlement  of  the  sum 
due  as  an  account  stated.  Gomgs  v.  Patten,  1  Daly,  168  ;  S.  0.,  17 
Abb.  339. 
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A  bill  of  particulars  in  an  action  for  an  indebtedness  should  state  the 
items  of  the  demand,  and  when  and  how  it  arose,  and  the  sum  claimed. 
Moran  v.  Morrissey,  28  How.  100 ;  S.  C,  18  Abb.  131. 

"When  an  account  is  sued  on,  or  when  it  is  a  subject  of  set-ofE,  the 
parties  ought  to  furnish  the  items  in  detail,  specifying  the  date,  the 
price  and  the  amounts,  as  near  as  maybe  done,  or  as  it  is  in  the  original 
account.  Humphrey  v.  Gottleyou,  4  Cow.  54.  If  the  bill  is  defective, 
the  justice  may  order  it  to  be  made  more  definite.  Kellogg,  etc.,  v. 
Paine,  etc.,  8  How.  329 ;  McKinney  v.  McKinney,  etc.,  12  id.  22. 
Neither  party  is  bound  to  do  more  than  to  furnish  the  items  which  he 
claims  against  the  other.  He  is  not  required  to  state  any  credits,  or 
set-offs,  in  favor  of  the  other  party.  Williams  v.  Shaw,  i  Abb.  209 ; 
Ryckman  v.  Haight,  1 5  Johns.  222.  A  variance  between  the  items 
furnished  and  the  proof  ought  to  be  disregarded  if  no  injury  is  done 
to  the  opposite  party.  Seamam,  v.  Low,  4  Bosw.  345 ;  Brown  \. 
Williams,  4  Wend.  360.  The  question  of  variance  ought  to  be  dis- 
posed of  hke  a  variance  between  pleadings  and  evidence,  and  an 
amendment  should  be  granted  in  like  cases  as  in  pleadings. 

Complaints  in  actions  for  torts.  The  general  rules  in  relation  to 
the  formal  parts  of  a  complaint  in  an  action  for  a  tort  is  the  same  as  in 
an  action  upon  contract. 

In  actions  for  wrongs  there  are  some  matters  in  which  the  complaint 
will  differ  in  its  details  from  that  of  a  complaint  in  an  action  upon  con- 
tract. And  the  general  rules  which  ought  to  be  observed  in  framing 
complaints  in  actions  for  torts  will  be  now  noticed. 

Actions  for  torts  may  affect  personal  rights,  as  when  a  person  wrong- 
fully persuades  a  servant  to  leave  his  employer,  or  when  a  fraud  is  per- 
petrated. They  may  also  relate  to  injuries  to  personal  property,  or 
they  may  relate  to  real  estate  and  to  injuries  done  to  it.  And,  there- 
fore, the  first  thing  which  the  body  of  the  complaint  ought  to  show  is, 
that  there  are  such  rights,  or  property,  which  may  be  affected.  The 
manner  in  wliich  allegations  ought  to  be  made  will  be  shown  in  the  pre- 
cedents of  complaints  in  such  actions. 

PlaintiflTs  interest  in  thing  injured.  The  complaint  must  allege 
those  facts  which  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  such  an  interest  in  the 
thing  injured  as  will  authorize  an  action  in  his  favor  for  the  injury 
done.  A  mortgagee  of  personal  property  has  an  interest  in  the  property 
so  mortgaged,  but  in  an  action  for  a  conversion  of  the  property,  he 
must  allege  such  facts  as  show  that  he  is  a  mortgagee.  Merely  saying 
that  he  has  a  mortgage  is  not  sufficient ;  such  facts  must  be  stated  as 
will  authorize  the  court  to  decide  whether  the  instrument  is  a  mort- 
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gage.  Fairbanks  v.  Bloomfield,  2  Dner,  349.  And  see  Tuthill  v. 
WTieeler,  6  Barb.  362.  A  constable  who  has  an  execution,  by  virtue  of 
which  he  has  levied  upon  personal  property,  has  such  an  interest  as  will 
authorize  an  action  against  a  wrong-doer  who  takes  the  property,  but  the 
complaint  must  show  his  right  to  the  property.  And  whenever  the 
plaintiff  claims  an  interest  in  the  property,  or  right  of  action  in  any 
manner  except  in  his  own  individual  right,  the  complaint  miist  state 
such  facts  as  will  authorize  an  action.  There  are  instances  in  which 
the  plaintiff  may  merely  allege  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  took  the 
property  oiit  of  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  he  need  not  allege 
how  his  interest  in  it  arose,  even  when  he  claims  as  bailee,  or  as 
an  officer  having  a  levy  upon  it,  etc.  The  precedents  given  will  show 
the  necessary  allegations.  When  the  action  is  for  an  injury  to  personal 
property,  or  for  a  conversion  of  it,  i£  the  plaintiff  sues  as  owner,  he 
will  show  that  fact  by  proper  allegations  in. the  complaint.  Injuries  to 
real  estate  are  generally  charged  to  be  injuries  to  the  possession,  which 
is  all  the  right  a  plaintiff  need  have  to  maintain  trespass. 

Motiyes,  intent  or  negligence  of  the  defendant.  The  general 
rule  is,  that  when  a  person  does  an  unlawfiil  act  to  the  injury  of 
another,  he  must  respond  in  damages,  although  he  did  not  have  any 
wrongful  or  unlawful  intent  in  doing  the  act.  For  this  reason,  it  is  not 
necessary,  in  ordinary  cases,  to  allege  a  wrongful  intent  on  the  part"  of 
the  defendant. 

If  a  justice  is  sued  for  making  a  false  return  on  an  appeal,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  allege  or  prove  that  his  motives  were  corrupt.  Houghton 
V.  Swarthout,  1  Denio,  589.  So,  where  the  defendant  injures  the 
plaintiff  by  blasting  rocks  on  the  defendant's  land,  and  tlie  fragments 
fly  upon  the  plaintiff's  premises  and  injure  his  buildings,  it  will  not  be 
necessary  to  aver  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  Hay  v. 
CoJwes  Co.,  2  N.  Y.  159 ;  Tremain  v.  Cohoes  Co.,  id.  163. 

In  such  cases  of  unlawful  acts,  an  action  will  lie,  although  no 
improper  motive  existed  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  See  the  last 
three  cases  cited,  and  VandenJmrgh  v.  Truax,  4  Denio,  464.  But  there 
are  cases  in  which  the  gist  of  the  action  is  the  manner  and  the  intent 
with  which  the  act  was  done,  as  where  a  constable  acts  in  an  oppressive 
and  unlawful  manner  in  executing  an  execution,  and  in  such  cases,  the 
complaint  must  allege  those  facts  which  show  his  acts  to  be  unlawful. 
Rogers  v.  Brewster,  5  Johns.  125  ;  McDonald  v.  Neilson,  2  Cow.  182. 

In  some  cases  the  motive  with  which  an  act  was  done  may  be  ma- 
terial on  the  question  of  damages,  and  in  those  cases,  an  allegation  of  the 
motives,  and  of  the  circnmstances  in  aggravation  of  the  action  may  be 
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properly  alleged.  Gilbert  \.  Bounds,  14  How.  46,  49,  50 ;  Molony  v. 
Dows,  15  id.  265 ;  Bates  v.  Looinis,  6  Wend.  134;  Root  v.  Foster,  9 
How.  37.  In  common  practice,  nearly  all  complaints  for  trespasses  to 
lands,  for  conversions  of  personal  property,  or  for  injuries  to  it,  or  for 
detaining  it,  arllege  that  tlie  acts  were  wrongfully  or  unlawfully  done. 
But  an  act  may  be  unlawful,  or  legally  wrongful,  when  the  defendant 
is  not  guilty  of  any  intentional  wrong,  so  far  as  his  motives  are  con- 
cerned. That  points  out  the  precise  distinction  shown  by  the  cases  cited 
upon  this  subject,  since  there  may  be  an  unlawful  act  without  any 
actual  wrongful  intent  or  motive.  And  in  all  complaints  where  an  un- 
lawful or  wrongful  act  is  charged,  the  legal  effect  of  the  allegation  is 
to  show  that  the  act  was  not  legal,  although  the  motives  may  have  been 
ever  so  proper  in  the  given  case,  unless  it  is  in  those  cases  where  the 
motive  is  the  ground  of  action,»or  it  relates  to  the  measure  of  damages. 

There  is  one  class  of  cases  which  may  deserve  notice  here,  and  that 
is  infancy.  If  an  infant  intentionally  injures  property,  he  is  liable  for 
the  tort,  when  he  could  not  be  made  liable  otherwise.  Fish  v.  Ferris, 
5  Duer,  49 ;  Oampiell  v.  Stakes,  2  Wend.  137.  In  such  cases  the 
wrongful  intent  must  be  alleged  as  well  as  the  fact  of  infancy. 

Statement  of  wrongful  acts  of  defendant.  E\rery  complaint  in 
an  action  for  a  tort  must  state  such  facts  as  will  show  clearly  and  af- 
firmatively that  the  acts  of  the  defendant  are  wrongful  and  unlawful 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  a  legal  remedy  in  consequence  of  them. 

A  complaint  must  set  forth  facts  by  which  the  court  can  see  that  the 
plaintiff  has  sustained  a  legal  injury,  or  it  is  bad  on  demurrer.  A  gen- 
eral averment  that  the  acts  of  the  defendant  are  contrary  to  the  statute, 
without  setting  forth  in  what  manner,  is  not  sufficient.  Smith  v.  Look- 
wood,  13  Barb.  209. 

In  an  action  for  negligence,  a  statement  in  the  complaint,  that  by 
means  of  a  contract  which  is  set  forth  it  became  the  duty  of  the  de- 
fendant to  perform  certain  acts,  is  not  sufficient  unless  the  facts  neces- 
sary to  show  the  duty  are  stated.  City  of  Buffalo  v.  Rolloway,  7  N.  Y. 
493. 

When  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  sus- 
tained in  consequence  of  falling  into  a  vault  which  was  insecurely 
covered,  if  it  is  sought  to  make  the  defendants  liable  on  other  grounds 
than  those  of  negligence,  in  not  constructing  the  cover  of  the  vault 
properly,  or  in  not  keeping  it  in  a  proper  condition,  such  as  that  the 
area  is  within  a  public  street,  or  that  a  duty  imposed  by  some  municipal 
ordinance  has  been  violated,  those  grounds  should  be  stated  in  the  com- 
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plaint,  so  that  issue  can  be  taken  upon  them,  and  the  defendants  may 
<iome  prepared  to  try  them.   Congreve  v.  Morgan,  4  Duer,  439. 

In*  actions  for  injuries  resulting  from  a  fraud,  the  complaint  must 
allege  the  facts  which  show  that  a  fraud  has  been  committed  ;  a  mere 
allegation  that  the  defendant  has  committed  a  fraud  is  entirely  insuffi- 
cient. McMurray  v.  Oifford,  5  How.  14. 

In  an  action  for  false  and  fraudulent  representations,  the  com- 
plaint must  state  what  the  representations  were,  so  that  the  court  may 
judge  whether  they  were  sufficient  to  mislead;  otherwise  the  plaintiff 
does  not  show  a  cause  of  action ;  and  it  ought  also  to  state  that  they 
were  made  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintiff.  Wells  v. 
Jewett,  H  How.  242;  Addington  v.  Allen,  11  Wend.  374,  386;  Za- 
hriskie  v.  Smith,  13  IST.  T.  322,  330. 

In  actions  for  injxirieS  to  real  property,  or  for  injuries  to  personal 
property,  or  for  a  conversion  of  it,  the  complaint  ought  to  allege  what 
injurious  acts  were  done ;  and  the  allegations  ought  to  be  so  particular 
and  specific  that  the  court  can  adjudge  as  a  matter  of  law  that  a  cause 
of  action  exists. 

The  particular  manner  of  stating  the  facts  may  be  seen  in  the  prece- 
dents. 

When  there  are  several  defendants,  the  complaint  must  show  a  cause 
of  action  against  all  of  them. 

Corporations  are  liable  for  torts  in  the  same  manner  that  individuals 
are,  but  the  complaint  must  state  facts  which  show  that  the  injurious 
acts  were  done  by  their  legal  agents  or  officers,  and  that  they  were  act- 
ing within  the  scope  of  their  duties,  or  within  such  instructions  as  the 
corporation  has  given  them,  and  also  it  must  appear  what  the  injurious 
acts  were.  Howell  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  15  N.  Y.  512  ;  Mayor,  etc.,  of 
N.  T.  V.  Bailey,  2  Denio,  433. 

Time  and  place.  The  same  rules  are  applicable  in  complaints  for 
torts  as  are  observed  in  actions  on  contracts.     See  ante,  291. 

Scienter.  The  subject  has  been  already  discussed  in  relation  to  mo- 
tives or  intention.   Ante,  303,  319. 

But  there  is  also  a  class  of  cases,  in  which  knowledge  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  in  relation  to  certain  things  will  render  him  liable  to  an 
action,  when,  without  such  knowledge  on  his  part,  no  action  could  be 
maintained  against  him. 

If  a  domestic  animal  is  accustomed  to  do  mischief  to  other  animals, 
or  to  persons,  and  the  defendant  has  knowledge  of  that  fact,  he  will  be 
liable  for  such  injuries  as  the  animal  may  do,  although  he  did  not  de- 
sire the  injury  to  be  done,  and  even  although  he  had  no  knowledge 
'       41 
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that  the  mischief  would  be  done.  But  the  complaint  must  allege  that 
the  defendant  kneio  that  such  domestic  animal  was  accustomed  to  do 
such  mischief.  Fairohild  v.  Bentley,  30  Barb.  147 ;  LyTce  v.  'Ycm- 
JLeuven,  4  Denio,  127 ;  Buckley  v.  Leonard,  id.  500  ;  Wheeler  v. 
Brant,  23  Barb.  324. 

In  those  cases  in  which  knowledge  is  not  necessary  to  create  a  liabil- 
ity on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  need  not'  be  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, as,  for  instance,  when  a  dog  hills  or  woionds  sheep,  because  the 
statute  makes  the  owner  liable  for  such  injuries  whether  he  knew  of 
their  mischievous  propensities  or  not.  2  K.  S.  975,  §  9  (5th  ed.) ; 
Fish  V.  Shut,  21  Barb.  333. 

But,  if  the  action  is  merely  for  chasing  and  worrying  sheep,  then 
knowledge  must  be  alleged.     Auchmuty  v.  Ha/m,  1  Denio,  495. 

There  is  another  class  of  cases  in  which  the  owner  of  domestic  ani- 
mals is  liable  for  such  injuries  as  they  may  do  to  other  animals,  or  to 
persons,  although  the  owner  did  not  know  of  their  mischievous  pro- 
pensities ;  and  those  cases  are,  when  the  animal  of  the  defendant  is 
trespassing  upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  and  does  the  mischief  there. 
In  such  cases  knowledge  need  not  be  alleged  or  proved.  Yan  Leuven 
V.  Lylie,  1  ]Sr.  T.  515 ;  Dunckle  v.  docker,  11  Barb.  387. 

"When  knowledge  is  made  the  ground  of  proving  a  fraud,  or  of  in- 
creasing damages,  it  is  generally  synonymous  with  motive,  intent,  etc., 
which  words  have  been  explained.  Ante,  319.  And  see  "  Damages^'' 
in  complaints  for  torts.  It  must  be  recollected,  too,  that  knowledge  is 
always  an  essential  element  of  a  fraud,  and  in  such  actions  it  must  al- 
ways be  alleged  in  the  complaint. 

Demand.  In  actions  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  personal 
property,  or  in  actions  for  a  conversion  of  such  property,  it  is  some- 
times essential  to  a  right  of  action,  that  some  demand  should  be  made 
of  the  defendant  before  an  action  is  brought  against  him. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  when  one  person  wrongfully  and  unlawfully 
takes  or  converts  the  property  of  another  to  his  own  use,  an  action 
will  lie  against  such  wrong-doer  without  any  previous  demand.  Far- 
rington  v.  Payne,  15  Johns.  431 ;  L'add  v.  Moore,  3  Sandf.  589 ; 
TaUmam\.  Turck,'^^  Barb.  167;  Tompkins y.  Eaile,Z  Wend.  406. 
But  when  property  has  lawfully  come  into  the  possession  of  a  person, 
and  he  has  not  converted  it,  a  demand  must  be  made  before  he  is  liable 
to  an  action.  Hall  v.  Bdbvnson,  2  N.  T.  293,  295  ;  BUss  v.  CotHe,  32 
Barb.  322. 

There  are  many  cases  in  which  a  demand  is  indispensable  to  the 
maintaining  of  the  action,  and  such  demand  must  be  proved  at  the  trial, 
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and  yet  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  a  demand  in  the  complaint.  A  de- 
mand and  refusal  to  deliver  property  is  evidence,  upon  whicli  a  con- 
version may  be  found  ;  but  it  is  not  proper  to  plead  mere  matters  of 
evidence.  Ante,  2%^.  In  complaints  for  converting  personal  property, 
it  is  the  usual  practice,  therefore,  to  allege  a  wrongful  and  unlawful 
conversion,  and  then  to  prove  the  demand  at  the  trial,  if  such  proof  is 
necessary.  An  allegation  of  a  demand  and  a  refusal  in  addition  to  an 
allegation  of  a  wrongful  conversion,  would  be  useless,  but  it  would 
not  vitiate  the  pleading,  since  it  would  be  mere  surplusage.  See  ante, 
296. 

Penalties.  In  actions  to  recover  penalties  which  are  given  by  stat- 
ute, it  is  sufficient  to  declare  in  the  brief  form  prescribed  by  the  Re- 
vised Statutes.  3  E.  S.  633,  §§  1,  2,  3,  5th  ed.  ;  id.  784,  §  13,  5th 
ed.  The  Code  has  not  changed  the  rule  of  pleading  in  such  cases. 
People  V.  Bennett,  5  Abb.  384 ;  S.  C.  affirmed,  6  id.  343  ;  Hall  v. 
MoKeohnie,  22  Barb.  244. 

The  general  rule  is  that  no  reference  need  be  made  to  the  statute. 
Ante,  294.  But  in  actions  for  penalties  it  is  the  general  practice  to 
refer  to  the  chapter  and  section  of  the  statute  which  gives  the  penalty. 
Hall  V.  MoKechnie,  22  Barb.  244 ;  People  v.  Brooks,  4  Denio,  469 ; 
O'.Maley  v.  Beese,  6  Barb.  658.  In  suits  to  recover  penalties  where 
no  general  form  of  declaring  is  given,  the  plaintiff  must  set  forth  the 
particular  acts  and  omissions  which  constitute  the  cause  of  action. 
People  V.  Brooks,  4  Denio,  469. 

Public  statutes  need  not  be  recited,  omte,  294 ;  and  the  most  that 
can  be  required  in  actions  for  penalties  is  that  a  correct  refei'iMivce  shall 
be  made  to  the  section  and  chapter  of  the  statute.  People  v.  Brooks, 
4  Denio,  469;  O^Maley  v.  Beese,  6  Barb.  668.  As  to  negativing 
defense,  see  ante,  294-296. 

Assignment  of  demand  or  rigtit  of  action.  There  are  several 
instances  in  which  a  right  of  action  for  a  tort  is  assignable.  MoKee 
V.  Judd,  12  N.  T.  622 ;  Waldron  v.  Willard,  17  id.  466.  What 
causes  of  action  are  assignable  and  the  manner  of  making  the  assign- 
ment has  been  elsewhere  explained.  Yol.  1,  p.  812.  When  the  ac- 
tion is  brought  for  a  tort  upon  an  assigned  demand,  the  complaint 
must  first  show  a  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the  assignor,  in  the  usual 
form,  and  it  must  then  show  that  such  cause  of  action  has  been  assigned 
to  the  plaintiflE. 

Damages.  The  damages,  whether  general  or  special,  must  be 
claimed  and  alleged  in  the  same  manner  as  in  actions  upon  contracts. 
Ante,  313. 
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Conclasion.  The  conclusion  of  the  complaint  is  the  same  as  in  ac- 
tions upon  contracts  when  damages  are  claimed.  But  when  the  action 
is  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  personal  property,  the  demand 
of  judgment  is  different  as  will  be  seen  by  looking  at  the  precedent  of 
a  complaint  in  stich  an  action. 

Terified  complaints.  The  discussion  in  the  preceding  pages  of  the 
requisites  of  a  complaint  in  an  action  pending  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  has  reference  to  a  complaint  made  at  the  time  of  the  return  of 
the  summons  or  upon  the  joinder  of  issue  by  the  parties  without  pro- 
cess, and  the  requisites  of  a  verified  complaint  have  been  mentioned 
only  incidentally.  In  courts  of  record,  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
serve  a  verified  complfiint  with  the  summons  in  the  action  is  given  in 
all  cases.  In  inferior  courts  the  right  is  limited  to  certain  classes  of 
actions.  In  an  action  brought  in  a  justice's  court  of  the  city  of 
Brooklyn  to  recover  upon  or  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  express  or 
implied,  the  plaintiff  may  serve  upon  the  defendant,  with  the  sum- 
mons, a  copy  of  a  written  complaint,  verified  in  like  manner  as  a  veri- 
fied pleading  in  the  Supreme  Court.  Yol.  1,  p.  80,  §  3126.  In  a 
proper  case,  a  copy  of  the  complaint  may  be  served  with  the  summons 
in  an  action  pending  in  a  District  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  or 
in  the  justice's  court  of  the  cities  of  Albany  or  Troy.  Yol.  1,  p.  89, 
§  3208.  So  in  any  action  brought  in  any  of  the  justices'  coxirts  of 
this  State,  arising  on  contract  for  the  recovery  of  money  only,  or  on 
an  account,  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent,  at  or  before  the  time  of  the  issu- 
ing of  the  summons,  may  make  a  written  complaint  stating  in  a  plain, 
concise  manner  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action,  specifying 
therein  the  amount  actually  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  in 
the  action,  and  praying  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the  amount 
so  claimed  to  be  due  to  him.  This  pleading  must  be  subscribed  by  the 
plaintiff  or  his  agent,  and  verified  in  the  manner  and  as  provided  by 
section  526  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  See  Laws  of  1881,  chap. 
414,  §  1 ;  vol.  1,  p.  177. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  so  far  as  the  statement  of  the  cause  of  action  is 
concerned,  there  is  but  little  diffei'ence  between  the  requirements  of  this 
statute  and  those  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  Under  either  statute 
^efacts  constituting  the  cause  of  action  must  be  stated.  Under  the  Code 
these  facts  must  be  stated  in  a  plain  and  direct  manner,  and  under  the 
statute  of  1881,  they  must  be  stated  in  a  plain,  concise  manner.  Both 
requirements  mean  substantially  the  same  thing.  Under  this  statute 
the  plaintiff  is  expressly  required  to  specify  in  his  complaint  the 
amount  actually  due  him  from  the  defendant,  and  to  demand  judgment 
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against  the  defendant  for  the  amount  so  claimed  to  be  due.  This  is 
not  expressly  required  by  the  Code.  Ante,  313.  Under  the  statute 
the  complaint  must  be  in  writing,  subscribed  by  the  plaintiflE  or  his 
agent,  and  verified.  Under  the  general  provisions  of  the  Code  the 
complaint  in  an  action  may  be  oral  or  in  writing;  and  in  no  case  is  it 
requu'ed  to  be  subscribed  by  any  person,  or  verified  in  any  manner. 
Under  this  statute  the  complaint  is  made  at  or  before  the  issuing  of  the 
summons,  and  is  attached  to  and  served  with  the  summons.  Except  in 
the  local  courts  before  mentioned,  no  such  procedure  is  authorized  by 
the  Code.  Under  this  statute,  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  answer 
or  demur  to  the  complaint  at  the  time  of  the  return  of  the  summons 
entitles  the  plaintiff,  upon  filing  the  summons  and  complaint  with  due 
proof  of  service,  to  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the  amount 
demanded  in  the  complaint,  with  costs,  without  further  proof.  Under 
the  Code,  the  plaintiff  must  prove  his  case  notwithstanding  the  default 
of  the  defendant,  except  in  the  cities  of  Albany,  Brooklyn,  Troy  and 
New  York.  Under  this  statute  the  answer  of  the  defendant  must  be 
made  in  writing  and  under  oath,  while  under  the  Code  it  may  be  oral, 
with  a  single  exception,  and  unverified. 

From  this  comparative  view  of  the  points  of  distinction  between  a 
verified  pleading  under  the  statute  of  1881,  and  an  unverified  pleading 
under  the  general  provisions  of  the  Code,  and  of  the  rights  of  the  plaint- 
iff thereunder,  a  person  who  has  a  cause  of  action  arising  on  contract, 
or  on  an  account,  may  readily  determine  which  form  of  pleading  it  is 
advantageous  to  adopt.  To  a  person  residing  at  a  distance  from  the 
place  of  trial,  the  proceeding  by  a  verified  complaint  possesses  many 
advantages  ;  and  in  all  cases,  the  service  of  a  verified  complaint  with 
the  summons,  where  such  procedure  is  allowable,  will  expedite  the  de- 
termination of  the  controversy  by  forcing  the  defendant  to  put  in  a 
sworn  answer,  thus  shutting  out  defenses  interposed  merely  for  delay. 
It  often  happens  that  a  defendant,  by  a  general  denial,  puts  in  issue  a 
fact  material  to  the  plaintiff's  case,  which  he  well  knows  to  exist,  but 
which  the  plaintiff  cannot  establish  without  foreign  witnesses,  or  tak- 
ing out  a  commission.  Wlien  this  fact  is  alleged  in  a  verified  pleading, 
it  can  be  denied  only  at  the  risk  of  an  indictment  for  perjury. 

In  setting  forth  in  the  complaint  facts  not  within  the  personal  knowl- 
edge of  the  pleader,  it  should  be  stated  that  such  facts  are  alleged  upon 
information  and  belief,  so  that  the  facts  so  alleged  may  readily  be 
distinguished  from  those  stated  from  personal  knowledge.  A  conven- 
ient way  of  distinguishing  such  allegationsis  by  using  the  phrase  "and 
the  plaintiff  further  alleges  upon  information  and  belief,"  or  some 
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other  equivalent  phrase.  The  affidavit  of  verification  must  be  to  the 
effect  that  the  complaint  is  true  to  the  knowledge  of  the  deponent, 
except  as  to  the  matters  therein  stated  to  be  alleged  on  information  and 
belief,  and  that  as  to  those  matters  he  believes  it  to  be  true.  "When  it 
is  made  by  a  person  other  than  the  plaintiff,  he  must  set  forth  in  the 
affidavit  the  grounds  of  his  belief  as  to  all  matters  not  stated  upon  his 
knowledge,  and  the  reason  why  it  is  not  made  by  the  party.  Code  of 
Civil  Pro.,  §  526. 

The  form  of  a  verified  complaint  will  be  seen  by  the  precedents 
given  in  a  subsequent  place  in  this  volume.  The  mode  of  serving  the 
pleading,  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  proof  of  service  have  been  suffi- 
ciently noticed.  Ante,  134.  When  the  complaint  served  with  the 
summous  is  so  defectively  verified  as  to  be  entirely  without  the  spirit 
and  intent  of  the  statute,  the  remedy  of  the  defendant  is  to  treat  the 
pleading  as  unverified.  See  Strauss  v.  Pa/rlcer,  8  How.  342.  No 
subsequent  amendment  of  the  verification  can  cure  the  defect.  When 
the  parties  appear  and  join  issue  before  the  justice,  the  fact  that  the 
complaint  is  verified  will  not  debar  the  plaintiff  from  his  right  to 
amend  the  pleading  in  any  other  respect  at  any  subsequent  stage  of  the 
action.  The  defendant  may,  however,  give  in  evidence  any  admission 
contained  in  the  original  complaint,  although  the  pleading  will  not  be 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  fact  admitted.  Strong  v.  White,  11  Abb- 
(E"»  S.)  319.  By  so  doing  the  defendant  will  not  be  estopped  from  dis- 
proving that  portion  of  the  complaint  which  makes  against  him. 
Mott  V.  Consumers'  Ice  Co.,  73  N.  Y.  543 ;  GUderdeeve  v.  Lcmdon, 
id.  609. 

§  3.  Answers.  When  a  defendant  appears  in  court  in  obedience  to 
process  which  has  been  duly  issued,  served  and  returned,  his  first  question 
to  determine  is,  whether  he  will  defend  the  cause.  He  should,  therefore, 
wait  until  the  plaintiff  delivers  his  complaint  to  the  justice,  so  that  he 
may  see  what  cause  of  action  is  alleged  against  him.  If  the  defendant 
concludes  to  defend  the  action,  he  must  either  demur  to  the  complaint 
or  answer  it,  because  the  law  requires  that  an  issue  of  fact  or  of  law 
shall  be  joined.  See  ante,  281.  A  demurrer  raises  a  question  of  law, 
which  must  in  all  cases  be  decided  by  the  court  as  a  matter  of  law. 

Any  answer,  whether  it  is  a  mere  denial,  or  an  answer  setting  up 
an  affirmative  defense  of  new  matter,  will,  in  all  cases,  make  an  issue 
of  fact  which  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  or  by  the  justice  in  the  place  of 
a  jury,  upon  such  evidence  as  may  be  introduced  at  the  trial. 

There  is  no  reply  nor  any  subsequent  pleadings  permitted  in  justices' 
courts,  so  tliat  all  issues  of  fact  will  be  joined  on  complaint  and  answer, 
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SO  far  as  pleadings  are  put  in  for  that  purpose.  But,  although  no  reply 
is  allowed,  the  law  has  adopted  a  rule  which  suppUes  the  place  of  a 
reply.  If  the  answer  sets  up  any  new  matter  which  would  need  to  he 
denied  if  a  reply  were  allowed,  such  matter  is  deemed  to  be  denied. 
And  not  only  that,  the  plaintifE  may  give  in  evidence  any  new  matter 
by  way  of  avoiding  the  new  matter  set  up  in  the  answer.  Hodges  v . 
Hunt,  22  Barb.  150.  And,  as  a  general  rule,  it  may  be  further  stated, 
that  any  matters  which  cannot  be  set  up  in  the  pleadings  for  want  of  a 
reply,  etc.,  may  be  deemed  at  issue  either  by  way  of  denial  and  avoid- 
ance, and  that  evidence  ought  to  be  admitted  upon  aU  such  issues,  pre- 
cisely as  though  they  were  set  up  in  pleadings. 

The  only  pleadings  which  are  permitted  in  justices'  courts,  besides 
complaints  and  answers,  are  demurrers.  Either  party  may,  in  a  proper 
case,  demur  to  a  pleading  of  the  other. 

Some  general  rules  which  relate  to  all  answers  will  now  be  noticed, 
and  the  particular  matters  which  are  important  to  answers  of  each 
class  will  be  discussed  under  each  precedent. 

Most  of  the  general  rules  of  pleading  which  have  been  stated,  ante, 
2Y9,  are  as  applicable  to  answers  as  to  complaints.  In  every  affirmative 
defense  the  answer  must  state  facts  ante,  281,  and  not  conclusions  of 
law  ;  ante,  285;  nor  mere  matters  of  evidence ;  a'nie,  287 ;  nor  need  it 
state  mere  legal  presumptions.  Ante,  288.  It  must  not  state  fictions 
but  truth;  anfo,  288;  mustbepositi%'e;  ante,^%9  ;  must  not  be  hypo- 
thetical ;  ante,  289  ;  nor  double,  although  a  party  may  state  as  many  de- 
fenses as  he  has,  if  he  states  them  separately,  and  no  pleading  will  be 
double,  if  it  does  not  state  any  facts  but  such  as  are  necessary  to  con- 
stitute a  single  separate  answer.  Patcher  v.  Sjprague,  2  Johns.  462 ; 
McClureY.  Erwin,  3  Cow.  313,  320  ;  Tucker Y.Ladd,  7  id.  450  ;  am,te^ 
290.  It  must  be  certain  as  to  time  and  place  in  relation  to  material  facts. 
Ante,  291.  Facts  necessarily  implied  need  not  be  stated  ;  ante,  292;  nor 
matters  of  which  the  court  takes  judicial  notice.  Ante,  294. 

An  answer  need  not  negative  such  matters  as  are  properly  a  subject 
of  reply.  Ante,  294.  Surplusage  will  not  vitiate  it.  Ante,  296. 
Each  separate  answer  must  be  consistent  with  itself ;  ante,  296 ;  but  it 
is  not  necessary  that  separate  answers  shall  all  be  consistent  with  each 
other.  Ante,  297. 

Facts  ought  to  be  stated  in  an  answer  ia  the  same  manner  that  they 
are  alleged  m  the  complaint,  so  far  as  the  inode  of  alleging  facts  is  con- 
cerned. Ante,  297.  Recitals  have  the  same  effect  in  answers  that  they 
do  in  complaints.  Aide,  298.     Facts  not  denied  are  admitted.  See  ante^ 
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298.  But  that  rule  relates  to  material  allegations  of  facts,  and  not  to 
allegations  of  conclusions  of  law,  nor  of  evidence,  etc.    Ante,  299. 

Facts  not  alleged  cannot  be  proved.  Ante,  301.  This  is  a  most  im- 
portant rule  in  its  effects  upon  the  rights  of  defendants.  Nearly,  if  not 
quite,  every  defense  must  be  specially  set  up  in  the  answer,  unless  the 
defense  consists  of  a  mere  denial  of  the  truth  of  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint.  Ante,  302.  Under  the  precedent  of  a  general  denial,  the 
rule  will  be  fully  explained,  so  that  it  will  be  evident  what  defenses 
may  be  introduced  under  a  denial,  and  what  defenses  must  be  specially 
set  up  in  the  answer.  See  also  vol.  2,  pp.  651-659. 

Matters  in  aggravation,  special  damages  and  scienter  are  aU.  put  in 
issue  by  a  general  denial.  See  cmte,  302. 

Every  cause  of  action  in  the  complaint  must  be  put  in  issue,  or  it 
vsoU  be  admitted ;  and  if  there  are  several  counts  in  the  complaint, 
each  one  must  be  put  in  issue,  or  it  will  be  admitted.  If  there  is  a 
single  count  in  the  complaint,  and  a  single  cause  of  action  stated  in  it, 
there  cannot  be  a  demurrer  to  a  part  of  it  and  an  answer  to  the  residue. 
Ingraham  v.  Baldwin,  12  Barb.  9  ;  S.  C.  affirmed,  9  N.  Y.  45.  But, 
if  there  are  several  counts  and  several  causes  of  action,  a  demurrer 
may  be  interposed  to  one  and  an  answer  to  another,  etc.  The  answer 
must  be  adapted  to  the  nature  of  the  action.  If  the  complaint  is  for  a 
tort,  a  set-off  cannot  be  pleaded  in  the  answer.  Pattison  v.  liicha/rds, 
22  Barb.  143.  Nor  can  torts  be  set  off  against  torts.  Murden  v.  Pri- 
Tnent,  1  Hilt.  75  ;  Pattison  v.  Pieha/rds,  22  Barb.  143.  And  if  the 
action  is  upon  contract,  a  separate  independent  tort  cannot  be  set  up  as 
a  recoupment  or  otherwise.  Piser  v.  Stearns,  1  Hilt.  86.  Each  sepa- 
rate answer  must  be  a  sufficient  defense  of  itself  without  reference  to 
the  others  joined  with  it. 

Denials.  An  answer  in  a  justice's  court  to  an  unverified  complaint 
may  contain  a  general  denial  of  each  allegation  of  the  complaint,  or 
a  specific  denial  of  one  or  more  of  the  material  allegations  thereof, 
either  with  or  without  other  matter  constituting  a  defense  or  counter- 
claim. Yol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2938.  The  form  of  a  general  or  specific 
denial  will  be  given  in  the  precedents  of  pleadings  in  the  last  chapter 
of  this  volume.  The  legal  effect  of  such  denials  has  been  considered 
in  a  previous  volimae,  and  the  matters  which  may  properly  be  put 
in  evidence  under  a  general  denial  in  a  pleading  have  been  there  dis- 
cussed.    See  vol.  2,  p.  651. 

A  denial  of  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  is 
not  authorized  by  the  Code  in  an  answer  to  an  imverified  complaint. 
See  Dennison  v.  Camdham,,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  144.     But  this  form  of 
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denial  is  authorized  by  the  statute  of  1881,  in  a  yerified  answer  to  a 
verified  complaint.  See  Laws  of  1881,  chap.  414,  §  2  ;  vol.  1,  p.  17Y. 
The  addition  of  this  form  of  denial  to  those  allowed  under  the  Code 
system  of  pleading  became  a  necessity  under  a  statute  reqiuring  the  de- 
fendant to  answer  under  oath  the  allegations  contained  in  a  verified 
complaint.  In  many  cases,  this  form  of  denial  is  the  only  one  which 
a  defendant  can  conscientiously  interpose  to  any  or  all  of  the  allegations 
of  the  complaint.  For  example,  when  an  action  is  brought  upon  an 
assigned  demand,  the  defendant  may  be  wholly  ignorant  of  every  pro- 
ceeding relating  to  the  transfer,  and  thus  be  unable  to  unqualifiedly 
deny  the  fact  of  the  assignment,  and  at  the  same  time  may  be  unwill- 
ing to  admit  it.  So  where  an  action  is  brought  against  a  principal 
upon  a  contract  alleged  to  have  been  entered  into  in  his  behalf  by  a 
general  agent,  the  defendant  may  be  in  a  position  in  which  he  cannot 
truthfully  deny  all  or  any  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  for  want 
of  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts  alleged,  and  yet  may  not  be  willing 
to  admit  the  truth  of  facts  sworn  to  by  a  person  of  whose  very  existence 
he  was  ignorant.  In  these,  and  in  all  other  cases  in  which  the  defend- 
ant has  no  personal  knowledge,  or  means  of  personal  knowledge,  of  the 
truth  of  the  matters  alleged  against  him,  a  denial  of  all  knowledge  or 
information  of  such  facts  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  is  allowable  and 
proper. 

But  while  ^e propriety  of  this  form  of  denial  is  equally  apparent 
whether  the  answer  is  verified  or  unverified,  the  necessity  of  its  adop- 
tion is  not  so  apparent  in  case  of  an  unverified  answer ;  and  the  law  au- 
thorizes its  use  in  justice's  court  only  where  the  defendant  is  compelled 
to  verify  his  answer. 

Counter-claims,  etc.  The  answer  may  set  forth,  in  addition  to  a 
general  or  specific  denial  of  each  or  any  allegation  in  the  complaint, 
new  matter  constituting  one  or  more  defenses  or  counter-claims.  This 
new  matter  must  be  pleaded  in  a  plain  and  direct  manner.  Vol.  1, 
p.  26,  §  2938.  In  pleading  a  defense  to  a  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the 
complaint  no  particular  form  or  language  need  be  adopted.  But  enough 
should  be  stated  to  show  to  the  court  that  if  the  facts  set  forth  in  this 
part  of  the  answer  are  established  on  the  trial  the  plaintiff  will  not  be 
entitled  to  recover  upon  the  cause  of  action  so  answered,  or  at  least 
that  he  will  not  be  entitled  to  recover  the  full  amount  of  his  demand. 
As  has  been  stated,  it  is  not  necessary  as  an  abstract  rule  of  pleading  that 
the  defenses  set  up  in  the  answer  shall  all  be  consistent  with  each  other. 
Bat  when  the  answer  is  verified,  as  it  must  be  when  a  verified  complaint 
has  been  served  with  the  summons,  the  defendant  may  find  it  difficult  to 
42 


330  ANSWERS. 


Demand  of  judgment. 


conscientiously  verity  an  answer  setting  forth  inconsistent  defenses,  such 
as  a  denial  of  the  purchase  of  a  horse,  a  breach  of  an  express  warranty 
made  on  the  sale  of  the  horse,  and  the  payment  of  the  purchase-price. 

In  setting  forth  a  counter-claim,  the  defendant  should  state  his  cause 
of  action  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  same  manner  that  he  would  allege 
the  same  cause  of  action  in  a  complaint.  The  rules  governing  the  state- 
ment of  facts  in  a  complaint  are  applicable  to  the  statement  of  facts  con- 
stituting a  counter-claim.  If  sufficient  facts  are  not  stated  to  show  that 
the  defendant  could  maintain  an  action  upon  the  counter-claim,  used  as  a 
complaint,  against  the  plaintiff,  or  the  person  whom  he  represents,  or 
from  whom  he  derives  title,  the  pleading  will  as  a  general  rule  be  subject 
to  a  demurrer.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  26,  27,  §  2939. 

The  cases  in  which  a  defendant  may  properly  interpose  a  cause  of 
action  as  a  counter-claim,  and  the  cases  in  which  he  must  interpose  it 
or  be  forever  precluded  from  maintaining  an  action  upon  it,  have  been 
defined  by  statute.  Id.  27-29.  The  construction  of  these  statutes  has 
been  discussed  in  a  preceding  volume,  and  the  cases  illustrating  and 
explaining  the  law  applicable  to  this  form  of  answer  have  been  there 
collected.  See  vol.  2.  In  the  last  chapter  of  this  volume  the  mode 
of  pleading  a  counter-claim  or  the  various  defenses  to  an  action  will  be 
farther  illustrated  by  precedents  of  answers. 

Demand  of  judgment.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  Code  does  not 
require  that  an  answer  in  an  action  pending  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  shall  contain  a  demand  for  judgment.  In  courts  of  record,  a 
defendant  who  deems  himself  entitled  to  an  afiirmative  judgment 
against  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  a  counter-claim  interposed  by  him, 
must  demand  the  judgment  in  his  answer.  Code  Civil  Pro.,  §  509. 
Although  no  similar  requirement  is  contained  in  the  statute  regulating 
pleadings  in  a  justice's  court,  the  rule  prescribed  for  the  demand  of 
judgment  in  the  higher  courts  is  a  safe  one  to  follow.  By  the  demand 
for  affirmative  relief  the  defendant  clearly  shows  that  the  facts  stated 
in  his  answer  are  not  pleaded  merely  as  a  defense,  but  as  an  affirmative 
cause  of  action  against  the  plaintiff,  for  which  he  claims  an  affirmative 
judgment. 

Wliere  a  chattel  has  been  replevied  and  the  defendant  has  not  re- 
quired the  return  thereof  pending  the  action,  he  may  in  his  answer 
demand  judgment  for  the  return  of  the  chattel,  either  with  or  without 
damages  for  the  taking,  withholding  or  detention.  Vol.  1,  p.  23, 
§  2930.  In  any  case  a  demand  of  the  relief  appropriate  to  the  facts  set 
up  in  the  answer  will  be  proper  for  the  purpose  of  apprising  the 
plaintiff  and  the  court  of  the  nature  of  the  defense  intended,  although 
an  omission  of  such  demand  will  not  affect  the  sufficiency  of  the  an- 
swer if  it  is  otherwise  sufficiently  explicit  to  be  understood. 
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§  4.  Answer  of  title  to  land.  The  law  does  not  permit  questions 
of  title  to  real  estate  to  be  settled  in  justices'  courts.  And  the  sub- 
ject, so  far  as  it  relates  to  jurisdiction,  has  already  been  sufSciently  dis- 
cussed. Atite^  36.  There  are,  ho-wever,  in  some  cases  import- 
ant matters  of  practice  to  be  observed  if  the  defendant  would  fully 
secure  his  rights.  It  is  not  enough  that  title  to  real  estate  may  be  in 
question,  unless  it  is  so  presented  as  to  deprive  the  justice  of  the  right 
to  proceed  with  the  action.  And  this  section  will  be  devoted  exclusively 
to  an  explanation  of  the  practice  upon  this  branch  of  the  law. 

The  statute  gives  the  defendant  a  right  to  interpose  title  to  land  as 
a  defense  in  every  action  which  can  be  brought  in  a  justice's  court, 
provided  the  title  to  land  really  comes  in  question  in  such  action.  It 
may  come  in  question  when  the  plaintiff  claims  that  the  defendant  has 
committed  a  trespass  upon  lands  claimed  by  the  plaintiff ;  and  when 
the  defendant  insists,  as  a  defense,  that  he  himself  is  the  true  owner  of 
the  land,  and  that,  therefore,  the  act  done  could  not,  in  law,  be  a  tres- 
pass. There  are  numerous  other  instances  in  which  the.  title  to  land 
may  be  involved,  besides  that  of  an  action  of  trespass  to  real  estate ; 
as  for  instance,  when  an  action  is  brought  for  a  taking,  a  detention  or 
a  conversion  of  personal  property,  and  the  title  to  the  personal  prop- 
erty depends  upon  the  ownership  of  the  lands  from  which  such  per- 
sonal property  was  procured. 

Under  the  Revised  Statutes  the  right  to  interpose  a  plea  of  title  was 
limited  to  the  time  of  joining  issue,  but  this  has  been  changed"  by  the 
Code,  and  under  the  present  practice  a  plea  of  title  may  be  interposed 
by  way  of  amendment  at  any  time  before  trial  when  substantial  jus- 
tice will  be  promoted  thereby.  Weeks  v.  Stroble,  36  How.  123  ;  Hinds 
V.  Page,  6  Abb.  [N.  S.]  58.  And  when  the  plea  is  interposed  at  the 
time  of  joining  issue,  but  is  defectively  pleaded,  it  may  be  amended 
afterward  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  answer.  Smith  v.  Mitten, 
13  How.  325. 

The  law  declares,  in  general  terms,  that  the  defendant  may  interpose 
the  defense.  And  if  there  were  but  one  defendant  there  could  be  no 
question  as  to  what  persons  might  set  up  the  defense.  But  where  there 
are  several  defendants,  and  a  defense  of  title  to  land  would  be  available 
to  some  of  the  defendants,  while  it  would  not  be  available  to  others,  a 
different  question  is  presented. 

Suppose  that  the  plaintiff  claims  certain  lands  and  he  sues  A.  and 
B.  for  an  action  of  trespass  for  entering  upon  it.  Now,  it  may  happen 
that  A.  is  the  true  owner  of  the  land  and  entitled  to  the  possession, 
while  B.  may  not  have  any  title  or  right  of  possession.     In  that  case 
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the  title  of  A.  is  a  perfect  defense  for  him,  even  though  B.  has  no  title, 
and  even  though  he  ibay  be  a  trespasser  as  against  the  plaintiff  who 
might  be  in  the  actual  possession.  In  an  action  of  that  character,  it  is 
clear  that  justice  would  require  that  A.  should  be  permitted  to  plead 
title,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  B.  could  not  derive  any  advantage 
from  that  defense,  because  it  would  not  be  just  to  deprive  one  man  of 
a  full,  legal  and  just  defense,  merely  because  some  other  person  is  not 
equally  entitled  to  the  advantages  of  the  defense  interposed.  And  if 
the  action  were  trespass,  it  is  very  clear  indeed  that  each  defendant 
might  set  up  any  separate  defense  that  he  has,  without  any  reference 
to  any  defense  which  the  other  defendants  have.  So  in  any  other  form 
of  action  either  defendant  is  permitted  to  avail  himself  of  any  defense 
which  he  has,  even  though  it  is  limited  to  himself.  And  besides  this, 
when  there  are  several  separate  causes  of  action,  the  statute  permits  a 
defense  of  title  as  to  some  of  them,  and  retains  the  action  in  the  jus- 
tice's court  as  to  others.  Vol.  1,  p.  31,  §  2958.  It  may,  therefore,  be 
laid  down  as  a  safe,  a  clear  and  a  just  rule,  that  any  defendant  may 
plead  title  for  himself  if  he  chooses,  even  though  the  other  defendants 
omit  or  refuse  to  do  so. 

The  defense  of  title  to  lands  is  not  limited  to  those  cases  merely  in 
which  the  defendant  claims  to  be  the  owner.  For  the  person  sued  may 
not  claim  any  title  whatever  to  the  lands,  and  yet  he  may  have  a  per- 
fect defense  to  the  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff.  If  the  defendant 
acted  as  the  agent  or  servant  of  the  true  owner  of  the  land,  and  by  his 
directions  in  doing  the  acts  alleged  as  the  cause  of  action,  such  defense 
will  be  as  available  as  though  the  owner  himself  had  been  sued.  Ajid 
whenever  the  defense  of  title  to  land  is  a  legal  defense  for  any  person, 
whether  that  title  be  in  himself  or  in  a  third  person,  he  may  avail  him- 
self of  it  by  answer.  'But  it  must  not  be  inferred  from  what  has  been 
said,  that  the  best  possible  title  in  the  world  will,  in  all  eases,  and 
under  all  circumstances,  constitute  a  legal  defense.  A  person  may  be 
the  actual  owner  of  lands,  and  yet  be  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass  in 
favor  of  one  who  does  not  even  claim  to  own  them.  The  case  of  land- 
lord and  tenant  vsdll  sufficiently  illustrate  this ;  for  if  a  landlord  com- 
mits a  trespass  upon  lands  in  the  lawful  and  peaceable  possession  of  a 
tenant  during  the  continuance  of  his  term,  an  action  lies,  and  the 
ownership  of  the  land  will  not  be  any  defense  whatever. 

In  ordinary  cases,  the  pleadings  may  be  either  written  or  oral,  at  the 
election  of  the  party  who  puts  them  in.  But  when  the  title  to  lands 
is  interposed  as  a  defense,  it  is  required  by  the  statute  that  the  answer 
shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  defendant  pleading  it,  or  by  his 
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attorney  or  agent.  Id.,  p.  30,  §  2951.  An  oral  answer  would  not  be  a 
conrpliance  with  the  statute,  and  an  omission  to  furnish  such  an  an- 
swer as  the  statute  requires  would  be  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  in- 
sist upon  a  discontinuance  of  the  action.  For  it  is  only  by  a  compli- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the  statute  that  the  justice  can  be  required  to 
dismiss  the  action,  and  he  who  neglects  or  refuses  to  perform  the  acts 
specified  by  the  statute  is  not  in  a  condition  to  claim  its  advantages. 
-Randall  v.  Crandall,  6  Hill,  342.  If,  however,  a  proper  written 
signed  answer  is  delivered  to  the  justice,  in  due  season,  he  must  then 
countersign  it  and  deliver  it  to  the  plaintifE,  or  to  his  attorney,  when  he 
appears  by  attorney,  instead  of  in  person.  Vol.  1,  p.  30,  §  2961.  But, 
if  the  answer  be  ever  so  legal  in  form,  and  put  in  at  the  proper  time, 
this  alone  will  not  be  sufficient  to  require  the  justice  to  dismiss  the  ac- 
tion. Before  a  justice  is  bound  to  do  that,  tlie  defendant  must  also 
furnish  such  an  undertaking  as  the  statute  requires.  Randall  v.  Cran- 
dall, 6  Hill,  342  ;  Little  v.  Denn,  34  JST.  T.  452 ;  Fredonia,  etc.,  P.  B. 
V.  Wait,  27  Barb.  214.  And  if  he  merely  answers  orally  that  he  is 
the  owner  of  the  land,  or  that  title  will  come  in  question,  but  he  does 
not  furnish  the  proper  undertaking,  he  will  waive  any  right  to  set  up 
title  on  his  own  part  at  the  trial,  even  though  such  answer  was  received 
at  the  joining  of  issue,  without  objection  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
Eamdall  v.  Crandall,  6  HiU,  342. 

When  the  defendant  desires  to  show  title  as  a  defense,  he  must  set 
forth  in  his  answer  such  facts  as  show  that  title  wiU  come  in  question 
on  the  trial,  and  he  must  also  give  a  proper  undertaking ;  if  he  omits 
both,  or  either  of  these  requisites,  the  justice  will  have  jurisdiction, 
and  the  defendant  will  be  precluded  at  the  trial  from  showing  title  as 
a  defense.  Fredonia,  etc. ,  P-  R.  v.  Wait,  27  Barb.  214. 

The  statute  prescribes  the  condition  of  the  undertaking,  and  the  ex- 
tent of  the  liability  of  the  sureties.  Yol.  1,  p.  30,  §  2952.  The  de- 
fendant need  not  join  in  the  execution  of  the  undertaking,  and  the 
execution  of  the  instrument  by  a  single  surety  is  sufficient,  if  approved 
by  the  justice.  lb. 

Answer  of  title  im,  the  defendamt. 
JUSTICE'S  COUET. 


John   Doe 

agst. 

Richard  Roe. 


-  Petee  W.  PLAiirTz,  Justice. 


The  defendant,  Eichard  Eoe,  answers  the  complaint  in  this  action, 
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and  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  his  action, 
because,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  wrongful  trespass  upon  the  lands 
mentioned  and  described  in  the  complaint,  the  defendant  was  then  and 
before  that  time,  and  ever  since  has  been  the  lawful  owner  in  fee  of 
said  lands,  having  a  full  and  lawful  right  to  do  and  perform  all  the 
said  acts  which  are  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  wrongs  and  trespasses 
upon  his  rights.  And  the  defendant  further  alleges  that  he  claims  title 
to  said  lands,  and  is  the  true  owner  of  the  same.  Wherefore  he  de- 
mands judgment  that  this  action  be  dismissed  or  discontinued  by  the 
said  justice. 

EICHAED  EOE. 

Answer  of  title  in  a  third  person. 

{Same  Title.')  • 

The  defendant,  Richard  Roe,  answers  the  complaint  in  this  action, 
and  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  an  action 
against  him,  because  the  close  mentioned  and  described  in  the  com- 
plaint was,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  wrongful  acts,  the  land,  soil,  and 
freehold  of  one  James  Denn,  and  not  that  of  the  plaintiff ;  that  the 
said  James  Denn,  at  the  time  of  the  said  wrongful  acts,  had  full  and 
lawful  authority  over  the  said  lands  as  owner,  with  a  legal  right  to  the 
possession  thereof;  that  this  defendant  did  the  alleged  wrongful  acts 
by  the  direction  of  the  said  James  Denn  as  he  lawfully  might ;  that 
the  said  land,  soil,  and  freehold  was  not  the  land  or  freehold  of  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  wrongful  acts,  nor  was  he  then  en- 
titled to  the  possession  thereof ;  and  the  defendant  further  alleges  that 
the  title  to  said  lands  was  in  the  said  James  Denn,  as  aforesaid,  and 
will  come  in  question  on  the  trial  of  this  action.  Wherefore,  he  de- 
mands judgment  that  this  action  be  dismissed  or  discontinued  by  the 
said  justice. 

RIOHAED  EOE. 

The  answer  may  be  signed  by  the  defendant  in  person  or  it  may  be 
done  by  attorney.  After  it  is  delivered  to  the  justice  he  is  required 
to  countersign  it  and  deliver  it  to  the  plaintiff.  There  is  no  precise  form 
necessary  for  this  purpose,  though  the  following  form  may  be  adopted 
and  indorsed  on  the  answer : 

Countersigning  hy  justice. 

The  within  answer  was  delivered  to  me,  at  the  joining  of  the  issue 
in  the  within  entitled  action,  on  the  30th  day  of  November,  1864,  and 
I  hereby  countersign  the  same. 

PETER  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice. 
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Another  form. 
Countersigned  this  30th  day  of  November,  1864. 

PETEE  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice. 

As  countersigning  is  merely  intended  to  identify  the  answer,  either 
form  will  be  entirely  sufficient  for  the  purpose.  Where  there  are 
several  causes  of  action,  and  the  defendant  does  not  wish  or  intend  to 
plead  title  to  more  than  one  of  them,  he  should  so  modify  his  answer 
as  to  show  clearly  which  cause  of  action  is  intended. 

In  every  case  the  defendant  ought  to  set  up  a  general  denial  before 
answering  title,  if  he  wishes  or  intends  to  put  the  plaintifiE  to  proof  of 
his  title  in  the  action  in  the  higher  court.  By  merely  pleading  title 
as  an  affirmative  defense,  without  interposing  a  denial,  the  plaintiff's 
title  will  stand  admitted  and  prevail  unless  the  defendant  can  show 
title  in  himself.  Brotherton  v.  Wright,  1 5  Wend.  237.  And  see,  also, 
TutUa  Y.  Clark,  11  id.  642. 

The  defendant  should  set  up  as  many  defenses  as  he  has  besides  the 
answer  of  title,  so  that  a  complete  issue  may  be  joined  in  the  action. 
And  where  there  are  other  causes  of  action  besides  those  to  which  title 
has  been  pleaded,  the  issues  may  be  joined  and  tried  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  though  no  question  of  title  had  arisen  in  relation  to  those  causes 
of  action  which  the  justice  may  have  dismissed  on  the  answer  of  title. 
When  the  answer  of  title  justifies  as  to  all  the  causes  of  action  set  up 
in  the  complaint  by  setting  up  title  to  the  land  as  a  defense  to  them 
all,  the  justice  cannot  retain  the  action  as  to  some  of  the  causes  of 
action,  but  must  dismiss  the  action  as  to  all.  Hall  v.  Hodskins,  30 
How.  15. 

If  the  defendant  answers  in  writing  as  required  by  the  statute,  and 
he  also  gives  the  proper  undertaking,  the  justice  will  be  bound  to  dis- 
miss the  action. 

Form  of  the  wndertahing. 
JCrSTlCE'S  OOUET. 


John   Doe 

agt. 

Richard  Boe. 


-Petee  W.  Plautz,  Justice. 


Whereas,  the  above  named  defendant  Eichard  Eoe  is  about  to  set 
forth  in  his  answer  facts  showing  that  the  title  of  real  property  will 
come  in  question  in  the  above  entitled  action, 
,    Kow,  therefore,  we,  Richard  Eoe  and  Daniel  Stewart,  of  the  town  of 
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Johnstown,  county  of  Fulton,  and  State  of  New  York,  do  jointly  and 
severally  undertake  that  if  the  plaintiff,  within  twenty  days  after  the 
delivery  of  said  answer  and  this  undertaking  to  the  justice  before  whom 
said  action  is  pending,  deposits  with  said  justice  a  summons  and  com- 
plaint in  a  new  action  for  the  same  cause  to  be  brought  in  the  proper 
court,  the  defendant  will  within  twenty  days  after  such  deposit  give  a 
written  admission  of  the  service  thereof;  {If  the  defendant  was 
arrested  in,  the  action  add)  and  that  the  defendant  will  at  all  times 
render  himself  amenable  to  any  mandate  which  may  be  issued  to  enforce 
a  final  judgment  in  the  action  so  brought. 

Dated  ISTov.  30,  1864.  EICHAED  EOE, 

DANIEL  STEWART. 

This  undertaking  should  be  acknowledged,  and  show  a  proper  justi- 
fication and  approval.     See  ante,  153,  154. 

If  the  defendant  fails  to  comply  with  the  undertaking,  the  sureties 
are  Kable  thereon  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  $200.  Vol.  1,  p.  30, 
§  2952. 

The  plaintiff  need  only  deposit  a  summons  and  complaint  with  the 
justice  who  dismissed  the  former  action,  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
statute.  He  need  not  serve  it  on  the  defendant,  because  the  defendant 
is  required  to  give  an  admission  of  the  service  thereof  within  twenty 
days  after  such  summons  and  complaint  have  been  deposited  with  the 
justice.  The  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  give  the  defendant  notice  that 
such  summons  and  complaint  have  been  deposited  with  the  justice.  It 
is  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  attend  to  that  matter  for  himself,  and 
to  be  careful  that  he  gives  the  admission  in  due  time,  which  is  within 
twenty  days  after  tlie  deposit  with  the  justice.  The  admission  of 
service  must  be  in  writing,  and  it  ought  to  be  indorsed  on  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint,  and  signed  by  the  defendant,  or  by  his  duly 
authorized  attorney. 

When  the  summons  and  complaint  are  deposited  with  the  justice  in 
accordance  with  the  statute,  the  defendant  must  be  careful  to  give  a 
written  admission  of  service  within  twenty  days  after  such  deposit, 
And  if  he  omits  to  do  so,  and  an  action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
against  the  sureties  upon  the  undertaking,  the  court  has  no  power  to 
relieve  them.  Davis  v.  Jones,  4  How.  340  ;  S.  C,  3  Code  Rep.  63- 
The  plaintiff  may,  however,  waive  a  literal  compliance  with  the 
statute.  And,  therefore,  if  the  defendant  omits  to  give  a  written 
admission  of  the  service  of  the  summons  and  complaint  within  the 
twenty  days  prescribed  for  that  purpose  ;  yet,  if  such  defendant  does, 
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within  that  time,  put  in  an  answer  to  the  action  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  the  plaintiff  accepts  it  without  objection,  and  without  such 
admission,  this  will  be  held  to  be  a  waiver  of  the  objection  and  a 
substantial  compliance  with  the  statute.  Wiggins  v.  Tallmadge,  Y 
How.  404. 

The  answer  of  title  before  the  justice  must  be  delivered  to  the  plaint- 
iff, but  the  statute  does  not  declare  what  shall  be  done  with  the 
undertaking  given  by  the  defendant.  And  in  the  absence  of  authority 
upon  the  question,  the  proper  course  of  the  justice  will  be  to  retain  it 
himself  as  a  part  of  the  proceedings  in  the  action,  at  least  until  a  breach 
of  its  conditions.  He  will  then  be  able  to  produce  it  for  either  party, 
if  it  is  properly  demanded.  At  all  events,  the  justice  ought  to  retain 
it  until  the  expiration,  of  forty  days  from  the  dismissal  of  the  action  by 
him.  For  the  plaintiff  has  twenty  days  in  which  to  commence  a  new 
action  in  the  proper  court,  by  depositing  the  summons  and  complaint 
with  such  justice.  And  the  defendant  then  has  twenty  days  in  which 
to  give  a  written  admission  of  service.  After  a  breach  of  the  under- 
taking by  an  omission  of  the  defendant  to  give  a  written  admission  of 
service  of  the  summons  and  complaint,  there  is  no  legal  objection  to  a 
delivery  of  the  undertaking  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
an  action  thereon  if  he  desires  to  do  so.  After  a  breach  of  the  con- 
ditions of  the  undertaking  there  is  no  good  reason  why  the  plaintiff 
should  not  have  the  instrument  if  he  requires  it,  since  he  then  has  a 
subsisting  right  of  action  which  is  given  by  it,  and  of  which  it  is  the 
highest  evidence. 

The  remarks  already  made  have  related  chiefly,  if  not  entirely,  to  a 
case  in  which  the  entire  action  was  discontinued  by  the  justice.  But 
where  there  are  several  separate  causes  of  action,  the  answer  of  title  may 
not  be  applicable  to  more  than  a  portion  of  them,  and  in  such  a  case,  the 
justice,  on  receiving  a  proper  answer  and  undertaking,  is  to  dismiss  so 
much  of  the  action  as  is  covered  by  the  defense  of  title.  But  as  to 
the  residue  of  the  action  he  is  to  proceed  in  the  iisual  manner.  Yol.  1, 
p.  31,  §  2958. 

If  title  is  not  set  up  in  the  answer,  and  a  proper  undertaking  given, 
the  justice  will  have  jurisdiction  of  the  action,  and  the  defendant  will 
be  precluded  in  his  defense  from  drawing  the  title  in  question.  Id., 
p.  30,  §  2955. 

If,  however,  it  appears  upon  the  trial  from  the  plaintiff's  own  showing 
that  the  title  to  real  property  is  in  question,  and  the  title  is  disputed 
by  the  defendant,  the  justice  must  dismiss  the  complaint  with  costs 
and  render  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  accordingly.  Id.,  §  2956 ; 
cmte,  36.  37. 
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§  5.  Demurrer.  A  demurrer  is  an  exception  or  objection  by  one 
of  the  parties  to  an  action  to  some  pleading  of  the  opposite  party,  upon 
the  ground  of  insufficiency  in  the  matter  stated  to  sustain  the  action 
or  to  constitute  a  defense,  or  upon  the  ground  of  some  defect  or 
irregularity  in  the  statement  of  the  matter  pleaded  which  the  law 
declares  shall  be  sufficient  to  excuse  the  adverse  party  from  traversing 
such  matter  while  such  defect  or  irregularity  continues.  In  such  cases 
the  objecting  party  is  said  to  rest  or  abide  upon  the  question  made, 
and  to  submit  it  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  whether  such  objection 
or  exception  is  well  taken.  A  demurrer  raises  a  question  of  law  which 
must,  in  all  cases,  be  decided  by  the  justice,  and  not  by  a  jury. 

In  actions  in  justices'  courts  it  is  indispensable  that  a  demurrer 
should  be  interposed  if  either  party  wishes  to  raise  any  question  as  to 
the  form  or  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleading  of  the  opposite  party.  Nef 
Y.  Olute,  12  Barb.  466 ;  Mall  v.  McKechnie,  22  id,  244 ;  Mayor,  etc., 
of  N.  T.  V.  Mason,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  142. 

If  either  party  wishes  to  object  to  a  pleading  of  his  adversary,  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  not  sufficientl;^  explicit,  or  that  it  does  not  state  a 
cause  of  action  or  ground  of  defense,  he  must  raise  such  objection  by 
demurrer,  and  if  he  omits  to  do  so,  the  objection  will  be  waived.  lb. 
And  if  the  parties  go  to  trial  on  extremely  defective  pleadings,  the 
judgment  will  not  be  reversed  on  account  of  their  insufficiency,  pro- 
vided a  good  cause  of  action,  or  a  sufficient  ground  of  defense,  is  proved 
by  the  evidence.  lb.  But  if  a  complaint  does  not  set  forth  a  cause 
of  action,  and  on  the  trial  there  is  not  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  a 
cause  of  action,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintifE  will  be  reversed 
even  though  the  defendant  took  issue  upon  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint instead  of  demurring.  Tift  v.  Tiji,  4  Denio,  175,  .178; 
Stefhenson  v.  Hall,  14  Barb.  228,  229. 

One  of  the  rules  relating  to  a  demurrer  is  that  it  operates  as  an 
admission  of  the  truth  of  all  the  material  allegations  which  are  con- 
tained in  the  pleading  demurred  to.  The  meaning  and  the  extent  of 
the  rule,  however,  is  this,  it  admits  their  truth  for  the  purposes  of 
obtaining  the  decision  or  judgment  of  the  court  upon  the  sufficiency 
of  the  pleading  under  consideration.  But  the  admission  does  not 
extend  beyond  that,  for  if  an  issue  of  fact  is  subsequently  joined  upon 
the  pleading  demurred  to,  the  admission  by  way  of  demurrer  will  not 
have  any  effect  upon  the  trial  of  such  issue  of  fact.  Nor  does  the 
admission  extend  to  conclusions  of  law  alleged  in  the  pleading  de- 
murred to.  Facts  and  not  conclusions  of  law  are  admitted  by  a 
demurrer.     BonneU  v.  Gnswold,  68  N,  T.  294  ;  Dillon  v.  Bravna/rd.^ 
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21  Wall.  430  ;  People  v.  Commissioners  of  Highways,  54  N.  Y.  2Y6  ; 
S.  C,  13  Am.  Eep.  581. 

Anotlier  rule  is,  that  the  court,  on  rendering  jiidgment  on  a  demur- 
rer, will  examine  the  whole  record,  and  render  judgment  against  the 
party  who  committed  the  first  fault  in  pleading.  Auburn,  etc.,  Canal 
Co.  V.  Leitch,  4  Denio,  65  ;  Lipe  v.  Becker,  1  id.  568  ;  Schwab  v. 
Furniss,  4  Sandf .  Y04 ;  Ayres  v.  Oovill,  18  Barb.  260.  And,  there- 
fore, if  the  plaintiff  demurs  to  a  defendant' s  answer,  the  defendant 
may  attack  the  complaint,  and  if  it  is  insuflficient,  judgment  will  be 
given  against  the  plaintiff,  who  will  be  required  to  amend  it  by  stating 
a  sufficient  cause  of  action.  See  Allen  v.  Malcolm,  12  Abb.  (N".  S.) 
335.  And  when  that  is  done  the  defendant  will  be  required  to  answer 
anew  or  abide  by  his  former  answer  as  he  may  elect.  But,  after  the 
plaintiff  has  amended  his  complaint,  in  such  a  case,  he  may  then  demur 
again  to  the  answer  if  it  is  insufficient. 

Where  several  separate  affirmative  defenses  are  set  up  in  the  answer, 
and  the  plaintiff  demurs  to  one  of  them,  if  the  defendant  attacks  the 
complaint  on  the  ground  that  it  is  defective  in  substance,  the  plaintiff 
cannot  supply  the  defects  in  such  complaint  by  referring  to  or  claiming 
the  advantage  of  admissions  contained  in  the  other  separate  defenses 
not  demurred  to.    Ayres  v.  Govill,  18  Barb.  260. 

In  what  cases  a  demurrer  may  be  interposed.  The  Code  has 
provided  a  system  of  pleadings  which  must  be  observed  in  justices' 
courts.  Special  demurrers,  as  known  to  the  former  practice,  have  no 
place  in  our  present  system  of  pleading.  The  Code  authorizes  a  de- 
murrer for  specific  causes,  and  no  pleading  is  demurrable  unless  it  is 
subject  to  one  or  more  of  the  objections  specified  in  the  section  defin- 
ing the  grounds  of  demurrer.  Ma/rie  v.  Garrison,  83  N.  T.  14.  In 
the  Supreme  Court,  a  demurrer  may  be  taken  when  either  of  eight 
specified  grounds  of  objection  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  plaintiff's 
complaint,  or  when  either  of  five  specified  grounds  of  objection  appear 
upon  the  face  of  a  counter-claim  upon  which  a  defendant  demands 
affirmative  judgment.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §§  488,  495.  But  in  a 
justice's  court  there  are  only  two  grounds  of  demurrer  to  either  a  com- 
plaint or  answer.  A  defendant  may  demur  to  the  complaint,  or  to  one  or 
more  distinct  causes  of  action  separately  stated  therein,  when  it  is  not  suffi- 
ciently explicit  to  be  understood,  or  where  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  ;  and  a  plaintiff  may  demur  to  one  or  more 
counter-claims  stated  in  the  answer  where  it  is  not  sufficiently  explicit  to 
be  imderstood,  or  where  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  counter-claim.     Vol.  1,  p.  26,  §§  2935,  2939.    In  the  Supreme  Court 
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the  plaintiff  may  demur  to  a  defense  consisting  of  new  matter  con- 
tained in  the  answer,  "  on  the  ground  that  it  is  insufficient  in  law  upon 
the  face  thereof."  Code  Civil  Pro.,  §  494.  So  under  the  old  Code 
a  plaintiff  might  demur  to  an  answer  in  a  justice's  court,  or  to  any 
part  of  the  answer,  when  it  was  not  sufficiently  explicit  to  enable  him 
to  undei'stand  it,  or  where  it  contained  no  defense,  although  it  be 
taken  as  true.  Code  of  Fro.,  §  64,  subd.  6.  But  under  the  present 
Code  a  demurrer  to  a  defense  &&i  up  in  an  answer  is  an  unauthorized 
pleading,  and  consequently  a  nuUity.  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
demur  to  the  defendant's  answer  is  limited  to  a  counter-claim  or 
counter-claims  stated  therein.  Yol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2935,  subd.  4.  For 
example,  if  a  defendant  pleads  the  usurious  character  of  the  obliga- 
tion in  suit  as  a  defense  to  the  action  founded  thereon,  no  demurrer 
can  be  taken  to  this  answer,  however  defectively  it  may  be  pleaded, 
or  however  much  the  facts  alleged  may  fall  short  of  establishing 
this  defense  even  if  taken  as  true.  The  distinction  between  a  plea 
of  usury  as  a  defense  and  as  a  counter-claim  has  been  repeatedly 
recognized  by  the  courts.  See  Bates  v.  Rosehrans,  37  N.  T.  409; 
S.  C,  4  Abb.  [N.  S.]  276  ;  Equitable  Life  Assuram^ce  Society  v.  Cuyler, 
75  ]^.  Y.  511.  "Whatever  remedy  the  plaintiff  may  have  against  such 
defective  answer,  it  is  clearly  not  by  way  of  demurrer.  From  the 
nature  of  the  demurrer  authorized  by  the  Code  to  pleadings  in  justice's 
court,  it  is  evident  that  the  defect  complained  of  must  of  necessity 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  pleading  demurred  to,  and  that  no  express 
provision  of  the  statute  is  required  limiting  the  demurrer  to  defects  so 
appearing.  In  courts  of  record,  where  a  demurrer  is  given  for  a 
variety  of  grounds,  some  of  which  might  not  appear  upon  the  face 
of  the  pleading,  such  a  restriction  is  required  and  is,  therefore,  made 
a  matter  of  statute. 

Where  a  joint  action  is  brought  against  two  defendants,  and  there 
is  a  good  cause  of  action  set  out  against  one  of  them,  but  the  other 
party  is  improperly  joined  as  a  defendant,  a  joint  demurrer  will  not  lie 
in  favor  of  both  of  the  defendants.  People  v.  Mayor  of  JV.  T.,  28 
Barb.  240 ;  Phillips  v.  Ragadon,  12  How.  17 ;  Eld/ridge  v.  Bell,  id.  547. 
So,  too,  the  misjoinder  of  too  many  defendants  does  not  afford  any 
ground  for  a  separate  demurrer  by  the  party  who  is  properly  sued,  and 
against  whom  a  good  cause  of  action  is  alleged.  N.  Y.  and  New  Ha- 
ven R.  R.  V.  Schuyler,  17  N.  Y.  592 ;  Pinchney  v.  Wallace,  1  Abb. 
82;  Brovmson  v.  Oifford,  8  How.  389.  But  where  a  defendant  is 
improperly  joined  as  defendant,  and  no  cause  of  action  is  stated  as 
against  him,  he  may  interpose  a  separate  demurrer  which  will  be  sus- 


DEMURRERS.  341 


Decision  or  judgment  on  the  demurrer. 


tained.  Chapman  v.  West,  17  N.  Y.  125 ;  Eldridge  v.  Bell,  12  How. 
547. 

The  time  for  interposing  a  demurrer  is  at  the  joining  of  issue  in  the 
action.  If  the  complaint  is  defective  it  ought  to  be  then  demurred  to 
if  the  defendant  desires  to  raise  the  question.  And  if  he  omits  to  de- 
mur then,  but  joins  issue  upon  the  merits  upon  a  question  of  fact,  the 
right  to  demur  to  the  complaint  is  gone.  And  the  same  rule  applies 
to  an  answer,  which  must  be  demurred  to  at  the  time  when  it  is  inter- 
posed, or  the  right  to  do  so  will  be  waived. 

There  may  be  a  demurrer  to  otie  of  several  causes  of  action  or  counter- 
claims, although  no  demurrer  is  allowed  to  a  part  of  a  single  cause  of 
action  or  defense.  And  for  that  reason  there  may  be  issues  both  of  law 
and  of  fact  joined  in  the  same  action. 

If  two  distinct  causes  of  action  are  separately  stated  in  the  complaint, 
the  defendant  may  demur  to  one  of  them  and  join  an  issue  of  fact  upon 
the  other.  So  the  plaintiff  may  demur  to  one  of  two  counter-claims 
stated  in  the  answer,  and  the  other  will  be  deemed  at  issue  upon  the 
question  of  fact  set  up  therein.  But  a  party  is  not  permitted  to  demur 
and  also  to  answer  to  the  same  matter.  Murm  v.  Barnum,  1  Abb. 
281. 

A  jurat  forms  no  part  of  a  verified  pleading,  and  a  demurrer  is  not 
a  proper  remedy  for  any  defect  appearing  therein.  State  Ba/fik  of  Olean 
V.  Shaw,  5  Hun,  114,  So,  a  demurrer  will  not  lie  to  the  prayer  for 
judgment.  Garner  v.  Thorn,  56  How.  452  ;  S.  C,  6  Abb.  K  C.  212 ; 
Machey  v.  Auer,  8  Hun,  180.  Nor  will  the  fact  that  a  party  has  not 
demanded  all  the  relief  to  which  he  may  be  entitled  render  his  plead- 
ing subject  to  demurrer.     Buess  v.  Koch,  10  Hun,  299. 

Decision  or  judgment  on  the  demurrer.  As  a  general  rule,  the 
judgment  on  a  demurrer  ought  to  be  given  at  the  joining  of  issue,  so 
that  there  may  be  an  immediate  amendment  of  any  defective  pleading, 
and  so  that  the  cause  may  be  at  issue  upon  questions  of  fact  before  any 
adjournment  is  made. 

There  is  no  legal  objection,  perhaps,  to  an  adjournment  for  the  de- 
cision of  a  question  of  law,  and  yet  it  does  not  fall  within  the  general 
scope  of  adjournments,  which  are  usually  granted  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  evidence.  The  correct  practice  will  be  to  decide  a  demurrer 
promptly  after  it  is  interposed  and  argued  if  argument  is  made.  This 
mode  of  practice  will  avoid  any  necessity  for  adjournments,  except  in 
those  cases  in  which  it  is  important  to  obtain  evidence  for  the  trial  of 
issues  of  fact.  Where  there  are  issues  both  of  law  and  of  fact,  the  is- 
sues of  law  ought  first  to  be  disposed  of.    Wright  v.  Willia/ms,  2  Wend. 
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632  ;  Pittstown  v.  Plattsburgh,  15  Johns.  398.  And  this  is  especially 
true  in  those  cases  where  the  demurrer  will  dispose  of  the  entire  cause 
of  action.  Booth  v.  Srmth,  5  Wend.  107 ;  Shaw  v.  Raymond,  2  Cow. 
512.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  issues  of  fact  were  first  tried,  but  tlie  final 
judgment  on  the  demurrer  were  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  he  would 
recover  costs  against  the  plaintiff  on  the  whole  record.  lb.  But  there 
is  no  provision  for  two  separate  trials  of  issues  in  a  justice's  court,  except 
so  far  as  it  may  be  done  in  the  mode  already  pointed  out,  of  trying  the 
demurrer  immediately  at  the  joining  of  issue,  and  then  requiring  the 
joinder  of  an  issue  of  fact  when  that  is  proper. 

Where  there  is  an  issue  of  law  which  disposes  of  the  entire  right  of 
action,  or  the  whole  ground  of  defense,  there  will  be  no  occasion  to  try 
any  other  issues  joined  upon  the  facts.  Love  v.  Humphrey,  9  Wend. 
600 ;  Jach  v.  Martin,  14  id.  507 ;  Backus  v.  Richardson,  5  Johns. 
476. 

In  determining  whether  to  sustain  or  overrule  a  demurrer  tlie  justice 
should  first  determine  whether  the  demurrer  is  taken  in  a  case  author- 
ized by  the  Code,  and  if  it  is  not,  should  overrule  it  at  once.  If  it  is 
taken  in  a  case  authorized  by  the  Code  the  next  question  to  determine 
is  whether  the  pleading  demurred  to  is  defective  in  the  particular  or 
particulars  mentioned  as  the  ground  of  demurrer.  A  demurrer  to  a 
complaint  for  insufficiency  can  only  be  sustained  when  it  appears  that, 
admitting  all  the  facts  alleged,  it  presents  no  cause  of  action  whatever. 
It  is  not  sufficient  that  the  facts  are  imperfectly  or  informally  averred, 
or  that  the  pleading  lacks  definiteness  and  precision,  or  that  the  mate- 
rial facts  are  only  argumentatively  averred.  The  complaint  on  demur- 
rer is  deemed  to  allege  what  can  be  implied  from  the  allegations 
therein,  by  reasonable  and  fair  intendment.  Marie  v.  Oa/rrison,  83 
N.  T.  14  ;  Zabriskle  v.  Smith,  13  id.  322,  330.  And  see  Bosbwick  v. 
Dry  Goods  Bank,  67  Barb.  449 ;  Lynch  v.  Levy,  11  Hun,  145  ; 
Moffat  V.  McLaughlin,  13  id.  44<^. 

If  the  demurrer  is  taken  to  a  distinct  cause  of  action  separately 
stated  in  the  complaint,  the  sufficiency  of  this  cause  of  action  is  to  be 
tested  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  were  the  only  cause  of  action  alleged. 
The  separate  counts  in  a  complaint  are  for  all  purposes  as  distinct  as 
if  they  were  in  separate  complaints ;  and  consequently  they  must  con- 
tain all  necessary  allegations,  or  the  latter  must  expressly  refer  to  the 
former.  A  defective  count  cannot  be  helped  on  demurrer  by  an  allge- 
gation  in  a  subsequent  count  which  in  no  way  refers  to  the  former  one. 
Simmons  v.  Fairchild,  42  Barb.  404  ;  Victory  Webb,  etc.,  Manuf  Co. 
V.  Beecher,  55  How.  193  ;  Anderson  v.  Speers,  58  id.  68  ;  Ritchie  v. 
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Garrison,  10  Abb.  246.  The  same  general  rules  apply  with  equal 
force  to  a  demurrer  to  a  counter-claim  or  coxmter-claims  set  np  in  an 
answer. 

If  the  objection  to  the  pleading  is  that  it  is  not  sufficiently  explicit 
to  be  understood,  the  justice  must  determine  whether  the  pleader  has 
complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  by  setting  forth  the 
cause  of  action  or  counter-claim  in  a  plain  and  direct  manner  so  as  to 
enable  a  person  of  common  understanding  to  know  what  is  intended. 

Under  the  system  of  pleadings  before  the  Code  the  court  sometimes  had 
a  discretion  to  exercise  whether  the  judgment  on  a  demurrer  should  be  final 
or  whether  it  might  be  withdrawn,  or  whether  a  defective  pleading  might 
be  amended.  But  under  the  present  Code  the  rule  is  imperatvoe  that  if 
the  court  deems  the  demurrer  well  founded,  it  must  permit  the  plead- 
ing to  be  amended,  and  if  the  court  deems  the  demurrer  not  well  foun- 
ded, it  must  permit  the  party  making  it  to  plead  over  at  his  election. 
Yol.  1,  pp.  26,  27,  §  2939.  But  the  court  does  not,  as  under  the  old 
(/ode,  order  the  pleading  to  be  amended,  but  merely  grants  leave  to 
amend.  It  was  held  under  the  old  Code  that  whenever  the  justice  de- 
cides that  a  pleading  which  has  been  demurred  to  is  defective,  he  must 
order  an  amendment  of  such  pleading,  and  if  he  gives  final  judgment 
instead  of  ordering  an  amendment,  his  judgment  will  be  reversed  on 
an  appeal.  HilUard  v.  Austvn,  17  Barb.  141 ;  Turck  v.  RioKmond, 
13  id.  533 ;  OlasseY.  Keulsen,  13  Abb.  100 ;  Smith  v.  Mitten,  13 How. 
326 ;  Stern  v.  Drinker,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  402. 

A  justice  who  grants  leave  to  amend  has  no  authority  to  dictate  what 
the  amendment  shall  be.  And  where  an  answer  of  title  to  land  had 
been  interposed  and  held  defective  on  demurrer,  it  was  held  that  the 
justice  had  no  right  to  decide  that  the  answer  should  not  be  so  amended 
as  to  present  the  question  of  title  again  in  the  ajmended  answer. 
Smith  V.  Mitten,  13  How.  326.  A  general  demurrer  is  sufiicient  to 
.  reach  every  defect  that  exists  in  a  pleading  in  a  justice's  court.  Stern 
V.  Drinker,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  402. 

Where  the  defendant  demurs  to  a  complaint,  and  the  justice  over- 
rules the  demurrer,  and  the  defendant  then  answers  and  joins  an  issue 
of  fact,  which  is  tried,  the  decision  of  the  justice  on  the  demurrer  can- 
not be  reviewed  upon  an  appeal.  Irvine  v.  Forhes,  11  Barb.  587 ; 
Peck  V.  Cowing,  1  Denio,  222;  Jones  v.  Thompson,  6  Hill,  621; 
Hayes  v.  Kedzie,  11  Hun,  577. 

If  the  demurrer  is  well  taken,  and  the  justice  improperly  overrules 
it,  the  party  demurring  may,  if  he  chooses,  refuse  to  amend  or  join 
any  other  issue,  and  if  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  him  in  the  ac- 
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tion,  he  may,  on  appeal,  review  the  decision  of  the  justice  on  the 
demurrer,  and  if  it  is  erroneous  it  will  be  reversed.  Jones  v.  Thomp- 
son, 6  Hill,  621 ;  Keteltm  v.  Myers,  19  IST.  Y.  231  ;  AUen  v.  PatUr- 
son,  7  id.  476. 

The  form  of  a  demurrer  and  of  a  judgment  thereon  will  be  given  in 
a  subsequent  place  in  this  work. 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

ADJOUENMENTS. 

Section  1.  General  principles.  The  adjoummeiit  of  the  trial  of 
a,  cause  pending  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  may  be  either  a  matter  of 
convenience,  or  a  matter  of  discretion,  or  a  matter  of  statutory  right. 
It  may  be  a  matter  of  mere  convenience  to  the  justice  when  other 
official  duties  prevent  the  hearing  of  the  cause  on  the  return  day  of  the 
summons,  and  it  may  also,  in  a  certain  sense,  be  a  matter  of  discretion 
whether  he  will  not  adjourn  the  trial  upon  his  own  motion,  where  his 
own  convenience  is  not  involved,  when  it  appears  upon  the  return  day 
of  the  summons  that  substantial  justice  will  be  promoted  by  that 
course.  See  jRose  v.  Stuyvesant,  8  Johns.  426.  An  adjournment  is  a 
matter  of  right  when  the  application  is  made  by  a  party  in  a  case  and 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  statute,  and  the  justice  has  no 
discretion  whether  to  grant  or  refuse  it,  although,  subject  to  certain 
statutory  restrictions,  he  has  a  discretion  as  to  the  length  of  time 
the  trial  shall  be  postponed.  But  the  granting  of  an  adjournment  be-' 
fore  trial  upon  the  application  of  a  party  is  never  a  matter  of  course, 
although  the  law  graduates  the  amount  of  proof  required  to  justify  a 
postponement  to  meet  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  permits  one 
adjournment  of  a  cause  on  slight  proof  of  its  necessity,  or  even  without 
proof,  if  the  adverse  party  does  not  require  it.  If  a  party  who  has  ob- 
tained one  adjournment  asks  for  a  further  postponement  of  the  trial, 
the  law  requires  him  to  furnish  a  more  satisfactory  and  detailed  state- 
ment of  the  reasons  rendering  the  adjournment  necessary,  and  to  show 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice  that  his  inability  to  proceed  to  trial 
does  not  result  from  his  own  negligence,  or  is  not  a  mere  pretext  for 
delay.  Although  upon  furnishing  proper  and  satisfactory  proof,  and 
the  necessary  security,  when  that  is  required,  the  party  may  be  entitled 
to  a  second  adjournment  as  a  matter  of  right,  yet  where  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  application  are  suspicious  and  the  proof  raises  just 
doubt  as  to  the  good  faith  of  the  party  making  it,  the  adjournment  is 
no  longer  a  matter  of  right,  but  the  granting  or  refusing  it  becomes  a 
matter  of  discretion  with  the  justice.  See  Onderdonk  v.  Rwnletl,  3 
Hill,  323 ;  Bush  v.  Weeks,  24  Hun,  545. 
44 
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The  parties  may  consent  to  any  number  of  adjournments,  and  for 
any  length  of  time,  and  the  justice  cannot  control  them  in  this  respect 
so  long  as  his  fees  for  the  adjournment  are  paid. 

A  party  may  oppose  an  application  for  an  adjournment,  and  require 
that  the  adverse  party  shall  furnish  the  proof  or  security  prescribed  by 
the  statute,  or  he  may  waive  the  proof,  or  security,  or  both,  and  oppose 
the  application  merely  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  appear  upon  the 
minutes  that  the  adjournment  was  granted  wholly  at  the  instance 
of  the  adverse  party  and  without  his  consent. 

No  adjournment  can  be  had  before  the  issue  has  been  joined,  where 
both  parties  appear  upon  the  return  of  tlie  summons,  except  when  the 
defendant  refuses  or  neglects  to  plead.     Yol.  1,  p.  26,  §  2934. 

After  issue  has  been  joined  there  may  be  one  or  more  adjournments 
before  the  trial,  or  even  upon  the  trial,  as  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

§  2.  On  motion  of  the  justice.  The  Code  provides  that  at  the 
time  of  the  return  of  the  summons,  or  of  the  joinder  of  issue  without 
process,  the  justice  may,  in  his  discretion,  and  upon  his  own  motion, 
adjourn  the  trial  of  the  action,  but  not  beyond  eight  days.  If  the 
defendant  has  been  arrested  in  the  action  no  such  adjournment  can  be 
made.  Vol.  1,  p.  31,  §  2959.  ISTor  can  the  justice  adjourn  the  cause 
upon  his  own  motion  at  any  time  except  that  specified  by  the  statute- 
If  he  adjourns  the  cause  at  any  other  time  the  adjournment  will  be  ir- 
•regular.  Aberhall  v.  Hoach,  11  How.  95  ;  Gamage  v.  Law,  2  Johns. 
192.  If  the  first  adjournment  is  by  consent  of  the  parties,  that 
will  not  authorize  the  justice  to  adjourn  the  second  time  of  his  own 
motion.  Kilmore  v.  Suydam,  7  Johns.  530.  But  if  the  plaintifi  con- 
sents, and  the  defendant  does  not  object,  it  will  be  deemed  an  adjourn- 
ment by  consent  of  the  parties.  lb. 

The  statute  giving  the  justice  power  to  adjourn  the  trial  of  a  cause 
upon  his  own  motion  does  not  authorize  him  to  act  merely  upon  the 
motion  of  a  party,  and  disregard  the  demand  of  the  adverse  party  that 
the  proper  proof  shall  be  made  and  the  proper  security  given.  If  in 
such  case  the  justice  grants  the  adjournment  upon  the  application  of 
the  party  merely,  and  not  upon  his  own  motion,  the  adjournment  will 
be  irregular  and,  unless  the  irregularity  is  waived,  the  judgment  ren- 
dered in  the  case  may  be  reversed  upon  appeal.  Pech  v.  Andrews,  32 
Barb.  445.  But  the  fact  that  a  party  has  asked  for  an  adjournment 
on  the  return  day  of  the  summons  will  not  prohibit  the  justice  from 
adjourning  the  cause  upon  his  own  motion,  if  the  adjournment  is  in 
fact  granted  upon  his  motion  and  not  merely  upon  the  motion  of  the 
party.     Nellis  v.  MoCarn,  35  Barb.  115.     It  may  be  difiicnlt  for  the 
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party  opposing  the  adjournment  to  determine  liow  far  the  justice  acted 
upon  his  own  motion,  and  how  far  upon  the  application  of  the  party, 
but  this  will  not  affect  the  question  of  power. 

If  the  plaintiff  asks  for  an  adjournment  and  the  defendant  opposes 
it,  but  does  not  require  the  plaintiff  to  make  oath  to  the  absence  of  a 
material  witness,  the  justice  may  properly  adjourn  the  case  without  re- 
quiring the  oath.  Kittle  v.  Baker,  9  Johns.  354.  This  will  not  be  an 
adjournment  on  motion  of  the  justice.  And  it  seems  that  when  the 
justice  has  knowledge  of  facts  which  would  render  an  adjournment  of 
the  trial  a  measure  of  justice  to  one  of  the  parties,  and  a  refusal  to  ad- 
journ a  gross  injustice,  he  should,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion, 
adjourn  the  trial  upon  his  own  motion,  and  that  a  failure  to  do  so  will 
be  a  ground  for  reversal,  although  the  facts  so  coming  to  his  knowledge 
are  not  such,  as  under  the  statute,  would  authorize  an  adjournment, 
and  although  an  application  for  such  adjournment  is  made  by  the  attor- 
ney for  the  party,  and  opposed  by  the  adverse  party.  See  Rose  v. 
Stuyvesant,  8  Johns.  426.  In  the  case  last  cited  the  defendant  failed 
to  appear  in  person  on  account  of  the  dangerous  illness  of  his  child,  but 
sent  a  written  request  to  the  justice  to  adjourn  the  trial.  The  justice 
refused  to  adjourn  without  further  and  more  satisfactory  proof.  Wlien 
the  cause  was  called  the  father  of  the  defendant  appeared,  made  oath 
to  the  dangerous  sickness  of  the  defendant's  child,  and  requested  an  ad- 
journment, which  the  plaintiff  opposed.  The  justice  proceeded  with 
the  trial  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  This  judgment  was  re- 
versed on  account  of  the  refusal  of  the  justice  to  adjourn  the  trial  upon 
his  own  motion.  This  case  does  not  seem  to  have  been  followed  in  any 
subsequent  case,  and  so  far  as  has  been  observed,  has  been  but  once 
cited  in  subsequent  decisions.  See  President,  etc.,  of  Broohlyn  v- 
Patchen,  8  Wend.  47,  64. 

§  3.  On  application  of  the  plaintiff.  A  plaintiff  is  presumed  to 
be  possessed  of  evidence  sufficient  to  maintain  his  action,  since  it  would 
be  most  unreasonable  for  him  to  commence  an  action  without  any  evi- 
dence to  support  it.  He  has  also  the  power  to  regulate  the  time  of 
trial  by  delaying  to  commence  the  action,  and  can,  therefore,  generally 
be  ready  with  evidence  to  prove  his  case  at  the  time  of  trial.  But  as 
the  means  of  evidence  are  not  always  at  the  command  of  the  plaintiff 
at  the  time  of  issue,  and  as  until  then  he  cannot  know  the  nature  of 
the  defense,  the  law  gives  him  the  right  to  one  adjournment  to  a  time 
fixed  by  the  justice,  not  more  than  eight  days,  if  he  applies  for  it  on 
the  return  of  the  sunamons  or  at  the  time  of  joining  issue  without  pro- 
cess, and,  if  requested  by  the  defendant,  makes  oath  that  he  cannot 
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for  want  of  some  material  testimony  or  witness,  specified  by  him, 
safely  proceed  to  trial.  Vol.  1,  p.  32,  §  2960.  This  oath  may  be 
made  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney.  lb. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  one  adjournment,  at 
the  time  of  joining  issUe,  provided  he  complies  with  this  statute.  lb. ; 
Nellis  V.  McOa/m,  35  Barb.  115.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  plaint- 
iff should  state,  in  terms,  that  the  absent  witness  is  material,  if  he  states 
that  he  cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial  without  him.  Or  at  any  rate  if 
that  statement  is  material,  the  objection  will  be  waived  if  the  opposite 
party  does  not  object  on  that  account,  nor  examine  the  plaintiff  on 
that  point. 

A  plaintiff  cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  have  more  than  one  adjourn- 
ment on  his  own  motion.  The  exceptions  to  this  rule  will  be  noticed 
hereafter.  The  rule  which  denies  the  plaintiff  a  right  of  adjournment 
at  any  other  time  than  the  one  mentioned  is  enforced  quite  strictly  by 
the  courts. 

It  is  not  important  on  whose  motion  the  first  adjournment  is  granted, 
for,  whether  it  is  done  by  mutual  consent,  on  the  motion  of  the  plaint- 
iff, or  on  motion  of  the  defendant,  neither  contingency  will  authorize 
a  further  adjournment  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  practice  under  the  old  statutes  and  under  those  now  in  force  is 
the  same.  In  one  case  issue  was  joined  on  the  return  of  process,  and  the 
cause  was  adjourned  for  trial,  and  the  plaintiffs  appeared,  but  the  de- 
fendant did  not  appear,  on  the  adjourned  day  ;  and  the  plaintiffs  stated 
to  the  justice,  that  they  and  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  adjourn  the 
cause  imtil  the  defendant  should  be  further  notified,  and  that  they  had 
notified  the  defendant  for  a  day,  which  was  specified.  The  plaintiffs  also 
made  oath,  that  they  could  not  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  cause, 
for  the  want  of  a  material  witness  who  resided  at  a  distance.  The  jus- 
tice then  adjourned  the  cause  to  the  day  specified,  at  which  time  the 
plaintiffs  appeared,  but  the  defendant  did  not  appear,  and  the  plaint- 
iffs recovered  judgment,  which  was  reversed  on  the  ground  that  the 
justice  had  no  authority  to  adjourn  the  cause  a  second  time,  on  the  mo- 
tion of  the  plaintiffs.     Proudfit  v.  Henmam,,  8  Johns.  391. 

In  another  case  issue  was  joined  on  the  return  day  of  a  summons,  and 
the  cause  was  adjourned  by  consent,  and  on  the  adjourned  day,  the 
parties  appeared,  and  the  plaintiff  asked  for  a  further  adjournment,  and 
made  oath  that  a  material  witness  had  been  subpoenaed,  but  that  he 
did  not  attend.  The  defendant  objected  to  a  further  adjournment,  but 
the  justice  granted  it  for  six  days  ;  at  the  expiration  of  that  time,  the 
defendant  did  not  appear,  but  the  plaintiff  did,  and  he  then  proceeded, 
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and  took  a  judgment  against  the  defendant,  which  was  reversed  for  er- 
roneously granting  this  adjournment.  Payne  v.  Wheeler,  15  Johns. 
492.  And  see  Bailey  v.  Delajplaine,  1  Sandf.  li  ;  Horton  v.  Aueh- 
moody,  7  Wend.  200.  If  the  defendant  expressly  consents,  the  justice 
may  grant  any  number  of  adjournments  to  a  plaintiff.  So  if  a  de- 
fendant is  present,  when  a  second  or  fm'ther  adjournment  is  asked  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  no  objection  is  made,  such  silence  will  be  construed 
into  an  acquiescence  that  the  adjournment  may  be  made.  Kilmore  v. 
Sudam,  7  Johns.  529.  When  a  material  witness  for  the  plaintiff  is  not 
within  the  county  where  the  action  is  pending  or  within  an  adjoining 
county,  the  plaintiff  may  apply  for  and  obtain  a  commission  to  examine 
the  absent  witness,  as  wiU  be  more  fully  explained  hereafter.  A  plaint- 
iff who  has  applied  for  and  procured  the  issuing  of  such  commission  is 
entitled  to  one  or  more  adjournments  of  the  trial  as  may  be  necessary 
to  procure  the  execution  and  return  of  the  commission,  not  exceeding 
the  length  of  time  for  which  the  trial  might  be  adjourned  upon  the 
application  of  the  defendant.     Yol.  1,  p.  37,  §  2983. 

No  affidavit  is  necessary  to  enable  a  plaintiff  to  procure  an  adjourn- 
ment of  the  trial  pending  the  return  of  a  commission,  as  the  fact  that 
the  commission  has  not  been  returned  can  be  positively  known  only  by  the 
justice  to  whom  it  must  be  addressed.  The  object  of  proof  by  affidavit 
is  to  apprise  the  justice  of  facts  upon  which  he  may  properly  act  in 
granting  or  denying  an  application  made  by  a  party,  and  it  would  be 
an  idle  ceremony  for  a  party  to  present  to  the  justice  an  affidavit  based 
upon  information  derived  from  the  justice  himself,  as  a  ground  for 
the  judicial  action  of  that  officer. 

The  plaintiff  cannot  be  required  to  furnish  security  as  a  condition  of 
granting  an  adjournment.  But  if  the  defendant  requires  it  the  plaint- 
iff may  be  required  to  make  the  statutory  proof  of  the  necessity  of  the 
adjournment.  The  proof  furnished  need  not  be  in  the  precise  language 
of  the  statute,  if  it  plainly  imports  all  that  the  statute  requires.  Nellis 
v.  McGarn,  35  Barb.  115.  It  may  be  furnished  in  the  form  of  an 
affidavit,  or  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  may  be  sworn  by  the  justice, 
and  the  substance  of  the  oral  testimony  entered  in  the  minutes  of  the 
justice.  The  oath  administered  on  an  application  for  an  adjournment 
may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Oath  on  AppUoation. 
You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  such   questions  as 
may  be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  an  adjournment  of  the  trial  of  the  ac- 
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tion  now  pending  before  me  in  whicK  (John   Doe)  is  plaintiff  and 
(Richard  Roe)  is  defendant. 

After  the  administration  of  the  oath,  the  justice  or  the  defendant 
may  examine  the  witness  as  to  the  matters  required  by  the  statute  to 
justify  an  adjournment.  The  plaintiff  cannot  be  required  to  state  what 
he  expects  to  prove  by  the  absent  witness,  nor  to  give  the  substance 
of  the  testimony  which  he  expects  to  produce  on  the  adjourned  day, 
nor  can  he  be  required  to  furnish  any  reason  or  excuse  why  the  testi- 
mony or  the  witness  could  not  be  produced,  or  was  not  produced,  on 
the  return  of  the  summons. 

If  an  affidavit  is  substituted  for  the  oral  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  it 
maybe  in  the  following  form. 

JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

•Before  John  Jones,  Esq.,  Justice. 


John  Doe 

agst. 

Bichard  Roe. 


County  of  Sabatoga,  ss.  : 

John  Doe,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  plaintiff  in  the  above- 
entitled  action  ;  that  David  Smith  is  a  material  witness  for  deponent 
upon  the  issues  of  said  action ;  that  said  Smith  is  not  in  attendance 
before  this  court ;  and  that  without  the  presence  and  testimony  of 
said  witness,  deponent  cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial. 

JOHN  DOE. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  ) 

this  15th  day  of  June,  1882.  j 

John  Jones,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

§  4.  On  the  first  application  of  the  defendant.  Applications  for 
an  adjournment  are  most  frequently  made  by  the  defendant.  He  is  not 
presumed  to  know  what  cause  of  action  he  is  sued  upon  until  the 
plaintiff  has  made  his  complaint,  and  therefore  cannot  be  expected  to 
be  ready  with  his  witnesses  to  meet  any  cause  of  action  which  may  be 
alleged  against  him.  On  the  other  hand,  he  may  have  no  meritorious 
defense  to  the  action ;  or,  if  he  has,  he  may  have  the  means  of  evidence 
at  his  command  at  the  time  of  the  retiirn  of  the  summons.  The  statute, 
therefore,  provides  that  at  the  time  of  the  joinder  of  issue  the  justice 
must,  upon  the  application  of  the  defendant,  adjourn  the  trial  of  the 
action  upon  his  complying  with  the  following  requirements : 
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1.  The  defendant  or  his  attorney  must,  if  required  by  the  plaintiff 
or  by  the  justice,  make  oath  that  he  verily  believes  that  the  defendant 
has  a  good  defense  to  the  action,  and  that  he  cannot  safely  proceed  to 
trial  for  want  of  some  material  testimony  or  witness  specified  by  him. 

2.  If  required  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  has  not  been  ar- 
rested in  the  action,  an  undertaking  must  be  given  to  the  plaintiff  in 
behalf  of  the  defendant,  executed  by  one  or  more  sureties,  approved  by 
the  justice,  to  the  effect  that  if  the  plaintiff  recovers  judgment  in  the 
action,  and  if,  before  the  expiration  of  ten  days  after  the  plaintiff  be- 
comes entitled  to  an  execution  upon  the  judgment,  the  defendant  re- 
moves, secretes,  assigns  or  in  any  way  disposes  of  any  part  of  his  prop- 
erty, liable  to  levy  and  sale  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  except  for  the 
necessary  support  of  himself  or  his  family,  and  if  an  execution  upon 
the  judgment  is  returned  wholly  or  partly  unsatisfied,  the  sureties  will, 
upon  demand,  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  due  upon  the  judgment. 
Yol.  1,  p.  32,  §§  2961,  2962,  This  undertaking  need  not  be  given  in 
an  action  to  recover  a  chattel.  lb. 

Where  the  defendant  has  been  arrested  the  trial  must  be  adjourned 
upon  his  application,  upon  the  same  terms  and  in  the  same  manner, 
except  that  the  undertaking,  above  described,  need  not  be  given.  If, 
however  the  defendant  desires  to  be  discharged  from  custody  pending 
the  adjournment,  he  miist  give  an  undertaking  to  the  effect  and  in  the 
manner  heretofore  pointed  out  in  the  chapter  relating  to  arrest.  See 
arnle,  173  ;  vol.  1,  p.  32,  §  2963. 

In  either  case  the  adjournment  must  be  for  such  a  reasonable  time 
fixed  by  the  justice  as  will  enable  the  defendant  to  procure  the  testi- 
mony or  witness.     Id.,  §2961. 

When  the  application  is  made  at  the  joining  of  issue,  the  defendant 
need  not  show  that  he  has  used  diligence  to  procure  his  witnesses  or 
his  evidence,  nor  need  he  disclose  what  he  expects  to  prove  by  his 
absent  witnesses.  The  first  adjournment  on  motion  of  the  defendant 
may  be  for  any  time  not  exceeding  ninety  days.  In  determining  the 
length  of  time  for  whicli  the  cause  should  be  postponed,  the  justice 
must  exercise  his  best  judgment  upon  all  the  circumstances  which  are 
disclosed  upon  the  application.  If  the  parties  live  at  a  very  great  dis- 
tance from  the  justice,  so  that  it  is  not  convenient  for  them  to  attend 
frequently,  and  it  is  probable  that  the  desired  witness  cannot  be  pro- 
cured on  a  short  adjournment,  it  will  be  advisable  to  adjourn  to  such 
time,  not  exceeding  ninety  days,  as  will  render  it  probable  that  the 
attendance  of  the  witness  may  be  secured  at  the  time  to  which  the 
cause  is  postponed.     It  ought,  however,  to  be  a  case  in  which  a  witness 
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is  clearly  a  material  one,  and  in  which  his  attendance  cannot  be  pro- 
cured at  an  earlier  day,  to  induce  a  justice  to  delay  the  trial  so  long 
especially  if  the  plaintiff  is  unwilling  to  assent  to  the  arrangement.  So 
much  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  justice  in  relation  to  the  length  of 
time  for  which  a  cause  may  be  adjourned  within  the  statutory  limits, 
that  no  general  rules  can  be  given  which  will  be  applicable  to  every 
particular  case.  This  discretion  has  been  given  for  the  express  purpose 
of  enabling  a  justice  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  to  see 
that  justice  is  done  to  all  concerned. 

There  are  two  classes  of  cases  which  will  frequently  come  up  for  ad- 
judication. One  of  them  is  when  a  defendant  has  no  substantial  or 
meritorious  defense,  and  he  desires  to  postpone  the  cause  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  delay.  This  the  law  disapproves  by  requiring  the  defendant,  on 
the  request  of  the  defendant  or  the  justice,  to  make  oath  that  he  verily 
believes  that  he  has  a  good  defense  to  the  action.  This  was  not  required 
under  the  Revised  Statutes,  except  in  actions  commenced  by  warrant. 
The  other  class  of  cases  is  when  a  plaintiff  is  prepared  for  trial,  but  the 
defendant  is  not,  and  the  plaintiff  desires  to  press  the  cause  on  to  an 
early  trial.  A  plaintiff  may  have  several  reasons  for  taking  this  course. 
He  may  consider  his  claim  a  just  one,  and  the  defense  unjust  and  un- 
founded, or  he  may  have  witnesses  whose  attendance  he  may  not  be 
able  to  procure  at  a  distant  day,  or  he  may  wish  to  avoid  the  expense 
and  delay  of  several  adjournments.  But  it  is  sometimes  the  case 
that  a  plaintiff  desires  to  obtain  an  unfair  and  unjust  advantage  over  a 
defendant  who  has  a  full  and  meritorious  defense  upon  the  merits,  if 
his  evidence  is  attainable,  but  whose  witnesses  cannot  be  procured 
without  a  long  adjournment.  Such  reasons  and  motives  will  prompt 
a  plaintiff  who  is  prepared  for  trial  to  press  the  cause  on  to  an  early 
trial  as  against  his  opponent  who  is  unprepared. 

The  justice,  however,  must  look  at  both  sides  of  the  question,  and  so 
dispose  of  the  matter  as  to  secure  the  just  rights  of  all  the  parties  so 
far  as  that  can  be  done.  A  plaintiff  may  urge  an  unjust  claim  as 
earnestly  as  a  just  one.  And  if  the  defendant  has  a  legal  defense  to  an 
unjust  demand,  he  ought  to  have  every  reasonable  facility  for  estab- 
lishing his  defense.  So  there  are  also  unjust  defenses  which  are  im- 
properly interposed.  The  law  permits  a  defendant  to  raise  such  issues 
as  he  chooses,  if  the  grounds  of  defense  are  such  that  if  true  they  would 
be  a  legal  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action,  or  if  they  would  abate 
an  action  in  the  form,  or  at  the  time  at  which  it  was  brought.  The 
truth  or  the  falsity  of  a  defense  is  a  matter  to  be  established  at  the 
trial.     And  it  is  not  generally  the  case  that  a  justice  can  determine 
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what  the  merits  of  the  action  or  defense  are,  upon  a  mere  motion  to 
adjourn  the  cause  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  to  try  that  precise 
question.  It  is  tnie  that  the  circumstances  which  transpire  on  the 
application  for  a  postponement  sometimes  indicate  the  probabilities  of 
the  result  of  the  trial,  if  the  cause  was  tried  upon  such  evidence  as  may 
then  be  disclosed.  But  it  is  rarely  the  case  that  a  defendant  is  willing, 
or  that  he  is  legally  bound  to  disclose  all  the  evidence  upon  which  he 
relies  to  establish  his  defense.  And  all  that  a  defendant  need  es- 
tablish is,  that  he  has  a  good  defense  and  has  material  evidence  which 
is  necessary  to  his  defense,  unless  the  application  is  made  at  a  time 
subsequent  to  the  joining  of  issue,  when  other  facts  must  be  shown. 

After  an  issue  has  been  joined  in  the  action  there  can  be  no  adjourn- 
ment on  the  application  of  the  defendant  without  the  statutory  oath,  if 
that  is  required  by  the  justice  or  by  the  plaintiff.  I/ynshy  v.  Pende- 
grast,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  43 ;  Peclc  v.  Andrews,  32  Barb.  445.  No  mere 
statement  of  the  defendant  or  his  attorney  will  take  the  place  of  the 
proof  required  by  the  statute.  Edmards  v.  Drew,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  55. 
So  the  defendant  cannot  have  an  adjournment  without  giving  the  un- 
dertaking, if  that  is  required  by  the  plaintiff.  Belshaw  v.  Oolie,  1  E. 
D.  Smith,  213 ;  Peck  v.  Andrews,  32  Barb.  445.  The  plaintiff  may 
waive  the  right  to  the  undertaking  if  he  chooses,  and  this  waiver  may 
be  express  or  implied.  If  the  adjournment  is  opposed  on  the 
ground  of  insufficiency  of  the  proof,  and  no  objection  is  made  on  the 
ground  that  the  undertaking  is  not  furnished,  the  justice  may  treat  the 
matter  as  a  waiver  of  the  undertaking.  Richardson  v.  Brown,  1  Cow. 
255.  Where  the  defendant  is  a  man  of  undoubted  responsibility  it  is 
not  usual  to  require  an  undertaking  to  be  given.  But  the  plaintiff 
may  insist  upon  the  undertaking  if  his  demand  is  made  at  any  time 
before  the  adjournment  is  actually  granted.  If  he  requires  the  defend- 
ant to  give  the  undertaking  and  the  justice  adjourns  the  cause  on  the 
defendant's  application  without  requiring  it,  it  will  be  error.  Peck  v. 
Andrews,  32  Barb.  445. 

The  defendant  need  not  join  in  the  execution  of  the  undertaking, 
and  a  single  surety  will  be  sufficient  if  satisfactory  to  the  justice.  The 
sureties  must  be  approved  by  the  justice,  and  the  undertaking 
must  be  acknowledged  by  the  person  or  persons  executing  it,  and  the 
usual  affidavit  of  justification  by  the  surety  or  sureties  must  be  annexed 
to  the  instrument.     Vol.  1,  p.  32,  §  2961;  id.,  p.  124,  §§  810-812. 

The  form  and  requisites  of  an   undertaking  given  by  a  defendant 
who  has  been  arrested  in  the  action  will  be  found  on  a  preceding  page. 
See  omte,  173. 
45 
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When  no  order  of  arrest  has  been  issued  the  undertaking  may  be  in 
the  following  form : 

Defendcmfs  undertaking  on  ad^owrwrnent  —  No  arrest. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Daniel  McDougall 

agst. 
Edward  Whitfield. 


-  Before  Eugene  Hobton,  Justice, 


The  defendant  having  applied  for  an  adjournment  of  the  trial  of  this 
action,  defendant  not  having  been  arrested  in  the  action,  the  plaintiff 
having  required  that  defendant  give  to  him  the  undertaking  required 
by  law  in  such  cases  : 

Now,  therefore,  we,  Edward  Whitfield,  defendant,  and  John  J. 
Astor  and  Stephen  Girrard,  his  sureties,  do  hereby  jointly  and  severally 
undertake  to  the  plaintiff  that  if  the  plaintiff  recovers  judgment  in  the 
action;  and  if,  before  the  expiration  of  ten  days  after  the  plaintiff 
becomes  entitled  to  an  execution  upon  the  judgment,  the  defendant 
removes,  secretes,  assigns,  or  in  any  way  disposes  of  any  part  of  bis 
property  liable  to  levy  and  sale  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  except  for 
the  necessary  support  of  himself  and  his  family,  and  if  an  execution  upon 
the  judgment  is  returned  wholly  or  party  unsatisfied,  the  said  sureties 
will,  upon  demand,  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  due  upon  the  judg- 
ment. 

Dated  the  Wth  day  qfJume,  1882. 

EDWARD  WHITFIELD, 
JOHN  J.  ASTOR, 
STEPHEN  GIRRARD. 
State  of  New  York, 
County  of  , 

On  this  (16th)  day  of  (June)  1882,  before  me,  the  subscriber, 
appeared  Edward  Whitfield,  John  J.  Astor  and  Stephen  Girrard,  to 
me  personally  known  to  be  the  same  persons  described  in  and  who 
executed  the  above  undertaking,  and  severally  acknowledged  that  they 
executed  the  same. 

EUGENE  HORTON,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 
State  oe  New  Yoek, 

County  of  , 

John  J.  Astor  and  Stephen  Girrard,  being  severally  sworn,  each  for 
himself  says,  the  said  John  J.  Astor,  that  he  is  a  householder  of  the 
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county  of  in  this  State,  and  that  he  is  worth  the  sum  of  {double 

the  ammmt  of  the  plaAntiff^s  clairri)  dollars  over  and  above  all  debts 
and  liabilities  which  he  owes  or  has  incurred,  exclusive  of  property 
exempt  by  law  from  levy  and  sale  under  an  execution  ;  and  the  said 
Stephen  Girrard  for  himself,  says  that  he  is  a  householder  of  the 
county  of  in    this  State,   and   that  he  is  worth  the  sum  of 

{double  the  mnowrht  of  the  plaintiff '' s  olcdm)  dollars  over  and  above  all 
debts  and  liabilities  which  he  owes  or  has  incurred,  exclusive  of 
property  exempt  by  law  from  levy  and  sale  under  an  execution. 

JOHN  J.  ASTOE, 
SeveraUy  subscribed  and  sworn  )  STEPHEN  GIRRAED. 

to  before  me,  this  16th  day  of  > 

June,  1882.  ) 

Eugene  Hokton,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

I  certify  that  I  approve  of  the  sureties  in  the  foregoing  undertaking. 
EUGENE  HOETON,  JusUceofthe  Peace. 

The  defendant's  affidavit  to  procure  au  adjournment  at  the  time  of  the 
joinder  of  issue  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Affidamit  for  adjourrmient. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Baniel  McDoagall 

agst. 
Edward  Whitfield. 


-  Before  Eugene  Hobton,  Justice, 


County  of  ,  ss. : 

Edward  Whitfield,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  defendant 
in  the  above-entitled  action ;  that  he  verily  believes  that  he  has  a  good 
defense  thereto ;  but  that  he  cannot  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  thereof 
for  want  of  a  material  witness,  namely,  John  Doe. 

And  deponent  further  says  that  he  is  informed  and  believes  that  the 
said  John  Doe  is  temporarily  absent  from  this  State,  and  is  now  in  the 
State  of  Kansas,  but  will  return  to  this  State  and  county  on  or  about 
the  first  day  of  August  next,  at  which  time  deponent  expects  to  be 
able  to  procure  the  attendance  of  said  Doe  as  a  witness  for  the  defense 
if  the  trial  of  this  action  is  adjourned  to  that  time.  That  the  source  of 
deponent's  information  and  the  grounds  of  his  belief  are  statements 
made  to  deponent  by  Mary  Doe,  wife  of  said  John  Doe,  to  the  effect 
that  her  husband  left  this  county  on  or  about  the  first  of  the  present 
month  for  the  purpose  of  buying  cattle  in  the  State  of  Kansas,  and 
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would  return  home  during  the  last  week  in  July.  That  deponent  was 
unable  to  obtain  her  affidavit  as  to  the  facts  in  relation  to  her  husband's 
absence  and  expected  return  in  time  for  this  application. 

{Jurat.)  '  {Signattire.) 

The  clause  in  the  form  above  given  as  to  the  absence  of  the  witness 
and  the  probable  time  of  his  return  may  of  course  be  varied  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  case.  N^o  such  clause  is  required  by  the  stat- 
ute, but  when  the  defendant  desires  a  long  adjournment,  there  should 
be  some  fact  stated  in  the  affidavit  from  which  the  justice  can  deter- 
mine what  will  be  a  reasonable  time  to  enable  the  defendant  to  procure 
the  attendance  of  the  absent  witness  so  that  he  may  fix  the  length  of 
the  adjournment  accordingly,  and  avoid  the  necessity  of  a  second  ad- 
journment. 

Instead  of  making  proof  by  affidavit,  the  defendant  may  be  sworn, 
and  may  then  state  orally  the  necessary  facts,  either  voluntarily,  or  in 
answer  to  questions  put  to  him  by  the  justice,  or  the  plaintiff.  The 
form  of  the  oath  may  be  found  on  a  preceding  page. 

When  the  defendant  has  made  the  proof,  and  given  the  imdertaking 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  his  right  to  an  adjournment  is  absolute,  and 
the  justice  should  then  fix  the  time  for  trial  according  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  known  to  him,  and  enter  the  fact  in  his  docket-book 
that  he  adjourned  the  cause,  on  the  application  of  the  defendant,  to  a 
time  specified. 

§  5.  Second  or  further  adjournment.  A  defendant  is  entitled  to 
a  second  or  subsequent  adjournment  of  the  trial  of  the  action  upon 
giving  such  security  and  furnishing  such  proof  of  its  necessity  as  the 
statute  requires.  There  is  a  material  difference  between  an  application 
by  a  defendant  for  a  first  adjournment-and  an  application  for  a  further 
or  subsequent  one.  On  the  first  application  at  the  joining  of  issue  no 
diligence  in  procuring  witnesses  or  evidence  need  be  shown,  since  the 
law^  does  not  require  any  effort  to  be  made  to  procure  witnesses  until 
the  cause  is  at  issue,  so  that  each  party  may  know  what  evidence  will 
be  material  on  the  trial.  On  such  application  the  defendant  must 
"  make  oath,"  if  so  required,  that  he  cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial  for 
want  of  some  material  testimony  or  witness,  specified  by  him  ;  while 
on  the  second  application  he  must  "  prove  "  this  fact  by  his  own  oath  or 
otherwise,  "  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,"  and  also  the  further  fact 
that  he  has  used  due  diligence  to  obtain  the  testimony  or  witness. 
Yol.  1,  p.  33,  §  2965. 

The  defendant  may  have  material  evidence  or  witnesses,  but  if  he 
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has  taken  no  steps  to  procure  such  evidence  or  witnesses  on  the  trial, 
it  is  his  own  folly,  and  he  must  abide  by  the  consequences  which  result 
from  such  negligence.  A  party  may  neglect  to  use  due  diligence  be- 
cause he  is  ignorant  of  the  statutory  requirements.  But  this  is  not  a 
legal  answer  to  the  objection  that  there  has  been  a  neglect  to  comply 
with  the  law.  Every  man  is  presumed  to  know  the  law,  and  if  he  does 
not,  he  must  submit  to  the  inconveniences  which  his  ignorance  imposes. 
The  law  requires  every  person  to  act  with  promptness  in  legal  proceed- 
ings, or  to  submit  to  such  consequences  as  may  follow  neglect.  And, 
therefore,  the  statute  requires  a  defendant  to  show  that  he  has  used  due 
diligence  in  preparing  for  trial,  as  a  condition  tp  granting  a  second  or 
further  adjournment.  What  is  due  diligence  is  a  matter  which  depends 
upon  circumstances.  In  some  cases  certain  acts  would  clearly  be  using 
due  diligence,  while  under  other  circumstances  the  same  acts  would  be 
construed  to  be  gross  carelessness  and  neglect. 

If  at  the  time  of  joining  issue,  or  if  at  any  time  before  there  is  an 
opportunity  to  subpoena  a  material  witness,  he  is  absent  and  beyond 
the  reach  of  such  subpoena,  and  this  is  well  known  to  both  parties,  or 
to  the  defendant,  and  siich  witness  is  to  remain  absent  for  a  specified 
time,  but  will  return  in  time  to  try  the  cause  before  the  expiration  of 
the  ninety  days  fixed  by  law,  the  law  will  not  require  the  defendant  to 
do  more  than  to  show  these  facts  to  entitle  him  to  an  adjournment. 
And  whenever  it  appears  that  no  diligence  would  secure  the  attendance 
of  aa  absent  witness  before  a  particular  time  which  has  not  yet  elapsed, 
nothing  more  is  required  than  to  show  that  the  defendant  has  taken 
prompt  action  in  ascertaining  whether  the  witness  could  be  procured.  / 
So  if  a  witness  is  dangerously  sick,  so  that  he  could  not  possibly  be 
procured  as  a  witness  on  the  adjourned  day,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to 
subpoena  such  witness,  even  though  he  may  be  within  reach  of  the  sub- 
poena. In  such  cases  the  court  is  governed  by  the  principle  that  im- 
possibilities are  not  required.  And  whenever  it  appears  that  the 
defendant  has  taken  the  most  effective  means,  or  such  reasonable  means 
as  may  be  in  his  power,  to  procure  his  witnesses,  that  will  be  due  dili- 
gence. Good  faith  and  an  honest  and  practical  effort  to  be  ready  for 
trial  is  what  the  law  demands,  and  when  tliis  is  shown  the  law  will  be 
satisfied.  But  when  a  witness  might  readily  have  been  subpoenaed 
in  due  time,  and  this  has  been  neglected,  or  when  a  defendant  takes  no 
steps  whatever  to  prepare  for  trial,  or  when  he  commences  to  act  at  so 
late  a  day  that  his  efforts  are  unavailing,  when  an  earlier  and  a  reason- 
able attention  to  the  matter  would  have  secured  the  attendance  of  his 
witness,  lie  cannot  be  said  to  have  used  due  diligence.     Still  (*  defendant 
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may  sometimes  have  a  reasonable  excuse  for  his  delay.  He  may  have 
made  reasonable  inquiries,  and  have  failed  to  ascertain  the  existence  of 
facts  which  subsequently  came  to  light,  or  he  may  have  received  erro- 
neous impressions  from  mistaken  or  false  representations  made  by  others 
to  whom  he  has  properly  applied  for  information  as  to  facts  of  which 
he  himself  had  no  knowledge.  In  such  cases,  the  justice  will  deterraine 
whether  the  acts  done  are  not  due  diligence  within  the  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  the  statute.  And  if  he  is  satisfied  that  the  defendant  has  thus  used 
due  diligence,  it  is  always  better  to  grant  the  adjournment  upon  such 
terms  as  may  be  just  to  both  parties.  The  extreme  views  which  will 
usually  be  urged  are  two  in  number.  One  side  will  insist  that  the 
utmost  possible  diligence  miist  be  observed,  while  the  other  side  will 
claim  that  any  convenient  acts  which  he  may  have  done  are  sufficient 
to  constitute  due  diligence.  Neither  of  these  extreme  views  are  such 
as  the  law  contemplates,  and  neither  of  them  will  be  apt  to  receive  the 
sanction  of  an  intelligent  justice.  See  Powers  v.  Lochioood,  9  Johns. 
133  ;  Easton  v.  Coe,  2  id.  383. 

The  proof  that  the  defendant  cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial  for  want 
of  some  material  testimony  or  witness,  and  that  he  has  iTsed  due  dili- 
gence to  obtain  the  testimony  or  witness,  may  be  made  by  the  oath  of 
the  defendant,  or  otherwise,  which  means  by  any  competent  legal  proof 
of  the  facts.  The  proof  must  be  made  "  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jus- 
tice," which  means  a  legal  satisfaction  —  a  conviction  brought  about 
by  means  that  ai-e  fit  and  ought  to  produce  conviction  in  the  mind  act- 
ing judicially,  and  not  an  arbitrary  or  capricious  conviction.  He  may 
no  more  be  satisfied  by  that  which  the  law  will  deem  inadequate  to 
produce  conviction,  than  he  may  withhold  his  satisfaction  when  that 
proof  is  produced  to  him  which  the  law  will  say  he  ought  in  reason  to 
be  satisfied  with.  Follia/rd  v.  'Wallace,  2  Johns.  395 ;  People  v. 
Sutherland,  81  N.  Y.  1.     See  amM,  117. 

Nothing  is  more  common,  upon  an  application  for  a  second  adjourn- 
ment, than  for  the  plaintiff  to  insist  that  the  defendant  shall  disclose 
the  facts  which  he  expects  to  prove  by  the  absent  witness  or  witnesses. 
The  plaintiff  never  has  the  right  to  require  this  to  be  done.  The  only 
case  in  which  this  can  properly  be  required  is  whei'e  the  circumstances 
show  that  the  application  is  not  an  honest  and  a  just  one,  and  the  jus- 
tice has  just  suspicions  in  relation  to  the  good  faith  of  the  defendant. 
A  defendant  will  not  be  permitted  to  trifle  with  tlie  rights  of  a  plaint- 
iff, nor  to  impose  upon  a  court  of  justice  by  obtaining  useless  and 
harassing  adjournments.  And  when  the  facts  fully  convince  a  justice 
that  an  application  is  made  for  such  a  purpose,  he  may  require  the  de- 
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feudant  to  state  on  oath,  or  otherwise,  what  facts  he  expects  to  prove 
by  such  absent  witness  or  witnesses.  An  examination  upon  that  point 
need  not  be  carried  further  than  to  show  that  the  grounds  of  the  apph- 
cation  are  well  founded.  And  a  justice  ought  never  to  permit  a  de- 
fendant who  is  acting  in  good  faith  to  be  compelled  to  disclose  his 
whole  evidence  on  such  an  examination.  To  tolerate  such  a  practice 
would  give  a  plaintiff  an  unfair  advantage,  since  he  would  then  know 
the  evidence  on  both  sides  of  the  case,  with  the  superior  advantage  of 
the  right  to  open  and  close  the  case  to  the  jury. 

Where  an  apphcation  was  made  for  a  commission  to  take  the  evi- 
dence of  a  witness  who  was  not  a  resident  of  this  State,  and  the 
materiality  of  the  witness  was  positively  sworn  to,  it  was  held  that  the 
applicant  was  not  bound  to  state  what  he  expected  to  prove  by  the  ab- 
sent witness,  and  a  refusal'  to  issue  the  commission  was  held  to  be  a 
sufficient  ground  to  reverse  the  judgment  obtained  by  the  opposite 
party.  Eaton  v.  Worth,  7  Barb.  631.  The  application  is  usually  made 
orally,  and  the  proof  made  by  swearing  the  party  or  his  witnesses  as  to 
the  facts  of  the  case.  The  application  may,  however,  be  made  upon 
proper  and  sufficient  affidavits.  But  when  the  affidavits  are  defective, 
or  the  application  is  evidently  made  in  bad  faith,  the  justice  may  re- 
quire the  applicant  to  be  examined  orally  on  oath. 

In  such  cases,  if  the  defendant  refuses  to  be  sworn,  and  to  state  what 
facts  he  expects  to  prove,  the  justice  may  deny  the  adjournment. 
OnderdonlcY.  Ba/iilett,  3  Hill,  323 ;  Irroy  v.  Nathan,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
68 ;  Bush  v.  Weeks,  24  Hun,  545.  The  defendant's  good  faith  in 
making  the  application  is  a  proper  subject  of  inquiry  by  the  justice.  If 
made  in  good  faith,  and  upon  sufficient  grounds  the  application  should 
be  granted.  It  is  then  a  matter  of  right.  If  made  in  bad  faith  it 
should  be  denied.  And  if  the  circumstances  attending  the  application 
are  suspicious,  and  the  proof  raises  just  doubt  as  to  the  good  faith  of 
the  party  making  it,  the  granting  or  denying  of  the  application  be- 
comes a  matter  of  discretion,  which  will  be  reviewed  on  appeal  only  in 
a  clear  case  of  abuse.  lb. ;  Weed  v.  Lee,  50  Barb.  354 ;  Burgett  v. 
Lee,  4  Lans.  193.  The  plaintiff  may  oppose  the  application  for  an  ad- 
journment upon  the  insufficiency  of  the  proof  presented  by  the  defend- 
ant, or  he  may  introduce  evidence  showing  that  the  application  is  not 
made  in  good  faith,  and  is  groundless.  Weed  v.  Lee,  50  Barb.  354. 
The  right  of  the  justice  to  receive  such  evidence  is  undoubted.  lb. 

So,  in  some  cases,  an  admission  by  the  plaintiff  will  dispense  with  the 
necessity  for  an  adjournment.  In  one  case  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  admit 
what  was  expected  to  be  proved  by  a  specified  absent  witness,  and  the 
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statement  was  reduced  to  writing  by  the  justice,  and  the  defendant  ac- 
ceded to  this  agreement.  But  he  subsequently  refused  to  abide  by  it, 
and  demanded  an  adjournment,  which  was  refused  by  the  justice,  and 
this  was  held  to  be  proper.  Brill  v.  Lord,  14  Johns.  341 ;  Brooklyn  Oil 
Works  V.  Brovm,  38  How.  451,  453.  The  admission,  however,  must 
be  that  the  facts  stated  are  true,  for  it  will  be  no  answer  to  the  appli- 
cation to  say  that  the  absent  witness  will  testify  to  the  proposed  state 
of  facts.     People  v.  VermilAfea,  7  Cow.  369. 

It  sometimes  happens  that  a  justice  is  in  doubt  whether  the  facts 
proved  are  sufficient,  or  whether  the  application  for  an  adjournment  is 
made  in  good  faith.  In  all  such  cases,  the  safer  rule  wiU  be  to  grant 
the  application,  because  the  inconvenience  of  a  brief  delay  will  generally 
be  the  principal  consequence  which  will  result  from  granting  the  motion ; 
while  a  denial  of  the  motion  might  deprive  a  defendant  of  important 
evidence. 

When  the  case  is  one  on  which  the  decision  of  the  justice  is  final, 
whether  he  grants  or  refuses  an  adjournment,  on  the  ground  that  the 
decision  is  one  of  fact  upon  all  the  evidence,  it  is  frequently  the  case 
that  a  justice  may  impose  reasonable  terms  upon  the  defendant  as  a  con- 
dition of  granting  his  request. 

If  the  adjournment  of  the  cause  will  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  evidence 
or  witnesses  who  are  then  present  in  court,  but  who  will  be  absent  at 
the  adjourned  day,  the  justice  may  require  the  defendant  to  stipulate  in 
writing  that  the  plaintiff  may  have  an  adjournment  if  that  becomes 
necessary  in  consequence  of  granting  the  defendant's  application. 

Such  a  stipulation  is  valid,  and  it  is  binding  upon  the  party  who 
gives  it,  and  it  ought  to  be  fully  enforced  by  the  court,  whenever  a  case 
arises  in  which  justice  requires  the  enforcement  of  it.  In  one  case  the 
parties  agreed  before  the  justice,  on  the  return  day  of  a  warrant,  that 
the  cause  might  be  adjourned  for  three  days,  and  that  if  one  S.  Y.,  a 
witness  whom  both  parties  wanted,  should  not  attend  at  the  adjourned 
day,  that  then  the  justice  might  adjourn  for  such  reasonable  time  as  he 
might  deem  necessary,  in  order  to  procure  the  attendance  of  S.  Y.  On 
the  adjourned  day  S.  Y.  did  not  attend,  and  the  plaintiff  made  oath  of 
the  absence  of  S.  Y.,  and  asked  a  further  adjournment,  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  his  attendance.  The  defendant  objected  to  an  adjourn- 
ment, but  the  justice  granted  it  for  seven  days  ;  at  this  adjourned  day 
the  defendant  did  not  appear,  and  judgment  was  rendered  against  him, 
which  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court.  The  court  said  :  "  Here 
was  a  valid  and  binding  agreement  between  the  parties,  which  neither 
had  a  right  to  rescind  without  the  consent  of  the  other.     By  this  they 
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had  authorized  the  justice  to  adjourn.  It  is  to  be  presumed,  that  had 
it  not  been  for  the  agreement,  an  appHcation  would  have  been  made 
and  granted,  on  the  return  of  the  warrant,  to  adjourn  for  a  longer  time 
than  three  days.  The  oath  of  the  plaintiff  was  merely  to  satisfy  the 
justice  that  it  was  proper  to  exercise  the  power  given  by  the  agreement." 
Richardson  v.  Brovm,  1  Cow.  255. 

It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  when  a  defendant  makes  a 
clear  and  plain  case  for  an  adjournment  as  a  matter  of  right,  no  such 
stipulation  can  be  properly  required,  since  the  law  gives  him  an  ad- 
journment in  that  event,  without  any  qualifications  or  conditions  except 
such  as  the  statute  imposes.  But,  in  those  cases  in  which  a  clear  case 
is  not  made  out,  the  justice  may  frequently  impose  this  condition  in  a 
manner  which  is  at  once  legal  and  just  to  both  parties.  The  stipula- 
tion need  not  be  reduced  to  writing  ;  but  it  will  be  advantageous  to  do 
so,  since  in  that  case  there  can  be  no  dispute  as  to  the  fact  of  the  agree- 
ment or  as  to  its  terms.     And  see  Staples  v.  Pa/rher,  41  Barb.  648. 

It  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

JUSTICE'S  COUET. 

Before  E.  F.,  Esq.,  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  of  the 
town  of  New  Scotland. 

ALBA2<rT  County,  ss.  : 

Whereas  I,  the  defendant,  C.  D.,  have  this  day  made  application  for 
an  adjournment  of  this  cause  from  the  13th  day  of  December,  1864,  to 
the  20th  day  of  December,  1864,  at  10  o'clock,  a.  m.,  at  the  office  of  the 
said  Justice  E.  F.,  in  the  town  of  New  Scotland :  Now,  in  consideration 
that  the  said  cause  shall  be  adjourned  on  my  motion  and  at  my  request' 
now  made,  I  do  hereby  stipulate  and  agree  that  a  further  adjournment 
shall  be  granted  to  the  said  plaintiff,  for  such  time  as  to  said  justice 
shall  seem  proper,  if  such  adjournment  shall  be  necessary  and  if  satis- 
factory proof  of  such  necessity  shall  be  made  before  the  said  Justice  E. 
F.,  on  the  said  20th  day  of  December,  1864. 

Dated  December  13,  1864. 

CD.,  Defendant. 

After  the  execution  of  this  agreement  it  should  be  left  with  the  jus- 
tice.    And  if,  on  the  adjourned  day,  the  plaintiff  is  not  able  to  proceed 
safely  with  the  trial,  after  due  diligence  to  have  his  evidence  and  wit- 
nesses there,  the  justice  otight  to  grant  a  further  adjournment  to  the 
46 
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plaintiff,  upon  due  proof  of  the  absence  of  material  evidence  or  wit- 
nesses, and  of  due  diligence  in  attempting  to  procure  them  at  the  trial. 
The  agreement  or  stipulation  need  not  be  in  the  precise  form  of  the 
precedent  given  ;  it  may  be  varied  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
particular  case,  and  in  a  proper  case  it  may  be  an  absolute  agreement 
to  adjourn  upon  the  happening  of  some  specified  event,  as,  for  instance, 
the  absence  or  illness  of  a  specified  v^itness.  This  being  an  adjourn- 
ment by  the  consent  of  parties,  they  may  limit  the  time  of  adjourning 
to  ninety  days,  or  they  may  extend  it  beyond  that  time,  if  they  so 
agree.  And  the  agreement  ought  to  state  whether  the  further  adjourn- 
ment is  to  be  for  a  specified  number  of  days,  and  if  so,  that  number 
ought  to  be  stated ;  or  the  agreement  may  leave  th&  time  to  be  fixed  by 
the  discretion  of  the  justice. 

There  are  other  ways  by  which  the  plaintiff  may  have  the  benefit  of  ' 
the  testimony  of  witnesses  present  at  tlie  time  of  the  application,  with- 
out stipulating  for  a  further  adjournment.  The  Code  provides  that 
upon  granting  the  defendant's  application  for  an  adjournment,  where 
the  trial  has  been  once  adjourned,  or  where  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resi- 
dent of  tlie  county,  the  justice  may  in  his  discretion,  upon  the  plaintiff's 
application,  direct  that  any  witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  who  is 
then  in  attendance,  be  then  examined  under  oath  before  the  justice. 
Thereupon  the  testimony  of  the  witness  must  be  reduced  to  writing, 
certified  by  the  justice,  and  retained  by  him,  to  be  read  upon  the  trial 
with  the  same  effect,  and  subject  to  the  same  objections,  as  if  it  was 
then  given  oraUy  by  the  witness.  Vol.  1,  p.  33,  §  2966.  This  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  removes  many  of  the  hardships  which  an  adjourn- 
ment of  a  trial  necessarily  imposes  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  also  tends  to 
answer  one  objection  frequently  urged  why  an  adjournment  shall  not 
be  had.  Tlie  statute  applies  to  all  second  or  further  adjournments 
without  regard  to  the  party  or  person  instrumental  in  procuring  the 
first  adjournment ;  and  it  also  applies  to  all  adjournments  where  the 
plaintiff  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county. 

A  defendant  who  has  given  an  undertaking  upon  a  former  adjourn- 
ment need  not  give  a  new  undertaking  upon  procuring  another 
adjournment,  unless  it  is  required  by  the  justice  or  by  the  sm-eties  in 
the  former  undertaking.  If  no  undertaking  was  given  upon  the  first 
adjournment,  and  the  plaintiff  requires  one  upon  the  second  or  further 
adjournment,  or  if  the  defendant  has  given  an  undertaking,  and  the 
justice,  or  the  sureties  in  that  instrument,  require  that  a  new  one  be 
given,  the  defendant  must  furnish  a  new  undertaking,  to   the   same 
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effect,  and  executed  in  the  same  manner,  as  if  given  upon  a  first 
adjonrnment.     Vol.  1,  p.  33,  §  2965.     See  ante,  353,  354. 

An  undertaking  is  never  required  of  a  plaintiff  upon  an  application 
for  an  adjournment.  A  plaintiff  may  be  entitled  to  one  or  more 
adjounmients  upon  the  trial,  or  even  before  the  trial.  If  a  commis- 
sion has  been  granted  upon  his  application,  he  is  entitled  to  as  many 
adjournments  of  the  trial  as  may  be  necessary  to  procure  the  execution 
and  return  of  the  commission,  not  exceeding  the  length  of  time  for 
which  a  trial  might  be  adjourned  upon  the  application  of  the  defend- 
ant. Vol.  1,  p.  37,  §  2983.  So  where  a  defendant  has  amended  his 
answer  after  issue  joined,  or  has  pleaded  over  after  the  decision  of  a 
demurrer,  the  plaintiff  may  have  an  adjournment  of  the  trial  upon 
making  the  proper  proof.  Vol.  1,  p.  27,  §  2944.  So  he  may  have  an 
adjournment  upon  the  trial  pending  the  return  of  a  warrant  of  attach- 
ment against  a  defaulting  witness.  Yol.  1,  p.  33,  §  2967.  But  with 
these  exceptions  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  an  adjournment  upon  his 
own  application  is  limited  to  the  day  of  issue. 

The  proof  entitling  a  defendant  to  a  second  adjournment  may  be  in 
the  form  of  an  affidavit,  or  of  oral  testimony  given  before  the  justice 
under  oath.  The  oath  usually  administered  to  the  witness  has  been 
given  on  a  preceding  page.     Ante,  349. 

After  this  oath  is  administered,  the  person  sworn  may  be  examined 
in  relation  to  such  matters  as  will  show  the  necessity  for  an  adjourn- 
ment. When  the  party  himself  is  sworn,  he  usually  states  the  absence 
of  his  witness,  his  materiality,  and  the  probability  of  his  attendance  at 
the  adjourned  day. 

It  is  quite  usual  for  the  opposite  party  to  examine  the  person  sworn, 
somewhat  in  the  manner  of  a  cross-examination. 

But  this  is  a  matter  which  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  justice. 
He  may  permit  such  cross-examination,  or  if  he  is  satisfied  that  an  ad- 
journment ought  to  be  granted,  he  may  dispense  with  any  further  ex- 
amination, since  the  whole  object  of  introducing  proof  is  merely  to 
satisfy  the  justice,  by  legal  proof,  of  the  propriety  of  granting  an  ad- 
journment. 
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Form  of  affidamit  foi'  cm  adjournment. 
JUSTICE'S  COUET. 


John  Doe 

agst. 

Richard  Roe. 


Before  A.  B.,  Esq.,  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  of  Water- 
vUet,  m  AVbomy  cowniy. 


Albany  County,  ss.  : 

Kichard  Roe,  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  is  the  defendant  in  the 
above-entitled  action  ;  that  C.  D.  and  E.  F.  are  material  witnesses  to 
the  defense  of  this  deponent,  and  that,  without  the  testimony  of  each 
of  said  witnesses,  he  cannot  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  of  said  action. 
Deponent  further  says,  that  C.  D.,  one  of  the  said  witnesses,  resides 
out  of  the  county  of  Albany,  or  of  any  adjoining  county,  and  that  he 
resides  in  the  city  of  Buffalo,  in  Erie  county,  IST.  Y.  Deponent  further 
says,  that  the  said  E.  F.  is  a  resident  of  the  county  of  Albany,  and  that 
he  is  at  present  absent  from  the  county  of  Albany,  as  defendant  is  in- 
formed and  verily  believes,  and  that  said  E.  F.  is  now  in  the  city  of 
New  York ;  that  issue  was  joined  in  this  action  on  the  14th  day  of  De- 
cember, 1864,  and  on  the  same  day  the  cause  was  adjourned,  by  consent 
of  parties,  to  the  22d  day  of  December,  1864,  for  trial ;  that  on  the 
said  14th  day  of  December  this  deponent  procured  a  sxibpcena  from 
A.  B.,  the  justice  before  whom  the  said  action  is  pending,  and  that  on 
the  same  day  and  immediately  after  receiving  said  subpoena,  this  de- 
ponent went  to  the  residence  of  the  said  E.  F.,  for  the  purpose  of  sub- 
poenaing him  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  said  action  ;  that  deponent 
was  unable  to  find  the  said  E.  F.,  and  was  then  and  there  informed  by 
the  wife  of  said  E.  F.,  that  he  had,  on  the  13th  day  of  December,  1864, 
left  the  city  of  Albany  to  go  to  the  city  of  New  York,  to  attend  to 
business  which  would  require  his  absence  from  Albany,  and  his  attend- 
ance in  the  city  of  New  York,  until  the  1st  day  of  February,  1865  ; 
but  deponent  was  unable  to  obtain  her  affidavit  to  these  facts; 
that  New  York  is  not  in  Albany  county,  nor  in  any  county  adjoining 
thereto  ;  that  deponent  has  used  due  diligence  in  procuring  the  attend- 
ance of  said  E.  F.  as  a  witness ;  and  deponent  further  says,  that  he  ex- 
pects to  be  able  to  procure  the  attendance  of  the  said  witness,  E.  F., 
within  ninety  days  from  the  joining  of  issue  in  said  cause. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  this  )  EICHAED  EOE. 

22d  day  of  December,  1864.  f 

A.  B.  Justice,  etc. 
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In  the  precedent  just  given,  the  affidavit  is  made  by  the  defendant 
in  person.  But  this  is  not  necessary,  for  if  any  other  person  knows 
facts  sufficient  to  make  a  proper  case,  the  affidavit  may  be  made  by  him. 
So  there  may  be  oral  evidence  given  in  addition  to  the  affidavits.  It  is 
the  us\ial  practice  to  swear  the  witnesses,  and  let  them  state  orally  the 
facts  which  are  required  to  be  proved.  But  iii  some  eases  the  defend- 
ant may  be  at  a  great  distance  from  the  justice's  office,  or  he  may  be 
absent  by  reason  of  illness,  and  besides  that  he  may  be  the  only  person 
who  is  able  to  swear  to  the  facts  which  entitle  him  to  an  adjournment ; 
in  all  such  cases,  or  others  of  a  similar  character,  the  justice  ought  to 
act  upon  the  affidavit  when  presented  on  an  application  made  by  the 
attorney  or  agent  of  the  defendant. 

The  principal  thing  to  be  attained  is,  that  there  shall  be  a  bona  fide 
application  for  the  adjournment,  and  sufficient  legal  proof  of  facts  to 
authorize  the  justice  to  grant  it. 

§  6.  On  amendment  of  the  pleadings.  When  a  party  amends  his 
pleadings  after  joinder  of  issue,  or  pleads  over  upon  the  decision  of  a 
demurrer,  and  it  is  made  to  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  by 
oath,  that  an  adjournment  is  necessasy  to  the  adverse  party  in  conse- 
quence of  the  amendment  or  pleading  over,  an  adjournment  must  be 
granted.     Yol.  1,  p.  27,  §  2944. 

The  only  condition  upon  the  right  to  an  adjournment  in  such  case 
is  that  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  by 
oath,  that  an  adjournment  is  necessary  in  consequence  of  the  amend- 
ment or  pleading  over.  What  is  meant  by  the  phrase  "  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  court,"  has  been  already  explained.  Ante,  117.  The  jus- 
tice must  be  reasonably  satisfied  by  the  facts  and  circumstances  pre- 
sented; and  if  the  party  applying  for  the  adjournment  was  fully 
advised  at  the  time  of  joining  the  issue  that  the  matters  embraced  in 
the  amendment  of  the  pleading  would  be  insisted  upon  as  an  issue  to 
be  litigated  upon  the  trial,  the  justice  has  the  right  to  consider  what 
took  place  at  the  time  of  joining  the  issue  in  deciding  whether  he  is 
satisfied.  For  example,  if  upon  the  joining  of  the  issue  the  defendant 
orally  pleads  payment  and  a  general  denial,  and  the  justice  failstonote 
the  defense  of  payment,  telling  the  defendant  that  payment  can  be 
proved  under  the  general  denial,  the  justice  has  the  right  to  consider 
what  was  said  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff  in  determining  his  right 
to  an  adjournment  on  a  subsequent  amendment  of  the  answer  by  add- 
ing the  plea  of  payment.  Under  such  circumstances  the  plaintiff  should 
meet  these  facts  by  an  affidavit  showing  that  he  has  labored  under  a 
misapprehension,  if  such  was  the  case,  or  should  name  the  witness  or 
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witnesses,  and  state  the  testimony  which  he  relies  upon  as  material  to 
meet  the  issue  made  by  the  amended  pleading.  8her<w  v.  WUlis,  5 
Lans.  329.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  amendment  of  the  answer  by 
inserting  a  plea  of  payment  is  a  genuine  surprise  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
there  are  no  facts  in  the  case  of  the  character  above  stated,  less  cer- 
tainty in  proof  would  be  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  an  adjournment. 
In  that  case  the  affidavit  will  be  sufficient  if  it  states  in  substance  that 
the  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  the  amendment,  cannot  safely  proceed 
to  the  trial  of  the  cause ;  that  material  witnesses  are  absent,  by  whom 
he  expects  to  prove  that  there  has  been  no  payment,  as  alleged ;  and 
that  an  adjournment  is  necessary  by  reason  of  the  amendment.    lb. 

In  all  such  cases  the  justice  has  a  judicial  discretion  to  exercise  ;  and 
unless  he  abuses  that  discretion,  his  decision  will  not  be  disturbed  upon 
appeal.  lb. 

§  1.  Upon  the  trial.  The  amendments  spoken  of  in  the  preceding 
section  may  be  made  at  any  time  before  trial,  or  during  the  trial,  if 
substantial  justice  will  be  promoted  thereby,  and,  therefore,  an  adjourn- 
ment of  the  trial  may  be  had  at  that  time.  So  where  upon  the  trial  a 
warrant  of  attachment  is  issued  .to  compel  the  attendance  of  a  witness, 
who  has  failed  to  appear  in  obedience  to  a  subpoena,  the  justice  may  in 
his  discretion  adjourn  the  trial  for  such  a  time  as  he  deems  necessary 
for  the  return  of  the  warrant,  not  exceeding  five  days.  Vol.  1,  p.  33, 
§  2967.  See  Aberhall  v.  Hoaok,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  345.  So  when  a 
witness  attending  before  a  justice  in  an  action  refuses  to  be  sworn  or 
aflSrmed  in  the  form  prescribed  by  law,  or  to  answer  a  pertinent 
and  proper  question,  or  neglects  or  refuses  to  produce  a  book  or  paper 
which  he  has  been  duly  subpoenaed  or  ordered  to  produce,  and  the 
party  at  whose  instance  he  attended  makes  oath  that  the  testimony  of 
the  witness,  or  that  the  book  or  paper  is  so  far  material  that  without  it 
he  cannot  safely  proceed  with  the  trial  of  the  action,  the  justice  may, 
by  warrant,  commit  the  witness  to  the  county  jail.  Vol.  1,  p.  41, 
§  3001.  The  justice  must  thereupon,  from  time  to  time,  at  the  request 
of  the  party  in  whose  behalf  the  witness  attended,  adjourn  the  trial 
until  the  witness  testifies,  or  produces  the  book  or  paper  required,  or 
becomes  a  lunatic,  or  is  discharged  according  to  law.  Id. ,  p.  42,  §  3003. 
In  either  of  these  cases  no  bond  is  required  by  the  statute  as  a  condi- 
tion of  the  adjournment,  and  except  in  the  case  specified  in  the  pre- 
ceding section  of  this  chapter,  no  proof  need  be  submitted  to  the  court 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  adjournment,  further  than  that 
required  to  procure  the  attachment  or  to  authorize  the  justice  to  com- 
mit the  witness  to  the  county  jail. 
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Except  in  the  cases  specified,  no  adjournment  can  be  had  by  either 
party  after  the  trial  of  a  cause  has  commenced.  In  ordinary  cases,  if 
a  party  neglects  to  apply  for  an  adjournment  until  a  jury  is  impan- 
eled and  sworn,  the  application  will  be  too  late,  and  the  justice  will  not 
have  authority  to  grant  the  motion.  Matthews  v.  Fiestel,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
90 ;  PoUock  v.  Mle,  id.  541 ;  Stm-y  v.  Bishop,  4  E.  D,  Smith,  423  ; 
AherhaU  v.  Roach,  11  How.  95 ;  Fairbanks  v.  Gorlies,  1  Abb.  150 ; 
S.  C,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  582 ;  Pa/rmelee  v.  Thompson,  1  Plill,  7V  ;  Fink 
V.  Hall,  8  Johns.  437.  So,  too,  an  application  to  adjourn  comes  too 
late  after  the  trial  has  commenced  before  the  justice  without  a  jury. 
The  swearing  of  a  witness  in  the  cause,  and  his  examination  partially 
or  wholly,  is  a  commencement  of  the  trial  in  such  a  case. 

There  are  cases,  however,  in  which  a  justice  may  delay  a  cause  for  a 
short  time,  even  after  a  trial  has  commenced,  before  the  justice  alone, 
or  when  the  trial  is  by  jury.  And  if  an  important  witness  is  unex- 
pectedly absent,  or  if  a  material  witness  is  near  the  court,  and  can  be 
procured  in  a  short  time,  the  justice  may,  in  his  discretion,  hold  open 
the  cause  a  short  time  for  that  purpose.  In  one  case  a  justice  held 
open  the  cause  for  two  hours  after  a  jury  was  impaneled,  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  procure  witnesses,  and  this  was  held  to  be  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  justice.  Pease  v.  Gleason,  8  Johns.  409.  But  this  dis- 
cretion is  not  an  arbitrary  one,  and  if  the  delay  is  unreasonable,  it  will 
be  error.  And  where  a  trial  had  commenced,  and  the  justice  held 
open  a  cause  for  twenty  hours  to  enable  the  defendant  to  go  twelve 
miles  to  procure  evidence,  this  was  held  to  be  unreasonable.  And 
where  the  justice  proceeded  with  the  trial  in  this  case,  in  the  absence 
of  the  plaintiflp,  at  the  time  fixed  for  resuming  the  trial,  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  was  reversed.  Oreen  v.  Angel,  13  Johns.  469. 
And  see  AlerhaU  v.  Roach,  11  How  95 ;  S.  C,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  345. 
There  are  numerous  cases  in  which  the  law  authorizes  a  justice  to  hold 
open  the  cause  for  some  considerable  time.  This  fi-equently  arises 
from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  when  a  jury  has  been  demanded,  and  a 
venire  issued,  as  it  frequently  takes  a  long  time  to  procure  a  sufficient 
number  of  persons.  In  such  a  case  the  delay  is  unavoidable,  and  the 
delay  excusable,  even  if  it  happens  that  the  cause  must  be  held  open 
from  one  day  to  the  next.  Day  v.  Wilber,  3  Caines,  134.  So,  when  a 
justice  is  engaged  in  the  trial  of  a  cause,  he  may  delay  the  trial  of  an- 
other cause  until  the  first  cause  has  been  disposed  of.  Hunt  v.  Wickwire, 
10  Wend.  102.  So,  in  case  a  jury  disagrees  and  is  discharged,  it  is 
proper  to  issue  a  new  venire,  which  must  be  returnable  within  forty- 
eight  hours,  and  the  cause  may  be  held  open  in  the  mean  time.  Yol.  1, 
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p.  43,  §  3008.  This  limitation  of  time  may  be  waived  by  express 
agreement,  or  by  implication  arising  from  the  acts  of  the  parties.  In 
one  ease  a  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury  on  the  14th  day  of  the  month, 
and  the  jury  disagreed  and  were  discharged  by  the  justice,  and  the 
justice  then  proposed  to  the  parties  to  postpone  the  cause  until  the 
17th  day  of  the  same  month,  to  which  neither  party  made  any  objec- 
tion. There  was  no  other  consent  than  this,  which  was  implied  by  the 
silence  of  the  parties,  and  the  justice  then  adjourned  the  cause  until  the 
17th  of  the  month.  The  plaintiff  appeared  on  that  day,  but  the  de- 
fendant did  not,  and  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 
This  judgment  was  held  to  be  regular,  and  the  judgment  valid.  Fiero 
V.  Reynolds,  20  Barb.  275. 

After  a  trial  has  been  had  and  the  jury  is  discharged,  becanse  of  an 
inability  to  agree  upon  a  verdict,  the  defendant  cannot  insist  upon  an 
adjournment  as  a  matter  of  right.  Having  once  declared  himself  ready 
for  trial,  and  having  once  proceeded  to  the  trial,  it  is  too  late  to  insist 
that  he  could  not  procure  his  evidence  or  witnesses  before  the  trial 
commenced.  An  action  was  pending  before  a  justice,  and  a  trial  com- 
menced before  a  jury  called  by  the  defendant,  and  after  a  partial  trial 
of  the  cause,  it  was  adjourned  on  motion  of  such  defendant.  On  the 
adjourned  day,  five  only  of  the  jurors  appeared,  the  sixth  being  absent 
on  account  of  illness.  The  defendant  refused  to  try  the  cause  before 
the  five  jurors  who  appeared.  He  also  objected  to  a  new  venire,  or  to 
having  a  talesman  called.  The  justice,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant, 
then  dismissed  the  five  jurors.  The  plaintiff  then  insisted  upon  an 
immediate  trial,  and  requested  the  defendant  to  take  out  a  new  venire, 
returnable  immediate!}'',  which  the  defendant  refused  to  do,  but  on  the 
contrary,  he  made  an  application  for  an  adjournment  for  the  purpose 
of  procuring  the  attendance  of  two  witnesses,  who  resided  eight  miles 
from  the  place  of  trial,  who  had  not  been  subpoenaed,  nor  had  any 
effort  been  made  to  procure  their  attendance.  A  witness  was  sworn  as 
to  the  materiality  of  the  absent  persons  as  witnesses.  The  justice 
decided  to  grant  the  adjournment  on  the  terms  that  the  defendant  pay 
$1.75  to  the  plaintiff,  which  was  the  amount  of  fees  payable  to  material 
witnesses  of  the  plaintiff  then  in  attendance.  The  defendant  refused 
to  comply  with  these  terms,  and  the  plaintiff  insisted  upon  proceeding 
immediately  with  the  trial,  and  he  also  consented  to  issuing  a  new 
venire  returnable  immediately.  The  justice  offered  to  issue  such  new 
venire  returnable  immediately,  but  the  defendant  objected  to  an  im- 
mediate trial,  and  insisted  that  the  cause  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  though 
at  a  subsequent  day.     The  plaintiff'  then  asked  to  have  the  cause  tried 
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without  a  jury,  which  request  the  justice  granted,  and  the  cause  was  tried 
without  a  jury,  and  the  plaintiff  had  judgment.  This  was  held  to  be 
regular  and  the  judgment  M^as  aflSrmed.  Bahcock  v.  Rill,  35  Barb. 
52.  It  was  held  that  the  neglect  to  subpoena  the  witnesses  named  was 
a  want  of  due  diligence,  and  that  the  justice  would  have  been  justified 
in  refusing  an  adjournment  upon  any  terms.  So,  it  was  also  held  that 
the  conduct  of  the  defendant  amounted  to  a  waiver  of  a  jury,  for  he 
had  refused  to  have  a  venire  to  obtain  a  jury  on  the  trial  day,  although 
he  wished  for  one  for  a  subsequent  day,  and  this  amounted  to  a  refusal 
to  have  a  jury  at  the  time  the  cause  was  tried. 

§  8.  Length  of  the  adjournment.  A  trial  may  be  adjourned 
by  consent  of  parties  vsdthout  limit  as  to  the  length  of  time  which  will 
elapse  before  the  day  fixed  for  the  hearing. 

A  justice  cannot  adjourn  a  cause  upon  his  own  motion  for  a  longer 
period  than  eight  days.  Vol.  1,  p.  31,  §  2959.  An  adjournment  upon 
the  application  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  joining  issue  cannot 
exceed  eight  days,  and  may  be  for  a  less  time  if  the  justice  deems  a 
short  adjournment  will  serve  the  ends  of  justice.     Id.  32. 

An  adjournment  upon  the  application  of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of 
joining  issue  must  be  for  such  a  reasonable  time  fixed  by  the  justice  as 
will  enable  the  defendant  to  procure  the  testimony  or  witness  for  the  want 
of  which  the  adjournment  is  necessary,  subject,  however,  to  the  general 
limitation  hereafter  noticed.  lb.  The  second  or  subsequent  adjournments 
on  the  application  of  the  defendant  may  be  for  such  time  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  procure  the  necessary  testimony  or  the  attendance  of  the  absent 
witness,  subject  to  the  same  limitation.  Id.  33.  An  adjournment  after 
the  issuing  of  an  attachment  against  a  defaulting  witness  may  be  for 
such  time  as  the  justice  deems  necessary  for  the  return  of  the  warrant, 
not  exceeding  five  days.  lb.  There  is  no  statutory  limit  to  the 
length  of  an  adjournment  granted  in  consequence  of  the  amendment 
of  a  pleading,  or  in  consequence  of  the  adverse  party  pleading  over 
upon  the  decision  of  a  demurrer,  further  than  the  general  limitation 
that  the  trial  shall  not  be  adjourned  to  a  time  beyond  ninety  days  from 
the  joinder  of  issue  without  the  consent  of  both  parties.  Where  an 
adjournment  is  had  upon  the  commitment  of  a  witness  for  a  refusal  tc 
be  sworn  or  to  testify,  or  to  produce  a  book  or  paper,  there  is  no  statutory 
limit  to  the  length  of  time  consumed  by  the  successive  adjournments 
other  than  the  ultimate  obedience  of  the  witness  to  the  subpoena,  his 
death,  insanity,  or  legal  discharge.     Vol.  1,  p.  42,  §  3003. 

But  as  a  general  rule  the  trial  of  an  action  cannot  be  adjourned  to  a 
47 
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time  beyond  ninety  days  from  the  joinder  of  issue  without  the  consent 
of  both' parties.     Vol.  1,  p.  33,  §  2967. 

To  this  rule  there  are  three  exceptions  which  are  clearly  pointed  out 
in  the  statute  cited.  It  is,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  enumerate  them 
here. 

§  9.  Irregular  adjournments,  or  erroneous  refusal.  The  appli- 
cation for  an  adjournment  must  be  made  at  the  place  at  which  the  pro- 
cess is  returnable,  or  at  the  place  to  which  the  trial  has  been  adjourned. 
A  justice  has  no  right  to  try  a  cause  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant  at  a 
place  different  from  the  place  named  for  his  appearance,  if  the  trial 
proceeds  on  the  return  day.  Stewart  v.  Meigs,  12  Johns.  41T  ;  Case  v. 
Yan  Ness,  1  Johns.  Cas.  243.  But  where  both  parties  have  appeared,  the 
justice  may  adjourn  the  cause  for  trial  at  another  place,  whether  the 
parties  consent  or  not.  Morrell  v.  Wear,  1  Cow.  112.  In  that  case, 
the  application  must  be  made  at  the  place  fixed  for  trial  if  the  applica- 
tion is  made  on  the  day  so  fixed  for  trial. 

When  an  adjournment  is  sought,  there  must  in  every  case  be  an 
appearance  for  that  purpose  by  the  party  who  desires  the  adjournment. 
This  appearance  may  be  in  person  or  by  attorney  or  agent.  But  there 
must  be  an  appearance  by  some  one.  A  cause  was  adjourned  with  a 
provision  that  if  the  defendant  filed  security  as  provided  by  the  statute, 
he  should  have  a  further  adjournment.  He  filed  the  security,  but 
neglected  to  appear  at  the  adjourned  day  to  procure  the  further 
adjournment,  and  judgment  was  rendered  against  him  on  that  day. 
This  was  held  to  be  a  regular  judgment.  Muber  v.  Held,  3  Abb.  110. 
The  application  for  an  adjournment  may  be  made  by  the  plaintiff  in 
person,  or  by  any  attorney  or  agent  in  his  behalf  if  duly  authorized  for 
that  purpose.  A  justice  is  bound  to  permit  a  duly  authorized  attorney 
or  agent  to  make  the  necessary  proof  for  an  adjournment,  and  a  refusal 
to  do  so  will  be  an  error  for  which  a  judgment  will  be  reversed.  Seers 
V.  Grandy,  1  Johns.  514. 

An  adjournment  cannot  be  made  by  a  justice  in  the  absence  of  both 
parties.  In  one  case  issue  had  been  joined,  and  the  cause  adjourned  to 
the  20th  of  May  for  trial.  The  justice  then  left  his  office,  but  returned 
in  a  short  time,  when  he  found  a  note  or  written  consent  upon  his 
table  signed  by  the  counsel  for  the  respective  parties,  authorizing  an 
adjournment  to  the  18th  day  of  May,  instead  of  the  20th,  as  agreed. 
The  justice  was  requested  to  "  note  the  fact,"  and  he  thereupon,  in  the 
absence  of  the  parties,  adjourned  the  cause  to  the  18th  of  May.  On 
that  day  the  parties  appeared,  but  the  defendant  refused  to  proceed 
with  the  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  adjournment  was  irregular,  and 
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he  asked  for  a  further  adjournment,  promising  to  waive  the  irregularity 
if  the  adjournment  should  be  granted.  This  application  was  refused, 
and  the  plaintiff  had  a  judgment  which  was  reversed  on  account  of  the 
irregular  adjournment  in  the  absence  of  the  parties,  which  irregularity 
was  not  waived  by  any  act  of  the  defendant.  Weeks  v.  Lyon,  18 
Barb.  530.  In  another  case,  issue  was  joined  on  the  15th  day  of  July, 
and  the  cause  adjourned  by  consent  until  the  20th  day  of  the  saftie 
month.  A  further  adjournment  by  consent  was  made  until  the  15th 
day  of  October.  On  the  10th  day  of  October  the  plaintiff's  agent  or 
attorney  went  before  the  justice,  and  swore  that  the  plaintiff  and  one 
of  the  defendants  had  both  authorized  him  to  appear  and  adjourn  the 
suit  to  some  day  beyond  the  1st  of  January  following.  The  cause  was 
adjourned  to  the  9th  day  of  January  mentioned,  when  the  plaintiff 
appeared,  but  the  defendants  did  not  appear,  and  a  judgment  was 
obtained  by  the  plaintiff,  which  was  reversed  on  account  of  the  irregular 
adjournment.    Delcmd  v.  Richardson,  4  Denio,  95. 

In  another  case,  the  parties  appeared  on  the  return  day,  at  the  place 
mentioned  in  the  process,  but  the  justice  did  not  appear.  The  justice 
sent  a  note,  which  was  not  signed,  to  the  person  at  whose  house  the 
process  was  returnable,  adjourning  the  cause  to  a  subsequent  day.  On 
that  day  the  justice  and  the  plaintiff  appeared,  but  the  defendant  did 
not,  and  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  judgment  which  was  reversed  because 
of  the  irregular  adjournment.  Wiest  v.  Critsinger,  4  Johns.  117. 
These  cases  show  with  what  strictness  the  courts  enforce  the  rule  that 
the  justice  and  the  parties,  or  at  least  the  justice  and  the  plaintiff,  must 
be  present  in  court  before  a  regular  and  valid  adjournment  can  be 
made. 

The  general  rule  is  that  an  irregular  or  an  illegal  adjournment  is  a 
discontinuance  of  the  action.  The  cases  relating  to  this  point  are  very 
numerous,  and  some  of  them  will  be  noticed  hereafter,  by  way  of  il- 
lustrating what  constitutes  such  irregularity.  It  is  proper  in  this  place 
to  correct  an  erroneous  statement  frequently  made,  that  an  irregu- 
lar adjournment  will  render  void  any  judgment  which  may  be  subse- 
quently rendered  against  the  party  objecting,  or  non-appearing.  This 
statement  is  not  correct,  for  the  judgment  in  such  cases  is  merely  er- 
roneous, and,  therefore,  reversible  upon  an  appeal,  but  it  is  not  void, 
nor  can  it  be  impeached  in  any  manner  except  by  an  appeal.  Horton 
v.  Auchmoody,  7  Wend.  200 ;  Hard  v.  8hipm<m,  6  Barb.  621 ; 
Humphrey  V.  Persons,  23  id.  314 ;  Stomton  v.  Schell,  3  Sandf .  323  ; 
jyivemois  v.  Leavitt,  8  Abb.  60. 

The  principle  is  this,  when  the  justice  has  once  acquired  jurisdiction 
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of  the  subject-matter  and  of  the  person,  he  is  authorized  to  proceed 
with  the  action,  and,  though  subsequent  errors  committed  by  him.  may 
render  his  judgment  erroneous,  and  therefore  reversible  on  an  appeal, 
yet  no  such  judgment  will  be  held  to  be  utterly  void.  lb.  And  the 
justice  and  the  constable  who  enforce  such  erroneous  judgment  will 
be  protected  from  an  action  for  any  acts  done  before  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment.-  lb.  As  illustrative  of  judgments  which  are  erroneous,  but 
not  void,  it  has  been  held  that  a  second  adjournment  in  favor  of  a 
plaintiff  is  erroneous.  Horton  v.  Auchmoody,  7  Wend.  200 ;  Provd- 
fit  V.  Henman,  8  Johns.  391 ;  Payne  v.  Wheeler,  15  id.  492 ;  Dwn^ 
ham  V.  Heyden,  7  id.  381. 

So  of  a  second  adjournment  by  a  justice  on  his  own  motion,  when 
objection  was  made.  Oamage  v.  Loav,  2  Johns.  192;  Kiknore  v. 
Sudam,  1  id.  529.  So  where  a  justice  held  open  a  cause  for  a  long 
time  after  the  trial  of  the  action  had  been  commenced.  Green  v. 
Angel,  13  Johns.  469 ;  Story  v.  Bishop,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  423 ;  Aber- 
hall  V.  Poach,  11  How.  95 ;  S.  C,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  345 ;  Redfidd  v. 
Florence,  2  id.  339.  So  an  adjournment  in  favor  of  a  defendant, 
without  proof  or  security,  when  that  course  is  objected  to  by  the 
plaintiff,  is  erroneous.  PecJc  v.  Andrews,  32  Barb.  445.  So  an  ad- 
journment by  the  justice  in  the  absence  of  the  parties  is  erroneous, 
notwithstanding  the  parties  agreed  to  such  an  adjournment  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  justice,  provided  the  parties  do  not  both  appear  at  the  sub- 
sequent trial.  Kimhall  v.  Mack,  10  Wend.  497 ;  Weeks  v.  Lyon,  18 
Barb.  530  ;  Deland  v.  Richardson,  4  Denio,  95  ;  Wiest  v.  Critsvnger, 
4  Johns.  117.  So  where  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  on  the  return 
day,  or  an  adjourned  day,  the  cause  cannot  be  adjourned,  but  must  be 
dismissed.     Bailey  v.  Delaplaine,  1  Sandf.  11 ;  Norris  v.  Blealdey, 

3  Abb.  107;  S.  C,  1  Hilt.  90;  Sprague  v.  SJied,  9  Johns.  140; 
Green  v.  Angel,  13  id.  469.  So,  although  a  justice  may  adjourn 
a  cause  when  a  defendant  does  not  appear  on  the  return  day  of  pro- 
cess, yet  he  cannot  hold  the  cause  open  indefinitely.  He  should  ad- 
journ to  a  day  certain,  and  if  he  does  not,  but  holds  the  cause  open  in- 
definitely for  four  days,  and  then  renders  judgment  against  a  defend- 
ant in  his  absence,  the  judgment  will  be  erroneous.    Wilcox  v.  Clement; 

4  Denio,  160.  So,  when  a  commission  is  issued  by  a  justice  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  the  evidence  of  an  absent  witness,  the  cause  ought  to 
be  adjourned  to  a  day  certain,  and  it  is  irregular  to  hold  open  the  cause 
indefinitely  for  the  return  day  of  such  commission.  AUen  v.  Edwards, 
3  Hill,  499. 

It  does  not  follow  as  of  course,  however,  that  every  erroneous  ad- 
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jouriiment  will  be  suflSeient  cause  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 
Every  person  may  renounce  any  benelit  wliicli  the  law  has  conferred 
upon  him.  Bitd  v.  Trustees  of  Lochport,  3  N.  Y.  197 ;  Baker  v. 
Braman,  6  Hill,  47  ;  Conkling  v.  King,  10  N.  Y.  446;  Broom's  Leg. 
Max.  444,  547.  And,  therefore,  if  the  party  who  might  have  alleged 
error  in  the  proceedings  chooses  to  appear  voluntarily  in  the  action  at 
a  subsequent  trial  thereof,  and  to  proceed  therein  without  objection, 
such  acts  will  be  a  waiver  of  the  irregularity,  and  the  judgment  will 
be  regular  and  valid.  See  the  foregoing  cases.  But  a  defendant  may 
appear  and  offer  to  proceed  with  the  cause  conditionally,  but  not  other- 
wise, and  in  that  case  the  condition  must  be  complied  with,  or  there 
will  be  no  waiver  of  the  previous  irregularity.  Weeks  v.  Lyon,  18 
Barb.  530.  The  party  who  procures  an  irregular  adjournment  cannot 
allege  that  as  a  ground  of  error,  because  no  one  is  permitted  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  his  own  wrongful  acts.  Peck  v.  McAlpme,  3  Caines,  166. 
So  where  an  adjournment  was  irregularly  granted,  but  the  defendant 
subsequently  confessed  judgment,  this  was  held  to  be  a  waiver  of  the 
error.  Hill  v.  Downer,  11  Johns.  461.  There  may  be  a  waiver  of 
any  irregularity  which  may  occur  in  the  proceedings  in  an  action.  And 
this  waiver  may  be  express  or  implied,  or  it  may  result  from  the  acts 
of  the  parties.  And  it  is  a  general  rule  that  a  voluntary  appearance 
and  participation  in  the  proceedings  in  an  action  without  objection, 
after  an  irregularity  committed,  will  be  a  waiver  of  the  error  and  will 
render  the  subsequent  judgment  valid.  j4.nd  it  will  not  make  any  dif- 
ference in  what  manner  the  party  was  induced  to  proceed  in  the  ac- 
tion, if  there  was  no  fraud  in  procuring  his  attendance,  and  if  he  ap- 
peared and  proceeded  in  the  action  voluntarily.  And,  therefore,  th6 
appearance  will  be  regular  and  the  waiver  complete,  whether  such 
party  appeared  at  the  request  of  the  opposite  party,  or  on  that  of  the 
justice,  or  voluntarily  on  his  own  motion. 


PART  VI. 

EYIDENCE. 

CHAPTER  I. 

GENERAL  PEINCrPLES. 

Section  1.  Preliminary  view.  That  which  is  legally  offered  by  the 
litigant  parties  to  induce  a  jury  to  decide  for  or  against  the  party  al- 
leging such  facts,  as  contradistinguished  from  all  comment  and  argu- 
ment on  the  subject,  falls  within  the  description  of  evidence.  When 
such  evidence  is  suiBcient  to  produce  a  conviction  of  the  truth  of  the 
fact  to  be  established,  it  amounts  to  proof. 

But  the  parties  to  an  action  are  not  permitted  to  adduce  every  de- 
scription of  evidence  which,  according  to  their  own  notions,  may  be 
supposed  to  elucidate  the  matter  in  dispiite ;  if  such  a  latitude  were 
permitted,  evidence  might  frequently  be  brought  forward,  which  would 
lead  rather  to  error  than  to  truth,  the  attention  of  the  court  or  jury 
might  be  diverted  by  the  introduction  of  irrelevant  or  immaterial  evi- 
dence, and  the  investigation  extended  to  a  most  inconvenient  length. 
In  order  to  guard  against  these  evils,  the  law  has  provided  certain 
rules  for  limiting  and  regulating  the  admissibility  of  evidence.  Some 
of  these  rules  are  statutory  enactments,  but  the  great  majority  of  them 
are  judicial  decisions,  which  are  founded  upon  convenience  and  the 
promotion  of  justice. 

"When  evidence  is  offered  by  either  party,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  it 
is  the  province  of  the  justice  to  decide  as  to  its  admissibility,  and  with 
this  question  a  jury  have  nothing  whatever  to  do.  It  is  their  duty  to 
weigh  and  pass  upon  such  evidence  as  shall  be  submitted  to  them, 
tmder  the  decision  of  the  court. 

For  the  finding  of  a  verdict,  in  every  issue,  it  is  essential,  in  the  first 
place,  to  know  what  facts,  when  proved,  will  satisfy  the  issue  in  point 
of  law  ;  and  secondly,  to  inquire  whether  such  facts  have  been  proved. 
There  are  cases  in  which  both  questions  are  submitted  to  the  jury  on 
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the  trial  of  actions  in  justices'  courts.  But  when  the  question  submit- 
ted to  them  is  merely  a  question  of  fact,  and  the  court  decides  the 
questions  of  law,  the  office  of  the  jury  is  then  confined  to  the  questions 
of  fact,  and  their  duty  is  to  ascertain  the  existence  of  facts,  by  means  of 
the  judgment  which  they  form  of  the  credibility  of  witnesses,  and  by 
the  inferences  which  they  make  from  the  circumstances  submitted  to 
their  consideration.  In  relation  to  proofs,  the  law  provides  that  the 
jury  shall  not  be  misled  or  deceived  by  irrelevant  or  illegal  evidence,  by 
providing  rules  for  its  exclusion  ;  and  having  done  this,  the  rest  is  left 
to  the  conscience  and  discretion  of  the  jury.  And  so  strongly  is  this 
rule  enforced,  that  it  is  the  settled  practice  of  the  courts  not  to  inter- 
fere with  the  finding  of  a  jury  upon  a  question  of  fact,  unless  the  ver- 
dict is  manifestly  a  perverse  one,  or  is  the  result  of  fraud  or  misconduct 
of  some  kind,  or  is  clearly  contrary  to  the  evidence. 

The  means  which  the  law  employs  for  investigating  a  past  transac- 
tion are  those  which  are  resorted  to  by  mankind  for  similar,  but  extra- 
judicial purposes.  It  rarely  if  ever  happens  that  a  jury,  or  other 
tribunal,  whose  business  it  is  to  decide  upon  a  matter  of  fact,  can  do  so 
by  means  of  actual  personal  observation.  It  is  obvious  that  when 
inquiry  is  to  be  made  into  the  circumstances  of  a  past  transaction,  before 
a  jury,  information  must  be  derived,  for  the  most  part,  from  the  same 
source,  and  must  be  judged  of  and  estimated,  to  a  great  extent,  by  the 
same  rules  that  would  be  resorted  to  and  applied  by  an  individual 
whose  business  or  whose  interest  it  was,  in  the  course  of  human  events, 
to  institute  such  an  inquiry.  When  knowledge  cannot  be  acquired,  by 
means  of  actual  and  personal  observation,  there  are  but  two  modes 
by  which  the  existence  of  a  by -gone  fact  can  be  ascertained. 

1.  By  information  derived,  either  immediately  or  mediately,  from 
those  who  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact ;  or, 

2.  By  means  of  inferences  or  conclusions  drawn  from  other  facts 
connected  with  the  principal  fact,  which  can  be  sufficiently  established. 

In  the  first  case,  the  inference  is  founded  on  a  principle  of  faith 
in  human  veracity,  sanctioned  by  experience.  In  the  second,  the  con- 
clusion is  one  derived  by  the  aids  of  experience  and  reason  from  the 
connection  between  the  facts  which  are  known  and  those  which  are 
unknown.  In  each  case,  the  inference  is  made  by  virtue  of  previous 
experience  of  the  connection  between  the  known  and  the  disputed 
facts,  although  the  grounds  of  such  inference  in  the  two  cases  materi- 
ally differ.  All  evidence  thus  derived,  whether  immediately  or  medi- 
ately, from  such  as  have  had,  or  are  supposed  to  have  had,  actual 
knowledge  of  the  fact,  may  not  improperly  be  termed  direct  evidence  ; 
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whilst  that  which  is  derived  merely  from  collateral  circumstances  may 
be  termed  indirect  or  inferential  evidence.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
means  of  indirect  proof  must  usually  be  supplied  by  direct  proof ;  for 
no  inference  can  be  drawn  from  any  collateral  facts  until  those  facts 
have  themselves  been  first  satisfactorily  established,  either  by  actual 
observation,  or  information  derived  from  others  who  have  derived 
their  knowledge  from  such  observation. 

Evidence  may  be  conveniently  divided  into  two  classes:  1st.  Direct, 
which  consists  in  the  testimony,  whether  immediately  or  inediately, 
derived  from  those  who  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  principal  or  dis- 
puted fact ;  or  2d.  Indirect,  or  inferential  evidence,  where  an  inference 
is  made  as  to  the  truth  of  the  disputed  fact,  not  by  means  of  the  actual 
knowledge  which  any  witness  had  of  the  fact,  but  from  collateral  facts 
ascertained  by  competent  means. 

Direct  or  testimonial  evidence,  again,  is  either  i/mniediate,  that  is 
where  a  witness  states  his  own  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact,  or  mediate, 
where  the  information  is  communicated,  not  immediately  by  the  party 
who  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact,  but  from  him  through  the  inter- 
mediate testimony  of  one  or  more  witnesses. 

Competent  evidence  is  such  evidence  as  the  law  adjudges  to  be  admis- 
sible when  offered  by  either  party.  Incompetent  evidence  is  such  as 
is  rejected  by  the  law  as  inadmissible.  Competency  may  relate  to  the 
person  of  the  witness  offered,  or  it  may  relate  to  the  character  of  the 
evidence  itself.  Some  persons  are  by  law  incompetent  to  be  sworn, 
and,  therefore,  they  cannot  give  competent  evidence.  Again,  the  law 
in  some  cases  excludes  certain  kinds  of  evidence,  and  requires  some 
particular  character  of  evidence  to  render  it  either  admissible  or  avail- 
able, as  in  the  case  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  which  requires  certain 
agreements  to  be,  in  writing.  Where  that  statute  requires  a  written 
agreement,  proof  of  a  parol  agi'eement  would  be  incompetent  evidence. 

So  when  a  contract  is  reduced  to  writing,  the  writing  itself  is  the 
competent  evidence  of  its  contents,  while  parol  evidence  thereof  would 
be  incompetent  evidence. 

Credible  evidence  is  such  evidence  as  is  worthy  of  belief.  In  deter- 
mining what  credit  is  due  to  a  witness,  or  to  particular  kinds  of  evi- 
dence, much  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  a  jury,  who  must  decide  that 
question  upon  all  the  circumstances  before  them. 

A  witness  may  be  competent,  and  therefore  admissible  as  a  witness, 
while  his  statements  may  be  utterly  unworthy  of  credit  on  account  of 
his  character.  In  such  a  case  his  evidence  is  competent,  but  it  is  not 
credible. 
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Evidence  is  relevant  when  it  bears  upon  any  of  the  issues  to  be  tried, 
or  when  it  bears  upon  any  question  which  is  to  be  determined  upon 
the  evidence.  Evidence  is  irrelevant  when  it  does  not  bear  upon  any 
such  issue  or  question.  Evidence  may  be  relevant  and,  therefore,  admis- 
sible, and  yet  it  may  be  of  very  little  value  or  importance  to  the  cause. 

Cumulative  evidence  is  such  as  augments  or  increases  in  quantity 
and  kind.  If  six  witnesses  have  sworn  in  a  similar  manner  in  relation 
to  a  particular  transaction,  it  would  be  cumulative  evidence  to  call 
several  others  to  the  same  point. 

Conclimve  evidence  is  such  as  does  not  admit  of  explanation  or  con- 
tradiction. It  is  evidence,  which,  of  itself,  whether  contradicted  or 
uncontradicted,  explained  or  unexplained,  is  sufficient  to  determine  the 
matter  at  issue.  A  record,  unless  impeached  for  fraud,  is  an  instance 
of  conclusive  evidence. 

Satisfactory  evidence  is  that  amount  of  proof  which  ordinarily  satis- 
fies an  unprejudiced  mind,  beyond  reasonable  doubt.  If  evidence  is 
admissible,  its  sufficiency  is  always  a  question  for  the  jury,  or  a  justice 
when  he  sits  in  their  place. 

§  2.  Matters  judicially  noticed,  without  proof.  There  are  some 
things  of  which  every  court  takes  judicial  notice  without  evidence  to 
prove  their  existence  or  their  extent  or  validity.  Courts  are  boiind  to 
take  notice  of  the  existence  of  all  general  statutes,  Browne  v.  Scofield, 
8  Barb.  239;  Methodist  Church  v.  Pickett,  19  N.  Y.  482;  People  v. 
HerTeimer,  4  Cow.  345  ;  and  of  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  and  the 
decisions  of  the  superior  courts,  without  any  proof  whatever  upon  the 
subject. 

Courts  also  take  notice  of  the  territorial  extent  of  the  jurisdiction 
and  sovereignty  exercised  de  facto,  by  their  own  government,  and  of 
the  local  divisions  of  their  country  into  states,  provinces,  counties, 
cities,  towns,  local  parishes  and  the  like,  so  far  as  the  political  govern- 
ment is  concerned  or  affected  ;  People  v.  Breese,  7  Cow.  429  ;  Chapman 
V  Wilher,  6  Hill,  475;  Branson  v.  Gleason,  7  Barb.  472;  Einokley 
V.  Beckwith,  23  Wis.  328 ;  and  of  the  relative  positions  of  such  local 
divisions,  but  not  of  their  precise  boundaries,  further  than  may  be  de- 
scribed in  public  statutes.  But  courts  do  not  take  judicial  notice  that 
particular  places  are,  or  are  not,  within  particular  counties.  Brunt  v. 
Thompson,  2  Ad.  &  El.  (N.  S.)  789. 

The  courts  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  government  surveys  of 

land ;  Gardner  v.  Eberhart,  82  111.  316 ;  Buchanan  v.  Whitam,  36 

Ind.  257 ;  Murphy  v.  HendHchs,  57  id.  593 ;  and  also  of  blocks  and 

lots  in  towns  and  cities.  Ga/rdner  v.  EherhaH,  82  111.  316.     But  the 
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courts  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of  the  names  of  the  townships  com- 
posing a  county,  where  townships  are  formed  by  a  board  of  commis- 
sioners, and  are  not  created,  bounded  and  named  by  the  legislature. 
Bragg  v.  Rush  Coimty,  34  Ind.  406. 

The  courts  will  also  take  judicial  notice  of  the  incorporation  of  a 
city  or  town  under  a  special  act ;  Ea/rd  v.  City  of  Decorah,  43  Iowa, 
313  ;  Village  of  Winooski  v.  Qohey,  49  Vt.  282;  of  the  charter  of  a 
village  corporation ;  Village  of  Winooski  v.  Ookey,  49  Vt.  282  ;  or  of 
a  city ;  Stier  v.  City  of  Oskaloosa,  41  Iowa,  353 ;  but  not  of  the  in- 
corporation of  a  city  or  village  under  a  general  act ;  Ha/rd  v.  City  of 
Deoorah,  43  Iowa,  313  ;  nor  of  the  width  of  the  streets  or  sidewalks  of 
a  city,  nor  of  the  ordinances  of  the  corporation  establishing  and  de- 
fining the  same,  or  prescribing  and  regulating  their  limits  and  extent. 
Porter  v.  Waring,  69  IN.  Y.  250.  A  city  court  may,  however,  take 
judicial  notice  of  city  ordinances  without  further  proof.  State  v.  Lie- 
her,  11  Iowa,  407. 

Courts  take  judicial  notice  of  acts  incorporating  cities  where  the  act 
itself  declares  that  it  is  a  public  act ;  Bowie  v.  City  of  Kansas,  51  Mo. 
454 ;  also  of  an  act  relating  to  the  powers  of  a  single  municipal  cor- 
poration, though  not  in  terms  declared  to  be  public.  Fauntleroy  v. 
Hatvnibal,  1  Dillon,  118.  And  if  the  act  incorporating  a  city  declares 
that  it  is  a  public  act,  a  supplement  to  the  act  will  follow  the  original 
for  the  purpose  of  judicial  recognition.  Ha/wthorne  v.  Hohoken,  3 
Vroom  (N.  J.),  172. 

The  courts  will  also  recognize  judicially  who  are  public  officers,  or 
officers  of  the  court;  Dyer  v.  Last,-^1  111.  179;  such  as  attorneys; 
People  V.  Nevins,  1  Hill,  154 ;  or  sheriffs,  or  county  or  town  clerks,  or 
county  judges  and  other  public  officers,  who  are  elected  or  appointed, 
and  act  under  a  general  statute  or  law ;  Thielman  v.  Burg,  73  lU.  293; 
and  also  of  the  genuineness  of  their  official  signatures,  and  of  those  of 
their  lawfully  constituted  deputies.  HimmelmAMin  v.  Hoadley,  44  Cal. 
213.  But  they  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of  the  signatures  of  at- 
torneys when  the  signatures  are  not  part  of  professional  acts,  done  in 
the  performance  of  professional  duties,  as  attorneys.  Masterson  v.  Le 
Clair,  4  Minn.  163.  And  see  Alderson  v.  BeU,  9  Cal.  315.  The  court 
will  also  take  judicial  notice  of  the  fact  that  a  county  judge  is  ex  of- 
ficio surrogate  of  his  county,  and  that  the  county  has  not  sufficient 
population  to  entitle  it  to  a  surrogate  as  an  officer  acting  in  that  capac- 
ity only  ;  Fa/rley  v.  MoCowndl,  7  Lans.  428 ;  that  a  certain  person  is 
governor  of  the  State,  and  of  the  genuineness  of  his  official  signature ; 
Wells  V.  Jackson,  etc.,  Co.,  47  N.  H.  235  ;  also  who  are  the  justices  of 
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the  peace  of  the  county  in  which  the  court  is  held  where  the  question  of 
their  official  character  is  not  directly  in  issue.  Oraham  v.  Anderson, 
42   111.  514. 

Courts  will  also  take  judicial  notice  of  the  various  courts  established 
by  law,  and  of  the  judges  presiding  over  them ;  Matter  of  Hackley,  21 
How.  103;  and  of  the  commencement  and  duration  of  the  terms  of  the 
courts.  Rodgers  v.  State,  50  Ala.  102 ;  Pugh  v.  State,  2  Head 
(Tenn.),  227;  Spencer  v.  Curtis,  57  Ind.  221;  Dorman  v.  State,  56 
id.  454;  Damidson  v.  Petioolas,  34  Texas,  27.  A.  court  will  also 
take  judicial  notice  of  its  own  records ;  Rohvnson  v.  Brown,  82  lU. 
279 ;  and  of  all  prior  proceedings  in  cases  pending  before  them.  State 
V.  Bowen,  16  Kans.  475.  But  the  court  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of 
the  record  of  another  case  in  the  same  court,  unless  it  is  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  court  by  being  made  a  part  of  the  record  of  the  case 
under  consideration;  National  Bam,k  of  Monticello  v.  Bryant,  13 
Bush  (Ky.),  419 ;  much  less  of  another  case  in  a  different  court. 
People  V.  De  La  Guerra,  24  Cal.  73.  Nor  that  the  case  before  the 
court  had  some  connection  with  a  case  formerly  decided  by  it.  Banks 
V.  Burnam,  61  Mo.  76.  State  courts  do  not  take  judicial  notice  of 
proceedings  in  the  Federal  courts.  Haber  v.  Klunherg,  3  Mo.  App. 
342.  ' 

Judicial  notice  is  also  taken  of  the  common  and  ordinary  modes  of 
transacting  commercial  business ;  Branson  v.  Wimam,,  10  Barb.  406 ; 
S.  C,  8  E".  Y.  182  ;  of  the  way  in  which  banks  and  like  public  insti- 
tutions do  business ;  Agawam,  Bank  v.  Strever,  18  id.  502 ;  of 
the  way  that  the  great  railways  of  the  land  are  managed  in  the  practical 
running  of  them ;  Slater  v.  Jewett,  85  id.  61,  68 ;  of  the  different 
classes  of  notes  and  bills  in  circulation  at  a  particular  time  ;  Hart  v. 
State,  55  Ind.  599 ;  Lumpkin  v.  Merrill,  46  Texas,  51 ;  that  gold 
coin  is  not  used  as  money  in  the  business  of  the  country,  but  has 
become  an  article  of  commerce;  United  States  v.  American  Oold 
Coin,  1  Woolw.  217;  that  contracts  were  made  in  certain  Southern 
States  during  the  rebellion  in  reference,  to  Confederate  currency  ; 
Buford  V.  Tucker,  44  Ala.  89 ;  but  not  of  the  rules  of  a  board  of 
brokers,  unless  they  are  rules  or  usages  of  trade  and  commerce,  which 
would  be  recognized  without  their  adoption  by  any  particular  board  or 
association.  .  Goldsmith  v.  Sawyer,  46  Cal.  209.  The  courts  also  take 
notice  of  the  prominent  geographical  facts  and  features  of  the  country ; 
Mossmam,  v.  Forrest,  27  Ind.  233;  that  certain  rivers  are  public 
highways ;  Brown  v.  Scofield,  8  Barb.  239 ;  Neaderhouser  v.  State,  28 
Ind.  257.     But  our  courts  do  not  take  judicial  notice  of  foreign  laws, 
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which  must  be  proved  like  other  facts;  Thompson  v.  Ketcham,  8 
Johns.  189  ;  Francis  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.,  6  Cow.  404,  429  ;  Lincoln  v. 
Battelle,  6  Wend.  475  ;  Dollfus  v.  Frosch,  1  Denio,  367 ;  Monroe  v. 
Douglass,  5  N.  Y.  447 ;  nor  do  they  take  judicial  notice  of  the  laws 
of  other  States,  if  they  differ  from  the  common  law.  Hosford  v. 
Nichols,  1  Paige,  220  ;  Holmes  v.  Broughton,  10  Wend.  75 ;  Gondii 
V.  Blaokwell,  4  Green  (N.  J.),  193;  Simms  v.  Southern  Ex.  Co.,  38 
Ga.  129  ;  Hoyt  v.  McNeil,  13  Minn.  390 ;  MoUle,  etc.,  B.  R.  Co.  v. 
Whitney,  39  Ala.  468 ;  Shed  v.  Augustine,  14  Kans.  282 ;  Henry  v. 
Root,  33  N.  Y.  526 ;  Seymour  v.  Sturgess,  26  id.  134. 

They  will,  however,  take  judicial  notice  of  the  acts  of  Congress- 
Bayly'' s  Adm''r  v.  Ghuhh,  16  Gratt.  (Va.)  284 ;  Good'vng  v.  Morgan, 
70  111.  275 ;  Mims  v.  Swartz,  37  Texas,  13 ;  Morris  v.  Damidson,  47  Ga. 
361 ;  Kessel  v.  Alhetis,  56  Barb.  362 ;  and  of  the  Constitution  of  a 
sister  State  so  far  as  the  jurisdiction  of  its  courts  is  shown.  Dodge  v. 
Coffin,  15  Kan.  277 ;  but  the  courts  will  not  take  judicial  notice 
of  the  journals  of  the  legislature ;  Oral)  v.  Cushmwn,  45  111.  119 ; 
nor  of  the  regulations  of  the  canal  commission  ers ;  Pal/mer  v.  Aldridge, 
16  Barb.  131 ;  nor  of  the  by  laws  of  corporate  bodies ;  Harker  v.  Mayor, 
etc.,  17  Wend.  199 ;  nor  of  matters  which  happen  to  be  known  to  the 
presiding  judge.  Wheeler  v.  Wehster,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  1 ;  Wilhie  v. 
Bolster,  3  id.  327.  But  the  court  may  notice  the  ordinary  duration 
of  human  life  as  a  scientific  fact.  Johnston  v.  Hudson  Rimer  R.  R., 
6  Duer,  634.  So  courts  will  of  themselves  notice  the  meaning  of  Eng- 
lish words,  terms  of  art,  legal  weights  and  measures,  money,  and  the 
ordinary  admeasurement  of  time. 

'  They  may  take  judicial  notice  that  lager  beer  is  a  malt  liquor. 
Adler  v.  State,  55  Ala.  16;  State  v.  Goyette,  11  R.  I.  592;  Watson  v. 
State,  55  Ala.  158;  that  whisky  is  an  intoxicating  liquor;  Schlicht 
V.  State,  56  Ind.  173 ;  Qommxmwealth  v.  Peckham,  2  Gray,  514 ;  Egan 
V.  State,  53  Ind.  162 ;  Klare  v.  State,  43  id.  483.  But  not  that  malt 
liquors  are  intoxicating.  Shaw  v.  State,  56  id.  188 ;  Commonwealth 
V.  Peckham,  2  Gray,  514;  Kla/re  v.  State,  43  Ind.  483;  nor  that 
wine  is  intoxicating.  lb. 

Courts  also  take  judicial  notice  of  matters  of  public  history ;  Douthitt 
V.  Stinson,  63  Mo.  268 ;  Ashley  v.  Martin,  50  Ala.  537 ;  Swinnerton 
V.  Golumhian  Ins.  Co.,  37  IST.  Y.  174 ;  Cuyler  v.  Ferrill,  1  Abb.  (U. 
S.)  169 ;  and  of  science  and  art.  Thus,  they  will  judicially  notice 
the  art  of  photography,  the  mechanical  and  chemical  processes  employed, 
the  scientific  principles  on  which  they  are  based,   and  their  results. 
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Luke  V.  Galhoun  Co.,  52  Ala.  115.  See  Cowley  v.  People,  83  N.  Y. 
464,  477. 

The  court  will  also  take  judicial  notice  of  the  recurrence  of  the  day 
on  which  a  general  election  is  held  in  its  own  State.  Ellis  r.  Reddvn, 
12  Kans.  306.  But  not  of  the  time  .of  holding  an  election  in  a  sister 
State. 

And  generally  the  courts  will  take  notice  of  whatever  ought  to  be 
generally  known  within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdiction.  People  v. 
Snyder",  41  N.  Y.  397;  Smith  v.  N.  T.  Central  E.  E.  Co.,  48  Barb. 
225  ;  Swvnnerton  v.  Columbian  Ins.  Co.,  37  N.  Y.  174. 

§  3.  Competency  of  witness.  The  common  law  formerly  ex- 
cluded many  persons  from  being  witnesses  who  are  now  rendered 
competent  by  statute.  The  changes  which  have  been  made  in 
this  State,  by  statute,  in  relation  to  evidence,  incline  to  the 
side  of  extending  the  competency  of  witnesses,  leaving  their 
credibility  to  the  jury,  or  to  the  court.  The  practical  effect  of 
this  is  to  permit  many  witnesses  to  be  sworn  now  who  were  formerly 
excluded,  and  then  allowing  a  jury  to  pass  upon  their  credibility  and 
giving  their  evidence  such  weight  as  they  may  deem  proper.  But  it 
does  not  follow  that  a  jury  should  give  every  witness  equal  credit, 
although  the  statute  has  rendered  them  equally  competent  to  be  sworn 
and  testify.  There  is  no  part  of  a  juror's  duty  which  is  more  impor- 
tant than  that  in  relation  to  the  estimate  which  is  to  be  placed  upon  the 
credibility  of  witnesses  and  the  value  which  should  be  given  to  their 
evidence.  The  law  does  not  permit  any  witness  to  testify  unless  it  is 
under  the  obligation  of  an  oath  in  some  form.  And  for  this  reason  all 
persons  who  are  incapable  of  comprehending  the  nature  and  obhgation 
of  an  oath  cannot  be  admitted  as  a  witness.  The  defect  may  be  per- 
manent or  it  may  be  temporary,  but  while  the  incapacity  exists  the 
witness  is  incompetent. 

Idiots,  lunatics  or  intoxicated  persons  are  not  competent,  if  their  con- 
dition is  such  that  they  do  not  comprehend  the  nature  of  an  oath. 
Zitvingston  v.  Kiersted,  10  Johns.  362  ;  Coleman  v.  Commonwealth, 
25Gratt.  (Ya.)  865.  An  inquisition  of  lunacy  found  against  a  person  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  his  incompetency,  unless  overcome  by  evi- 
dence of  sanity.     Hoyt  v.  Adee,  3  Lans.  173. 

A  justice  ought  not  to  permit  a  witness,  who  is  in  a  state  of  gross 
intoxication,  to  be  either  sworn  or  examined ;  and  in  such  a  case,  the 
justice  is  to  decide  the  matter  on  his  own  view  of  the  witness  and  his 
condition.  Ha/rtford  v.  Pahner,  16  Johns.  143.  In  the  case  just 
cited,  the  justice  had  refused  to  swear  such  a  witness,  and  his  decision 
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was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  who  said,  m  relation  to  the  capac- 
ity of  such  a  witness  :  "  This  principle,  necessarily,  excludes  persons 
from  testifying,  who  are  besotted  with  intoxication  at  the  time  they 
are  offered  as  witnesses ;  for  it  is  a  temporary  derangement  of  the 
mind ;  and  it  is  impossible  for  such  men  to  have  a  memory  of  events, 
of  which  they  may  have  had  knowledge,  as  to  be  able  to  present  them, 
fairly  and  faithfully,  to  those  who  are  to  decide  upon  contested  facts. 
A  present  and  existing  intoxication,  to  a  considerable  degree,  utterly 
disqualifies  the  person  so  affected,  to  narrate  facts  and  events  in  a  way 
at  all  to  be  relied  on.  It  would,  we  tliink,  be  profaning  the  sanctity  of 
an  oath  to  tender  it  to  a  man  who  had  no  present  sense  of  the  obligations 
it  imposed.  Indeed,  it  would  be  a  scandal  to  the  administration  of 
justice  to  allow,  for  a  moment,  the  rights  of  individuals  to  be  jeopar- 
dized by  the  testimony  of  any  man  laboring  raider  the  beastly  sin  of 
drunkenness.  *  *  *  *  We  cannot  withhold  our  approbation  of 
the  firmness  the  magistrate  has  evinced  on  this  occasion,  in  refusing  to 
administer  an  oath  to  a  witness  thus  circumstanced." 

Deaf  and  dumb  persons  are  sometimes  said  to  be  presumed  incompe- 
tent, and  that  the  burden  of  showing  them  competent  devolves  upon 
the  person  who  offers  them  as  witnesses.  A  deaf  and  dumb  witness 
may  be  examined  by  means  of  signs  made  with  the  fingers,  yet  it  is  a 
better  mode  to  let  him  write  his  answers,  if  he  is  capable  of  doing  so. 
Morrison  v.  Lennard,  3  Carr.  &  Payne,  127.  So,  the  witness  may  be 
examined  by  a  sworn  interpreter,  if  that  course  is  advisable. 

There  is  no  precise  age  at  which  children  are  competent  or  incom- 
petent. The  question  of  competency  is  to  be  determined  not  by  any  pre- 
cise age,  but  by  apparent  capacity.  Brown  v.  State,  2  Texas  App.  115  ; 
State  V.  Richie,  28  La.  Ann.  327 ;  Draper  v.  Draper,  68  111.  17 ; 
Fla/nagin  v.  State,  25  Ark.  92.  Children  of  seven,  eight  or  nine 
years  of  age  are  frequently  sworn ;  and  there  is  so  wide  a  difference  in 
the  capacity  of  children,  that  many  of  them  are  more  intelligent  at 
nine  years  of  age  than  others  are  at  ten  or  twelve.  Children  of  four- 
teen are  presumed  to  be  competent,  and  those  who  are  younger  than 
that  will  be  sworn,  if  they  are  really  competent. 

Under  the  age  of  fourteen  a  child  will  not  be  presumed  to  have 
sufficient  understanding  to  be  a  witness.  State  v.  Richie,  28  La.  Ann. 
327.  But  investigation  may  disclose  a  sufficient  understanding.  A 
child  produced  as  a  witness,  who  understands  that  he  is  brought  into 
court  to  tell  the  truth  ;  that  it  is  wrong  to  tell  a  lie  ;  and  that  he  will 
be  punished  if  he  tells  a  lie,  has  sufficient  understanding  of  the  obliga- 
tion  of  an  oath  to  be  competent.     State  v.  Levy,  23  Minn.  104.     Thus 
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where  a  child  nine  years  of  age  testified  that  she  understood  the  nature 
of  an  oath,  and  that  if  she  did  not  swear  the  truth  she  would  get  into 
hell-fire,  she  was  held  to  be  competent  under  the  most  rigid  rule. 
Draper  v.  Drwper^  68  111.  17.  Even  where  a  child  testifies  that  she 
does  not  know  what  God  and  the  laws  of  the  country  would  do  to  her 
if  she  swore  falsely,  but  that  she  will  tell  the  truth,  she  is  not  thereby 
disqualified  from  testifying.  Dawidson  v.  8taU^  39  Texas,  129.  And 
where  a  child  eight  years  of  age  testified  that  she  did  not  know  what 
the  Bible  was,  but  believed  that  she  must  tell  the  truth  on  the  stand  or 
be  punished  hereafter,  she  was  permitted  to  testify.  Commonwealth 
V.  Ga/rey,  2  Brewst.  (Penn.)  404.  And  see  Vincent  v.  State,  3  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  120  ;  Logston  v.  State,  id.  414. 

When  a  child  is  intelligent,  the  court  will  permit  him  to  be  sworn  as 
a  witness,  leaving  the  value  of  his  evidence  to  the  jury.  When  a  child 
under  fourteen  years  of  age  is  offered  as  a  witness,  the  justice  should 
examine  him,  so  as'  to  ascertain  whether  he  is  competent,  provided  such 
a  request  is  made  by  the  opposite  party.  People  v.  MoNair,  21 
Wend.  608.  If  the  child  is  naturally  intelligent,  but  does  not  fully 
understand  the  nature  of  an  oath,  the  justice  may  instruct  him,  by  in- 
forming him  of  the  moral  obligations  and  of  the  legal  consequences  of 
false  swearing.  This  may  be  done  at  the  trial,  before  swearing  the 
witness.     Vol.  1,  p.  131,  §  850. 

The  admission  or  rejection  of  the  person  as  a  witness  after  such 
examination  must  depend  upon  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court. 
State  V.  Richie,  28  La.  Ann.  327.  If  the  court  examines  a  child  to 
test  its  competency  as  a  witness  and  finds  it  incompetent,  it  must  be  a 
very  flagrant  case  of  error  to  authorize  an  appellate  court  to  reverse 
the  judgment.     Peterson  v.  State,  47  Ga.  524. 

The  Code  provides  that  "  a  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  a  crime 
or  misdemeanor  is,  notwithstanding,  a  competent  witness  in  a  civil  or 
criminal  action,  or  special  proceeding ;  but  the  conviction  may  be 
proved  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  the  weight  of  his  testimony,  either 
by  the  record  or  by  his  cross-examination  upon  which  he  must  answer 
any  question,  relevant  to  that  inquiry  ;  and  the  party  cross-examining 
him  is  not  concluded  by  his  answers  to  such  a  question."  Vol.  1, 
p.  129,  §  832.     See  Pecyple  v.  McOloin,  28  Hun,  150. 

Under  the  former  law,  few  rules  exercised  a.  more  extensive  in- 
fluence in  excluding  witnesses  than  the  one  disqualifying  a  witness  hav- 
ing an  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit.  The  old  rule,  however,  no 
longer  exists. 

The  Code  declares  "  except  as  otherwise  specially  prescribed  in  this 
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title,  a  person  shall  not  be  excluded  or  excused  from  being  a  witness 
by  reason  of  his  or  her  interest  in  the  event  of  an  action  or  special  pro- 
ceeding ;  or  because  he  or  she  is  a  party  thereto ;  or  the  husband  or 
wife  of  a  party  thereto,  or  of  a  person  in  whose  behalf  an  action  or 
special  proceeding  is  brought,  prosecuted,  opposed  or  defended."  Vol. 
1,  p.  ]  28,  §  828.  This  provision  is  a  substantial  re-enactment  of  the 
rule  of  evidence  laid  down  in  section  398  of  the  old  Code.  Under  that 
section  it  was  held  that  a  witness  could  not  be  excluded  for  interest  in 
any  court  and  before  any  person  acting  judicially  except  as  qualified 
by  the  next  section  relating  to  evidence  of  personal  transactions  or 
communications  with  deceased  persons.  Tilton  v.  Or'mshy,  10  Hun,  7. 
The  text  of  the  latter  section  will  be  found  in  a  preceding  volume. 
See  vol.  1,  p.  128,  §  829.  A  careful  reading  of  that  section  will  show 
that  a  party  in  interest,  etc.,  is  not  incompetent  as  a  witness  unless  he 
is  called : 

First.  To  testify  in  his  own  behalf  or  interest,  or  in  behalf  of  the  party 
succeeding  to  his  title  or  interest ;  and 

Second.  Unless  the  testimony  is  offered  against  the  executor,  admin- 
istrator, or  survivor  of  a  deceased  person,  or  the  committee  of  a  luna- 
tic, or  a  person  deriving  his  title  or  interest  from,  through  or  under  a 
deceased  person  or  lunatic,  by  assignment  or  otherwise  ;  and 

Third.  Unless  the  testimony  to  be  given  concerns  a  personal  trans- 
action or  communication  between  the  witness  and  the  deceased  person 
or  lunatic ;  nor  will  it  exclude  him  in  any  event  where  the  executor, 
administrator,  survivor,  committee  or  person  so  deriving  title  or  in- 
terest is  examined  in  his  own  behalf,  or  the  testimony  of  the  lunatic  or 
deceased  person  is  given  in  evidence  concerning  the  same  transaction 
or  communication.     See  Sweet  v.  Low,  28  Hun,  432. 

Taking  up  the  subdivisions  of  tlie  foregoing  analysis  in  their  order, 
we  start  first  with  the  proposition  that  section  829  of  the  Code  prevents  a 
person,  from  whom  a  party  to  the  action  or  proceeding  derives  his  title 
or  interest,  from  being  a  witness,  on\j  when  called  "  in  £is  own  behalf 
or  interest,  or  in  behalf  of  the  party  succeeding  to  his  title  or  interest." 
NearpassY.  Oilman,  16  Hun,  121;  Allis  v.  Stafford,  14  id.  418; 
Church  V.  Howard,  17  id.  5  ;  Carpenter  v.  Soule,  88  N.  Y.  251.  And 
see  Richardson  v.    Wa/rner,  13  Hun,  13,  17. 

Thus,  where  an  action  is  brought  by  the  administrators  of  a  deceased 
person  against  the  maker  of  a  note  held  by  the  deceased  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  a  person  who  transferred  the  note  to  the  plaintiffs'  intes- 
tate by  indorsement,  but  who  has  never  been  charged  as  indorser,  is  a 
competent  witness  for  the  defendant  to  prove  declarations  made  by  the 
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deceased  that  tlie  note  in  suit  had  been  paid.  Nearpass  v.  Gihrmn, 
16  Hun,  121.  So  a  person  who  signed  the  notes  for  the  defendant  as 
his  agent  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  defendant  in  such  action  to 
prove  payments  made  by  him  to  the  deceased  in  his  life-time.  Necur- 
pass  V.  Oilman,  16  Hun,  121.  So  where  the  payee  of  a  promissory 
note  is  dead,  and  an  action  has  been  brought  thereon,  in  justice  court, 
by  his  successor  in  interest  against  the  maker  and  his  surety,  and  a 
judgment  recovered  against  both,  from  which  the  surety  alone  has  ap- 
pealed, the  maker  of  the  note  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  surety  on 
the  new  trial  in  the  County  Court  to  show  a  valid  agreement  entered 
into  between  the  witness  and  the  payee  in  his  life-time,  extending  the 
time  of  payment  of  the  note  without  the  consent  of  the  surety.  Allis 
V.  Stafford,  14  Hun,  418.  This  is  upon  the  ground  that  the  maker  of 
the  note,  not  being  a  party  to  the  appeal,  would  not  be-  a  witness  in 
his  "  own  behalf;"  and  his  liability  to  his  surety  or  to  the  plaintiff  be- 
ing in  no  way  affected  by  the  result  of  the  appeal  his  testimony  would 
not  be  in  his  "  own  interest,"  and  therefore  he  would  not  be  rendered 
incompetent  by  section  829  of  the  Code. 

Where  a  child  has  been  emancipated  by  her  parents  and  after  such 
emancipation  has  rendered  services  for  a  person,  since  deceased,  the 
father  is  a  competent  witness,  in  an  action  brought  by  the  daughter  to 
recover  the  value  of  sucb  services,  to  testify  as  to  conversations  and 
transactions  had  with  such  person  in  regard  to  the  subject-matter  of 
the  suit.     SMrley  v.  Beniiett,  6  Lans.  515. 

But  where  a  bond  and  mortgage  has  been  executed  by  a  husband  and 
wife,  upon  lands  belonging  to  the  wife,  and  has  subsequently  been  as- 
signed to  a  third  party,  and  both  the  mortgagee  and  his  assignee  are 
dead,  the  husband  is  not  a  competent  witnessj  in  an  action  brought  upon 
the  bond  and  mortgage  by  the  executor  of  the  deceased  assignee,  to  prove 
usury  in  the  loan  by  the  deceased  mortgagee,  where  the  complaint  de- 
mands judgment  against  the  husband  for  the  deficiency.  Whitehead 
V.  Smith,  14  Hun;,  531. 

It  is  sometimes  difficult  to  determine  whether  the  party  offered  as  a 
-witness  is  interested  in  the  event  of  the  action  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  The  true  test  of  the  interest  of  the  witness  is  that  he  will 
either  gain  or  lose  by  the  direct  legal  operation  and  effect  of  the  judg- 
ment, or  that  the  record  will  be  legal  evidence  for  or  against  him  in 
some  other  action.  It  must  be  a  present,  certain  and  vested  interest, 
and  not  an  interest  uncertain,  remote  or  contingent.  Hobart  v.  Hdbart, 
62  N.  Y.  80 ;  Tuttle  v.  Turner,  28  Texas,  759. 

It  is  next  important  to  consider  who  are  meant  by  persons  deriviiig^' 
49 
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their  title  or  interest  from,  through  or  under  a  deceased  person  or  luna- 
tic by  assignment  or  otherwise.  A  maker  of  a  note  or  the  acceptor  of 
a  bill,  negotiating  his  own  paper,  or  procuring  it  to  be  discounted,  is 
not  an  assignor  of  a  note  or  bill.  It  is  an  original  contract  with  the 
party  taking  the  bill  or  note  and  not  the  assignment  of  the  obligation 
of  third  parties.  Comstock  v.  Hier,  73  N.  Y.  269.  Thus  if  A. 
makes  a  promissory  note  payable  to  the  order  of  B.,  and  B.  indorses  it 
and  A.  then  negotiates  it  with  C,  A.  is  not  the  assignor  of  0.  But  if 
A.  makes  a  promissory  note  payable  to  the  order  of,  and  indorsed  by 
B.,  and  this  is  subsequently  indorsed  by  C,  and  by  him  transferred  to 
D.,  D.  is  the  assignee  of  C,  and  B.  is  a  person  "  from,  through  or  un- 
der" whom  D.  derives  his  title.     Hichards  v.  Warn&r,  13  Hun,  13. 

We  are  next  led  to  consider  the  subject-matter  to  which  the  prohi- 
bition of  the  statute  extends.  The  prohibition  of  the  Code  relates 
only  to  a  personal  transaction  or  communication  between  the  witness 
and  the  deceased  person  or  lunatic,  and  does  not  preclude  the  witness,^ 
although  also  a  party,  from  testifying  to  the  statements  of  a  person,, 
since  deceased,  made  to  a  third  person  in  the  hearing  of  the  witness, 
Oa/ry  v.  WkiU,  59  N.  Y.  336  ;  LoMeU  v.  Lobdell,  36  id.  327 ;  Sim- 
TThons  V.  Sisson,  26  id.  264;  Holcomb  v.  Holcomb,  20  Hun,  156; 
Marsh  V.  Gilhert,  2  Kedf .  465 ;  Badger  v.  Badger,  88  IS..  Y.  546. 
unless  the  conversation  overheard  by  the  witness  was  between  the  de- 
ceased and  an  agent  of  the  witness  who  was  at  the  time  acting  for  the 
witness  and  in  his  interest.  In  that  case  the  witness  would  be  incom- 
petent, as  in  legal  effect  it  would  be  a  conversation  between  the  vsdt- 
ness  and  the  deceased.  Head  v.  Teeter,  10  Hun,  548.  JSTor  does  the 
fact  that  a  party  participated  in  the  conversation  between  the  deceased 
and  a  third  party  render  him  incompetent,  so  long  as  what  is  proposed 
to  be  proved  by  him  is  limited  to  what  is  neither  a  personal  conversa- 
tion nor  a  communication  between  the  witness  and  the  deceased.  Gary- 
v.  White,  59  N.  Y.  336. 

But  while  a  party  is  not  incompetent  to  testify  to  an  independent 
conversation  between  the  deceased  and  a  third  person,  yet  if  he  par- 
ticipated in  the  conversation  and  it  related  to  a  transaction  between  him 
and  the  deceased,  he  is  incompetent.  Kraushaar  v.  Meyer,  72  N.  Y. 
602 ;  Brague  v.  Lord,  67  id.  495.  See  Smith  v.  Uhnan,  26  Hun, 
386 ;  Holcomh  v.  Eolcomh,  20  id.  156,  159. 

In  an  action  against  the  surviving  partner  of  a  firm,  based  upon  a 
contract  made  with  the  firm,  the  plaintiff  is  a  competent  witness  to 
testify  to  a  personal  transaction  had  with  the  deceased  partner,  if  the 
defendant  was  present  at  the  time  of  the  occurrence.  Kale  v.  Elliott^ 
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18  Hun,  198.  So  in  an  action  on  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note 
made  by  two  persons,  one  of  whom  is  dead,  the  plaintiff  is  competent 
to  testify  to  transactions  and  conversations  between  himself  and  the 
deceased  maker.  The  defendant  is  not  the  "survivor"  of  the  de- 
ceased maker  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Sprague  v.  Swift,  28 
Hun,  49. 

The  word  "  transaction,"  as  used  in  the  statute,  does  not  embrace  all 
the  occurrences  which  go  to  make  up  a  cause  of  action,  but  only  such 
as  must  have  been  communicated  to  the  deceased  to  give  them  effect. 
Frcmhlin  v.  Pmhney,  18  Abb.  186.  It  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
Code,  that,  in  actions  against  the  representatives  of  a  deceased  person, 
the  evidence  of  the  living  party  should  be  excluded,  as  to  an  occurrence 
at  which  the  deceased  need  not  have  been  present,  or  as  to  a  fact  he 
need  not  have  known,  to  make  evidence  of  it  admissible.  lb. 

And  there  is  no  reason  for  construing  the  word  "  personal"  as  there 
used,  as  meaning  "  private."  There  is  nothing  in  the  section  which 
makes  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  depend  on  the  fact  that  at  the 
time  when  it  is  offered  there  is  some  one  living  who  can  contradict  it. 
Hatch  V.  Peugnet,  64  Barb.  189.  But  the  fact  that  another  person  is 
competent  to  speak  concerning  the  same  matter  goes  far  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  substantial  reason  of  the  statute.  Gary  v.  White,  59 
F.  T.  336. 

The  fact  that  the  maker  and  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  have  put 
in  separate  answers  when  sued  together  by  the  executor  of  the  deceased 
holder  does  not  entitle  one  to  call  the  other  as  a  witness  to  any  trans- 
action had  with  the  decedent.     Alexcmder  v.  Dutchev,  YO  N,  T.  385. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  on  a  promissory  note  given  to  the  plaint- 
iff's intestate  and  the  defense  is  that  the  note  was  assigned  to  the  de- 
fendant's wife,  the  defendant  may  testify  that  he  saw  the  note  in  his 
wife's  possession.  This  does  not  amount  to  a  transaction  with  the  in- 
testate. Smith  V.  Sergent,  67  Barb.  243. 

A  fact  that  a  party  cannot  prove  directly  by  his  testimony  cannot  be 
established  inferentially  by  the  same  means.  Johnson  v.  Spies,  5  Hun, 
468  ;  Jacques  v.  Elmore,  id.  675. 

Thus  in  an  action  upon  a  note  brought  by  the  personal  representa- 
tives of  a  deceased  payee  the  maker  is  incompetent  to  prove  by  direct 
testimony  that  he  received  the  note,from  the  payee,  though  he  produce 
it  on  the  trial  canceled ;  and  he  is  equally  incompetent  to  prove  it 
indirectly,  by  stating  in  substance  that  he  received  it  from  no  one  else, 
though  he  says  it  in  an  indirect  manner.  Orey  v.  Grey,  47  N.  Y.  552. 
So  in  an  action  against  an  executor,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  permitted 
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to  testify,  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  as  to  what  passed'  between 
him  and  the  deceased  in  her  life-time,  nor  to  testify  tliat  certain  con- 
versations did  not  occur  between  him  and  the  deceased.  Clarice  v. 
Smith,  46  Barb.  30.  In  such  a  case  it  does  not  make  any  difference 
whether  the  object  of  the  testimony  is  to  prove  an  aflBrmative  or  a 
negative,  for  in  either  case  it  is  incompetent.  lb. 

Any  proof,  by  a  person  incompetent  to  testify  directly  to  a  personal 
transaction  or  communication  with  a  deceased  person,  leading  to  the 
inference  that  no  such  personal  transaction  or  communication  took 
place,  is  eqxially  as  inadmissible  as  evidence  that  one  did  take  place. 
Haughey  v.  Wright^  12  Hun,  179;  Howell  v.  Van  Siolen,  6  id. 
115  ;  Dyer  v.  Dyer,  48  Barb.  190  ;  Chv/rch  v.  Howard,  17  Hun,  9 ; 
Hill  V.  Heermans,  id.  470 ;  Mulqueeri,  v.  Duffy,  6  id.  299.  But 
while  a  party  is  prohibited  from  testifying  that  any  particular  com- 
munication or  transaction  did  or  did  not  take  place  personally  be- 
tween him  and  the  deceased,  he  is  not  precluded  from  testifying  to 
extraneous  facts  which  tend  to  show  that  a  witness  who  has  testified  to 
such  transaction  has  testified  falsely,  or  that  it  is  impossible  that  his 
statement  can  be  true,  as  for  example,  that  such  witness  was  never 
present  at  the  place  specified  when  any  conversation  or  transaction 
occurred  between  the  party  and  the  deceased,  and  that  the  interviews 
did  not  occur  at  the  place  named  by  the  witness,  or  that  the  party  or 
the  witness  were  at  some  other  place  at  the  timC'  of  the  alleged'  inter- 
view or  transaction.     Piniiey  v.  Orih,  88  N.  Y.  447. 

As  the  rule  excluding  the  testimony  of  a  party  on  account  of  interest 
often  operates  to  defeat  a  meritorious  action  or  to  exclude  a  just 
defense,  counsel  often  strenuously  insist  that  a  particular  question  put 
to  an  interested  witness  does  not  tend  to  prove  a  personal  transaction 
or  communication  with  the  deceased  and  is,  therefore,  not  within  the 
prohibition  of  the  statute.  One  test  to  apply  to  determine  the  admis- 
sibility of  the  evidence  is,  does  the  testimony  offered  tend  to  prove 
what  the  transaction  was?  If  it  does,  the  evidence  is  inadmissible. 
Stanley  v.  Whitney,  47  Barb.  686.  See  Wadsworth  v.  Heermans,  85 
N.  Y.  639;  affirming  S.  C,  22  Hun,  455;  Van  Gelder  v.  Van  Gel- 
der,  81  E".  Y.  625  ;  HoUomh  v.  Holcomb,  20  Hun,- 159.  Where  the 
defense  to  an  action  brought  by  the  personal  representatives  of  a 
deceased  person  to  recover  the  propert}'  of  the  intestate  is  that  the 
property  mentioned  in  the  complaint  was  given  to  the  defendants  by 
the  intestate  in  his  life  time,  a  defendant  who  claims  to  be  entitled  to 
share  in  the  proceeds  of  the  property  in  question  is  incompetent  to 
testify  whether  or  not  he  was  present  when  the  property  was  handed 
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by  the  deceased  to  the  co-defendant.  Waver  v.  Waver,  15  Hun,  277. 
So,  in  an  a<?.tion  for  services  rendered  and  materials  furnished  fo  de- 
fendant's testator,  the  plaintiff  cannot  testify  to  the  accuracy  in  gross  of 
a  bill  of  particulars  made  after  the  testatoi"'s  death,  containing  a  state- 
ment of  the  contract  price  of  the  services  rendered  and  goods  sold  and 
then  read  it  in  evidence ;  nol*  can  he  testify  that  he  worked  upon  the 
premises  owned  by  the  testator,  nor  give  the  nnmber  of  days  he  so 
worked,  nor  the  value  of  his  serviices.  Fisher  v.  Verplandk^  17  Hun,  150. 
In  some  cases  the  intent  with  which  an  act  wa«  done  becomes  a  part 
of  the  tl^nsaction  ;  and  a  witness  may  be  incomjjetent  to  speak  of  the 
intent  with  which  he  acted  as  well  as  of  the  act  itself.  Thiis  where' 
an  action  is  brought  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  alleged  to  be  due 
from  the  defendant  for  money  received  by  the  defendant  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  the  plaintifE,  and  the  defendant  has  died  and  his 
administratrix  been  substituted  in  his  stead,  the  plaintiff  is- not  a  com- 
petent witness  in  his  own  behalf  to  testify  whether  or  not  he  put'  any 
property  in  the  hands  of  the  intestate  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 
his  creditors,  or  with  that  intent.  Tooley  v.  Bacon,  8  Hun,  176.  In 
the  case  cited  the  court  said  :  "  The  intent  with  which  the  transfers 
were  made  is  a  mere  mental  opei'atioh  and  cannot  strictly  be  called 
a  personal  transaction  or  communication  between  the  intestate  and 
the  witness.  But  when  the  intent  with  which  an  act  is  done  becomes 
the  subject  of  legal  inquiry,  it  is  then,  it  seems  to  me,  to  be  treated 
as  a  part  of  the  act,  and  a  party  to  the  transaction  cannot  testify  as 
to  the  intention  with  which  it  was  done  in  an  action  between  him 
and  the  representatives  of  the  other  party  to  such  transaction.  The 
reasons  which  induced  the  legislature  to  exclude  the  evidence  of  a 
party  to  a  transaction  when  the  other  party  to  it  is  dead  apply  in 
all  their  force  to  evidence  of  the  intention  with  which  an  act  is 
done,  as  proof  of  the  act  itself." 

But  where  the  executor,  survivor,  committee  or  person  deriving  his 
title  or  interest  from,  through  or  under  a  deceased  person  or  lunatic  is 
examined  in  his  own  behalf,  or  the  testimony  of  the  lunatic  or  deceased 
person  is  given  in  evidence  concerning  the  same  transaction  or  com- 
munication, the  prohibition  does  not  apply  to  counter  declarations 
offered  by  the  adverse  party.  Potts  v.  Mayer,  86  N".  T.  302  ;  Markell 
V.  Benson,  55  How.  360  ;  Smith  v.  Christopher,  3  Hun,  585 ;  Cole  v. 
Denue,  id.  610;  Goodwin  v.  Rirsoh,  5  J.  &  Sp.  503.  Where  a 
plaintiff,  suing  as  an  executor,  proves  by  a  third  person  a  con- 
version between  his  testator  and  the  defendant,  the  defendant  may 
testify  in  his  own  behalf  that  no  such  conversion  ever  took  place. 
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Oorham  v.  Price,  25  Hun,  11.  And  where  the  personal  representa- 
tives of  the  deceased  have  given  evidence  which  conoerns.  the  transac- 
tion between  the  deceased  and  the  defendant,  the  latter  may  then  give 
evidence  in  his  own  behalf  concerning  the  same  transaction.  Sweet  v. 
Low,  28  Hun,  432. 

Where  a  party  has  died  since  the  trial  of  an  action  or  the  hearing 
upon  the  merits  of  a  special  proceeding,  the  testimony  of  thedecedent,  or  of 
any  person  who  is  rendered  incompetent  by  the  provisions  of  section  829 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  taken  or  read  in  evidence  on  the  former 
trial  or  hearing,  may  be  given  or  read  in  evidence  at  a  new  trial  or  hear- 
ing by  either  party,  subject  to  any  other  legal  objection  to  the  compe- 
tency of  the  witness,  or  to  any  legal  objection  to  his  testimony,  or  any 
question  put  to  him.     Vol.  1,  p.  128,  §  830. , 

Under  the  existing  laws  the  rule  is  that  a  party  is  competent  as  a 
witness.  His  exclusion  is  to  be  made  out  by  the  party  alleging  his  in- 
competency a,s  to  any  particular  matter.  Gary  v.  White,  59  N.  T. 
336. 

But  the  change  in  the  law  in  relation  to  the  competency  of  the  wit- 
ness does  not  in  any  manner  affect  the  principle  as  to  his  credibiUU/. 
The  change  which  was  made  by  the  legislature  in  this  respect  was 
founded  upon  the  assumption  that  a  jury,  or  a  justice  sitting  in  their 
place,  would  prove  entirely  competent  to  carefully  weigh  the  evidence 
of  an  interested  witness,  and  then  give  it  due  credit  and  nothing  more. 
An  interested  witness  may  be  strictly  honest,  and  may  not  swerve  in 
the  slightest  degree  from  the  truth,  but  the  experience  of  the  past  has 
conclusively  shown  that  there  are  many  persons  whose  statements  as  a 
witness  should  be  received  with  great  caution  if  they  are  interested  in 
the  result  of  the  action.  This  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  the  old 
law  excluded  them  altogether. 

Husbands  and  wives  were  not  formerly  permitted  to  be  witnesses 
for  or  against  each  other.  They  were  not  excluded  on  the  ground  of 
interest,  but  from  a  principle  of  public  pohcy.  Hasbrouok  v.  Vander- 
voort,  9  N.  Y.  153 ;  S.  C,  4  Sandf.  596  ;  Erwin  v.  Smaller,  2  id.  340; 
Pillow  V.  Bushnell,  5  Barb.  156. 

Neither  could  a  husband  or  wife  be  examined  as  a  witness,  either  for 
or  against  each  other,  except  in  cases  where  they  were  parties  to  the 
action.  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  1  Daly,  194  ;  Moffatl  v.  Moffatt,  10  Bosw. 
468  ;   Carpenter  v.   White,  46  Barb.  291. 

But  when  a  wife  would  not  be  a  competent  witness  if  the  husband 
were  sued  alone,  merely  making  her  a  party  to  the  action  would  not 
render  her  competent.     Macondray  v.  Wardle,  26  Barb.  612  ;  Pillow 
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V,  Bushn^,  5  id.  156.  But  when  a  husband  and  wife  were  properly- 
joined  as  co-plaintiffs,  or  as  co-defendants,  each  was  competent  as 
a  witness  in  'his  own  behalf,  or  for  each  other.  March  v.  Potter,  30 
Barb.  506  ;  Shoemaker  v.  McKee,  19  How.  86  ;  Sohaffner  v.  Renter, 
37  Barb.  44 ;  Hooper  v.  Hooper,  43  id.  292.  When  a  husband  or 
wife  is  incompetent  as  a  witness,  the  declarations  or  admissions  of  either 
of  them  are  inadmissible  as  evidence  against  the  other.  Lay  Orae  v. 
PeUrson,  2  Sandf.  338. 

But  sweeping  changes  have  been  made  by  the  legislature,  not  only  as 
to  the  property  rights  of  husbands  and  wives,  but  also  as  to  their  compe- 
tency as  witnesses  for  or  against  each  other.  As  a  rule  no  person  can 
now  be  excluded  or  excused  from  being  a  witness  because  he  or  she  is 
the  husband  or  wife  of  a  party  to  an  action  or  special  proceeding,  or  of  a 
person  in  whose  behalf  an  action  or  special  proceeding  is  brought,  prose- 
cuted, opposed  or  defended.  Vol.  1,  p.  128,  §  828.  But  the  Code  also 
provides  that  "  a  husband  or  wife  shall  not  be  compelled,  or  without 
the  consent  of  the  other,  if  living,  allowed  to  disclose  a  confidential 
communication  made  by  one  to  the  other  during  the  marriage.  In  an 
action  for  criminal  conversation,  the  plaintiff's  wife  is  not  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiff,  but  she  is  a  competent  witness  for  the 
defendant  as  to  any  matter  in  controversy,  except  that  she  cannot,  with- 
out the  plaintift's  consent,  disclose  any  confidential  communication  had 
or  made  between  herself  and  husband."     Vol.  1,  p.  128,  §  831. 

By  the  Laws  of  1867  it  was  provided  that  "  in  any  trial  or  inquiry  in 
any  suit,  action  or  proceeding  in  any  court,  or  before  any  person  having, 
by  law  or  consent  of  parties,  authority  to  examine  witnesses  or  hear 
evidence,  the  husband  or  wife  of  any  party  thereto,  or  of  any  person 
in  whose  behalf  any  such  suit,  action  or  proceeding  is  brought,  prose- 
cuted, opposed  or  defended,  shall,  except  as  hereinafter  stated,  be  com- 
petent and  compellable  to  give  evidence,  the  same  as  any  other  witness, 
on  behalf  of  any  party  to  such  suit,  action  or  proceeding. 

"  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  render  any  husband  or  wife  compe- 
tent or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  the  other,  in  any 
criminal  action  or  proceeding  (except  to  prove  the  fact  of  marriage  in 
case  of  bigamy),  or  in  any  action  or  proceeding  instituted  in  consequence 
of  adultery,  or  in  any  action  or  proceeding  for  divorce  on  account  of 
adultery  (except  to  prove  the  fact  of  marriage),  or  in  any  action  or 
proceeding  for,  or  on  account  of,  criminal  conversation. 

"  No  husband  or  wife  shall  be  compellable  to  disclose  any  confidential 
communication  made  by  one  to  the  other  during  their  marriage." 
Laws  of  1867,  chap.  887. 
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lu  an  action  between  a  husband  and  wife  either  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness against  the  other  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1867,  save  in 
the  cases  excepted  therein.  Southwieh  v.  Southwidk,  49  N.  Y.  510 ; 
Minier  v.  Mmier,  4  Lans.  425.  And  under  the  new  Code  a  husband  or 
wife  may  be  witnesses  the  one  against  the  other  in  any  civil  action 
save  as  limited  by  sections  829  and  831  of  that  act.  See  People  v. 
Oromdon,  17  Hun,  490,  493  ;  Code,  §  828. 

The  tendency  and  effect  of  legislation  has  been  to  abrogate  the 
common-law  distinction  growing  out  of  the  marital  relation  in  respect 
to  the  competency  of  witnesses.  Where  the  husband  or  wife  are  parties 
to  or  interested  in  an  action  they  may  be  examined  in  the  same  manner 
and  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  examination  as  any  other  witness, 
except  that  they  shall  not  be  required  to  disclose  any  confidential 
communication  made  to  each  other  during  marriage.  Wehrhamp  v. 
WilleU,  1  Keyes,  250. 

The  amendment  of  the  Code  in  1879  repealing  section  830,  which 
prohibited  the  husband  or  wife  from  testifying  to  personal  communi- 
cations or  transactions  with  a  person  since  deceased  or  with  a  lunatic 
in  cases  where  the  other  would  be  incompetent  under  section  829,  is  signifi- 
cant of  the  intent  of  the  legislature  to  place  a  husband  or  wife  upon 
the  same  footing  as  any  other  witness  so  far  as  competency  is  oour 
cerned,  save  as  to  confidential  communications  made  after  marriage, 
and  as  to  actions  or  proceedings  based  upon  an  allegation  of  adultery, 
or  for  criminal  conversation. 

A  kept  mistress  of  a  party  was  always  a  competent  witness  and 
might  be  called  although  she  had  passed  by  the  name  of  the  party  and 
appeared  to  the  world  as  his  wife.  Batthews  v.  Galindo,  4  Bing.  610 ; 
State  V.  Brown,  28  La.  Ann.  669. 

An  attorney  or  counselor  is  a  competent  witness  in  favor  of  the  party 
in  whose  behalf  he  is  acting.  Robinson  v.  Dauchy,  3  Barb.  21 ;  Rea 
V.  Trotter,  26  Gratt.  (Va.)  585 ;  Follansbee  v.  WaUcer,  72  Peun.  St  228  ; 
Hall  V.  Renfro,  3  Mete.  (Ky.)  51 ;  Straton  v.  Henderson,  26  111.  68 ; 
Idttle  V.  MoKeon,  1  Sandf.  607.  But  in  the  case  just  cited  the  court 
used  the  following  language  as  to  the  propriety  of  such  a  practice : 
"  As  to  the  effect  of  this  practice  upon  the  character  of  the  bar,  we 
think  the  evil  will  work  its  own  cure.  Attorneys,  as  well  as  counselors, 
of  standing  and  character,  will  never,  except  in  extreme  cases,  present 
themselves  before  a  jury  as  witnesses  in  their  own  causes  on  litigated 
questions,  and  in  such  cases  only  because  of  some  unforeseen  necessity. 
Those  gentlemen  of  the  bar  who  habitually  suffer  themselves  to  be 
used  as  witnesses  for  their  clients  soon  become  marked  both  by  their 
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associates  and  the  courts,  and  forfeit  in  character  more  than  will  ever 
be  compensated  to  them  by  success  in  such  clients'  controversies." 
Id.  609. 

Bust  an  attorney  or  counselor  at  law  is  not  allowed  to  disclose  a  com- 
m.unication  made  by  his  client  to  him,  or  his  advice  given  thereon  in 
the  course  of  his  professional  employment.  Vol.  1,  p.  129,  §  835. 
This  was  the  rule  at  common  law.  B&rd  v.  Lovelace,  Gary, 
88 ;  Austin  v.  Vesey,  id.  89  ;  Kilwa/y  v.  Kilway,  id.  126 ;  Waldron 
V.  Wa/rd,  Stiles,  449  ;  Buffin  v.  Smith,  Peake'sN.  P.  C.  103  ;  Whiting 
V.  Barney,  SON.  Y.  330;  Coventry  v.  Tannahill,  1  Hill,  33;  Banh 
of  Utioa  v,  Mersereau,  3  Barb.  Ch.  533. 

A  ^mstice  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  and  explain  entries  upon 
his  docket,  and  to  identify  the  cause  and  the  parties.  Haven  y.  Green, 
26  111.  252.  The  mode  of  proving  the  judicial  acts  of  a  justice  will  be 
noticed  hereafter. 

A  juror  is  always  a  competent  witness  for  either  party.  State  v. 
McDonald,  73  ¥.  O.  346  ;  Cramer  v.  City  of  Burlington,  42  Iowa, 
315 ;  Howser  v.  Commonwealth,  51  Penn.  St.  332  ;  Commonwealth  v. 
Hill,  11  Cush.  137.  And  a  sheriff  is  not  disqualified  as  a  witness  by 
reason  of  having  summoned  the  jury  who  are  to  pass  upon  the  evidence 
he  may  give.  Crowe  v.  Peters,  63  Mo.  429.  But  while  a  juror  may 
give  evidence  to  show  the  identity  of  the  subject-matter  in  different 
actions  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  contradict  the  record.  Sta^leton  v. 
King,  40  Iowa,  278. 

An  arbitrator  is  a  competent  witness  to  show  that  no  final  award  was 
made,  and  that  though  he  signed  it,  yet  on  afterward  discovering  a 
mistake  therein  he  never  delivered  it.  Shidte  v.  Hennessy,  40  Iowa, 
352.  So  an  arbitrator  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  that  matters 
were  included  in  the  award  which  were  not  contained  in  the  submis- 
sion, where  there  is  no  pretense  that  the  arbitrators  acted  in  bad  faith. 
Briggs  v.  Smith,  20  Barb.  409.  Jut  he  is  not  a  competent  witness  to 
prove  his  own  misconduct.  Clayoomh  v.  Butler,  36  111.  100.  Or  that 
he  made  a  mistake  in  the  award.  Dohe  v.  James,  4  N.  Y.  568  ;  Briggs 
V.  Srnith,  20  Barb.  409. 

No  person  is  rendered  incompetent  as  a  witness  on  account  of  his 
opinions  on  matters  of  religious  belief.  N.  Y.  State  Const,  of  1846, 
art.  1,  §  3.  Biit  notwithstanding  the  Constitution  makes  all  persons 
competent  witnesses,  whether  they  are  behevers  in  a  Supreme  Being, 
or  are  atheists  or  infidels,  yet  a  party  against  whom  a  witness  is  called 
may  interrogate  him  on  his  cross-examination  as  to  his  opinions  on 
^  50 
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matters  of  religious  belief,  and  may  show  by  him,  if  he  can,  that  he 
does  not  believe  in  the  existence  of  a  God  who  will  punish  false  swear- 
ing. Stmibro  v.  Hopkins,  28  Barb.  265.  And  if  he  entertains  such 
a  belief  the  jury  may  take  that  fact  into  account  in  estimating  the 
credit  which  should  be  given  to  the  witness.  lb. 

Objections  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  ought  to  be  taken  before 
he  is  sworn  in  chief,  especially  if  the  ground  of  objection  is  known 
at  that  time.  In  such  a  case,  if  no  objection  is  taken  before  the 
examination  of  the  witness,  his  evidence  will  be  considered  as  ad- 
mitted by  consent. 

There  are  several  statutes  which  render  persons  competent  witnesses 
in  cases  where  they  would  be  rejected  by  the  common  law.  But  most 
of  these  statutes  related  to  cases  in  which  the  person  was  incompetent 
by  reason  of  his  interest  in  the  event  of  the  action.  And  the  Code 
has  rendered  those  special  statutes  useless,  since  no  person  can  now  be 
excluded  on  the  ground  of  interest.  There  are  some  statutes,  however, 
which  are  still  important,  because  they  change  the  common -law  rules 
of  evidence  in  an  important  point  of  view.  At  common  law  no 
person  could  be  compelled  to  give  evidence  against  himself  in  either  a 
civil  or  a  criminal  action.  But,  by  several  statutes,  a  witness  may  be 
compelled  to  testify  as  a  witness  in  actions  in  which  the  recovery  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  penalty.  Thus,  where  the  defense  of  usury  is  inter- 
posed, the  lender  of  the  money  may  be  compelled  to  testify  as  to  the 
usury.  3  R.  S.  74,  §  11,  5th  ed. ;  Laws  1837,  chap.  430,  §  2.  As  the 
law  now  stands  there  are  few  instances  in  which  a  witness  is  incom- 
petent. But  the  change  in  the  law  in  that  respect  does  not  in  any 
manner  interfere  with  those  rules  which  relate  to  the  credibility  of 
witnesses.  The  mere  fact  that  the  field  of  competency  has  been  so 
greatly  extended  ought  to  excite  a  proper  caution  on  the  part  of  jurors 
in  relation  to  the  credit  of  persons  thus  rendered  competent  to  be 
sworn.  And  in  most  cases  the  jury  will  be  likely  to  form  a  correct 
estimate  of  the  characters,  motives  and  reliability  of  the  persons  who 
are  called  as  witnesses. 

There  are  cases  in  which  parties  may  properly  testify  as  to  matters 
which,  from  their  nature,  render  direct  evidence  in  contradiction  im- 
possible, as  for  example,  the  intent  with  which  an  act  was  done,  where 
intent  is  material  to  the  issue.  Because  a  competent  witness  has  testi- 
fied to  his  intent,  and  he  has  not  been  directly  impeached  or  contra- 
dicted, his  testimony  cannot  be  taken  as  conclusive.  In  fact  it  is  a 
general  rule  that  where  a  witness  is  interested  in  the  question,  although 
he  is  not  directly  impeached,  and  his  testimony  is  uncontradicted,  his 
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credibility  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  the  court  is  not  warranted  in 
directing  a  verdict  upon  his  testimony  alone.  OildersleeveY.  Landon, 
73  N.  Y.  609.  See  Kmcmagh  v.  Wilson,  70  id.  177 ;  Elwood  v. 
The  Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.,  45  id.  549. 

§  4.  Admissions.  In  all  litigations  the  law  regards  the  deliberate 
admissions  of  a  party  to  the  action.  The  value  and  the  importance  of 
an  admission,  however,  is  much  influenced  by  the  circumstances  under 
which  it  was  made. 

Where  the  parties  mutually  agree  upon  a  statement  of  facts  and 
submit  the  legal  questions  arising  thereon  to  the  court  for  adjudication, 
the  admissions  will  be  conclusive  for  that  purpose.  So,  facts  admitted 
by  the  pleadings  are  to  be  taken  as  true.  A  fact  thus  admitted  need 
not  be  proved ;  WaVrod  v.  Bennett,  6  Barb.  145  ;  and  no  evidence  is 
admissible  to  contradict  an  admission  thus  made  upon  the  record. 
Crosbie  v.  Leary,  6  Bosw.  313 ;  Walrod  v.  Bennett,  6  Barb.  145  ; 
Bridge  v.  Bwyson,  5  Sandf .  210  ;  Bobbins  v.  Codman,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
315  ;  Van  Byhe  v.  Maguire,  57  K  Y.  429.  "That  what  the  parties 
have  agreed  to  in  their  pleading  shaU  be  admitted  though  the  jury 
find  otherwise,"  is  an  ancient  rule,  not  to  be  departed  from,  except  in 
cases  where  an  amendment  has  been  ordered.  Van  Byhe  v.  Maguire, 
57  ]Sr.  Y.  429. 

An  illustration  or  two  will  be  sufficient  to  show  when  a  fact  is  con- 
clusively admitted  by  the  pleadings.  Suppose  an  action  to  be  brought 
upon  a  promissory  note,  which  is  set  out  in  the  complaint  with  the 
necessary^  allegations,  showing  a  right  of  action  against  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  only  defense  interposed  is  payment,  or  a  set-oflP.  In  such 
a  case  the  making  of  the  note  for  value  is  conclusively  admitted.  It 
need  not  be  proved,  and  no  evidence  in  contradiction  of  such  facts  is 
admissible.     Gregory  v.  Trainor,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  58. 

Again,  suppose  that  a  demurrer  is  interposed  to  a  complaint  or  an 
answer,  upon  the  ground  that  the  facts  stated  do  not  state  a  cause  of 
action  or  a  ground  of  defense.  In  such  a  case  the  demurrer  admits 
the  truth  of  all  the  material  allegations  which  are  well  pleaded.  Bar- 
ling V.  Brewster,  65  JST.  Y.  667 ;  Cutter  v.  Wright,  22  id.  472.  An 
admission  made  in  the  pleadings  need  not  be  an  express  one.  Where 
no  denial  is  interposed,  but  an  affirmative  defense  is  set  up,  the  truth 
of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint  will  be  admitted.  Gregory  v. 
Trainor,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  58.  So,  where  a  denial  is  partial,  the  facts 
not  denied  will  stand  admitted.  Fairchild  v.  Rushmore,  8  Bosw.  698. 
Where  a  party  to  an  action  has  made  admissions  of  facts  material  to 
the  issue  in  the  action,  it  is  always  competent  for  the  adverse  party  to 
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give  them  iu  evidence,  and  it  matters  not  whether  the  admissions  were 
in  writing,  or  by  parol,  nor  when,  nor  to  whom  they  were  made. 
They  are  received  in  evidence  because  of  the  great  probability  that  a 
party  would  not  admit  or  state  any  thing  against  himself  or  his  own 
interest  unless  it  were  true.  This  rule  applies  to  a  pleading  of  a  party, 
though  in  another  action  and  with  other  parties  if  it  be  shown  that  the 
admissions  were  inserted  in  the  pleading  with ,  his  knowledge  and 
sanction,  or  by  his  direction.     Cook  v.  Barr,  44  N.  Y.  156. 

An  admission  in  an  answer  of  the  execution  of  a  deed  extends  to  the 
signing,  sealii^g  and  delivery.  Thorp  v.  KeoTcuk  Coal  Co.,  48  N.  Y. 
253  ;  RdbeH  v.  Good,  36  id.  408. 

Where  an  admission  in  the  pleading  of  the  adverse  party  is  alone  re- 
lied upon  to  establish  a  fact,  any  statements  made  in  connection  with 
the  admission  of  another  fact,  which  would  nullify  the  effect  of  the 
admission,  must  also  be  held  as  established ;  the  whole  of  the  state' 
ment  must  be  taken  and  construed  together.  GUdersle&oe  v.  London, 
13  N.  Y.  609.  This  rule  will  not,  however,  prevent  the  party  claiming 
the  benefit  of  the  admission  from  disproving  the  fact  so  alleged  in  con- 
nection with  it.  So  far  as  the  statement  is  not  disproved  it  is  effectual ; 
so  far  as  it  is  shown  to  be  untrue  it  is  of  no  avail.  lb. 

An  admission  of  a  legal  conclusion  is  not  binding  on  the  court. 
Cutting  V.  Lincoln,  9  Abb.  (N.  S.)  436. 

There  is  another  class  of  admissions  which  it  is  important  to  notice. 
If  all  the  facts  in  the  case  are  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  the  law 
will  require  each  party  to  establish  his  side  of  the  case  by^suflScient 
proofs.  This,  however,  is  not  always  done  by  calling  witnesses.  It 
sometimes  happens  that  each  party  is  willing  to  concede  or  admit  the 
truth  of  many  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  for  the  purpose  of  expediting 
the  trial,  or  for  some  other  object.  If  these  facts  are  voluntaril}'^  and 
deliberately  stated  and  admitted  in  open  court,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
trial,  they  are  not  only  competent,  but  conclusive  evidence  of  the  truth 
of  the  facts  so  admitted.  The  same  rule  applies  where  a  single  fact  is 
admitted  by  either  party.  And  it  is  well  settled  that  when  a  fact  is 
assumed  upon  trial,  a  party  cannot  on  review  claim  to  the  contrary, 
having  acquiesced  in  respect  to  the  assumption  made  at  the  trial.  Hill 
V.  Seermans,  17  Hun,  470 ;  Paige  v.  Fazaclcerly,  36  Barb.  393 ; 
Smith  V.  Hill,  22  id.  656.  And  when  an  absolute  and  unqualified 
admission  is  made  in  a  pending  cause,  whether  by  written  stipulation 
of  the  attorney,  or  as  a  matter  of  proof  on  the  hearing,  it  cannot  be  re- 
tracted on  a  subsequent  trial  unless  by  leave  of  the  court.     Owen  v. 
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Cawley,  36  N.  Y.  600 ;  HolUy  v.  Young,  68  Me.  215  ;  S.  C,  28  Am. 
Bep.  40 ;    WethereU  v.  Bird,  7  Cam  &  P.  6. 

A  return  by  a  justice  on  appeal  will  always  be  evidence  of  the 
admissions  of  the  parties  on  the  hearing  before  him.  Ra/voson  v. 
Adwms,  17  Johnsi  130. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  admissions  of  a  party  to  the  action  are 
evidence  against  him.  The  exceptions  to  the  rule  will  be  hereafter 
noticed.  The  statements  which  a  party  has  made  under  oath  as  a  wit- 
ness are  competent  evidence  against  him  as  an  admission,  Tooker  v. 
Gormer,  2  Hilt.  71 ;  JPickard  v.  Oollms,  23  Barb.  444.  Such  evidence 
may  be  given,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  party  swore 
on  a  former  trial  to  statements  which  he  contradicts  on  a  subsequent 
trial.  Piokard  v.  ColMns,  23  Barb.  444.  And  the  evidence  given  on 
the  former  trial  may  be  proved  by  any  person  who  heard  it, 
though  the  party  himself  cannot  be  compelled  to  state  what  he  swore 
on  the  former  trial,  since  it  might  aid'  in  a  prosecution  against  him  for 
perjury.  lb.  What  a  person  has  voluntarily  sworn  to  as  a  witness  is 
evidence  against  him,  even  though  the  questions  answered  were  im- 
proper, and  he  might  have  refused  to  answer  them.  Smith  v.  Beadneil, 
1  Camp.  N.  P.  30.  But  if  a  party  declines  to  answer  such  a  question, 
and  he  is  compelled  to  answer  it  by  the  court,  the  answer  so  given  can- 
not be  subsequently  given  in  evidence  against  him  in  another  action  as 
an  admission.  Regina  v.  Oarbett,  2'  Car.  &  Kir.  N.  P.  474. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  a  party  is  bound  by  the  statements  of 
a,  third  person.  Where  a  party  is  applied  to  for'  information  in  relation 
to  an  uncertain  or  a  disputed  matter,  and  he  refers  the  applicant  to  a 
third  person,  the  answers  of  such  third  person  will  be  competent  evi- 
dence against  the  party  making  such  reference.  William  v.  Innes,  1 
Camp.  N.  P.  364,  366,  note ;  Rood  v.  Reeves,  3  Carr.  &  Payne,  532 ; 
Bedell  v.  ComTnerdal  MuPual  Ins.  Go.,  3  Bosw.  147 ;  Wehle  v.  Spdmcm, 
1-  Hun,  634.  But  such  declarations  are  not  evidence  unless  they  are 
strictly  within  the  subject-matter  in  relation  to  which  the  reference 
is  made.     Duval  v.  Covenhoven,  4  Wend.  561. 

The  admissions  of  a  wife  are  not  evidence  against  her  husband  merely 
by  reason  of  the  marriage  relation.  But  she  may  act  as  his  agent,  and 
her  admissions  will  then  be  admissible  in  the  same  manner  as  the  ad- 
missions of  any  other  agent.  Whether  she  is  authorized  to  act  as  his 
agent,  and  what  the  extent  of  the  agency  may  be,  are  questions  of  fact 
to  be  settled  by  evidence.  An  express  agency  is  not  frequently  created, 
but  is  established  fi'om  the  circumstances  attending  the  transaction.  In 
an  action  by  the  husband  for  injury  by  negligence,  the  declarations  of 
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his  wife  that  the  defendant  was  free  from  negligence  cannot  be  treated 
as  an  admission  of  the  fact  by  him.  Stillmell  v.  N.  Y.  Central  M.  R. 
Go.,  34  N.  Y.  29. 

So  declarations  and  admissions  made  by  the  husband  are  not  evi- 
dence against  his  wife  merely  by  reason  of  the  marriage  relation. 
Where  a  married  woman  claims  the  ownership  of  household  furniture, 
which  has  been  levied  on  under  an  attachment  against  her  husband, 
and  in  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  the  conversion  of  the  furniture, 
gives  evidence  in  support  of  her  title  that  the  purchase-money  of  the 
property  levied  on  was  paid  in  part  by  her  husband  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  other  household  furniture  formerly  owned  by  her  and  sold  by  her 
husband  to  one  B.,  evidence  of  conversations  had  between  a  third  person 
and  the  husband  as  to  the  sale  to  B.,  and  who  it  was  for,  is  not  compe- 
tent against  the  wife,  not  being  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Be  Wolf  v . 
Williams,  69  N.  Y.  621. 

The  husband  is  not,  by  virtue  of  the  marital  relation,  the  agent  of 
his  wife  so  that  his  representations  concerning  her  claims  to  lands  will 
operate  as  an  estoppel  against  her ;  and,  therefore,  evidence  of  state- 
ments made  by  the  husband  concerning  his  wife's  claims  to  lands  is  in- 
competent in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  he  spoke  by  her  authority. 
Towles  V.  Fisher,  77  N.  C.  437. 

Upon  the  same  principle,  if  the  husband  purchases  lumber  on  credit, 
and  erects  a  house  on  lands  of  his  wife,  without  her  authority  to  make 
the  purchase,  and  without  her  knowledge  that  credit  was  given,  no 
agency  can  be  inferred  from  the  marital  relation  alone.  Price  v.  Sey- 
dell,  46  Iowa,  696.  See  Ferguson  v.  Spea/r,  65  Me.  277 ;  Ainsley  v. 
Mead,  3  Lans.  116.  But  where  business  is  carried  on  exclusively  by 
the  husband  in  his  wife's  name  and  as  her  agent,  the  statements  and 
conduct  of  the  husband  in  the  course  of  the  business  will  bind  her.  Le- 
land  V.  Colver,  34  Mich.  418 ;    Wicks  v.  Hatch,  6  J.  &  Sp.  95. 

Where  a  husband  permits  his  wife  to  act  as  his  agent  in  any  particu- 
lar business,  he  adopts  her  acts  and  admissions  in  reference  to  such 
business,  and  he  is  bound  by  them.  BiUy  v.  Suydam,  4  Barb.  222  ; 
Hopkins  v.  MoUinieux,  4  Wend.  465.  But  where  the  agency  of  the 
wife  extends  only  tu  the  performance  of  certain  specific  acts  of  a  gen- 
eral transaction,  her  admissions  in  respect  to  other  matters  connected 
with  the  general  transaction  are  not  evidence  against  her  husband. 
Goodrich  v.  Tracy,  43  Vt.  314. 

The  wife  of  a  toll-gatherer  for  a  plankroad  wiU  be  deemed  his  agent 
in  his  absence  ;  and  if  she  takes  too  much  toll,  he  wiU  be  liable  to  the 
penalty  imposed  by  statute.     Marselis  v.  Seamam,,  21  Barb.  319.     If 
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a  wife  executes  a  mortgage  upon  the  personal  property  of  her  husband, 
and  in  his  presence,  if  he  makes  no  objection,  he  will  be  as  effectually 
bound  by  her  acts  as  though  done  by  himself.  Edgerton  v.  Thomas, 
9  E".  T.  40. 

If  a  wife  acts  as  agent  for  her  husband  in  managing  his  farm,  rent- 
ing lands,  purchasing  tools,  stock,  etc.,  and  she  purchases  such  property 
and  gives  her  own  note,  it  will  be  a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury  whether 
the  husband  is  not  liable  as  principal.  Oates  v.  Brower,  9  N.  T.  205. 
And  see  Plimmer  v.  8ells,  3  Nev.  &  Man.  422. 

Where  goods  were  sold  to  a  wife  who  then  resided  at  some  distance 
from  her  husband,  who  occasionally  visited  her,  he  was  held  to  be 
bound  by  a  letter  of  hers  promising  payment,  so  as  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  Gregory  v.  JParher,  1  Camp.  N.  P. 
304 ;  Palelhorp  v.  Furnish,  2  Esp.  N".  P.  511,  note. 

So,  where  a  wife  served  in  her  husband's  shop,  and  carried  on  the 
business  of  it  in  his  absence,  her  admissions,  which  were  made  on  an 
application  for  payment  for  goods  before  delivered  at  the  shop,  were 
held  receivable  in  evidence  against  her  husband.  Clifford  v.  Burton, 
1  Bing.  199 ;  Petty  v.  Anderson,  3  id.  lYO.  And  see  Cotes  v.  Davis, 
1  Camp.  ISr.  P.  486. 

The  plaintiff's  wife  loaned  money  to  the  defendant,  and  in  an  action 
by  the  husband  to  recover  the  amount,  the  wife's  admissions  to  third 
persons  that  the  money  had  been  repaid  was  held  competent  evidence. 
McLeam.  v.  Jagger,  13  How.  494. 

A  wife  loaned  money  for  her  husband  upon  an  agreement  which 
was  alleged  to  be  usurious,  because,  by  the  terms  of  the  loan,  a  cow  was 
to  be  taken  by  the  borrower  at  a  price  above  its  real  value.  To  prove 
the  value  of  the  cow,  and  that  it  was  less  than  thirty  dollars,  the  dec- 
larations of  the  wife  were  offered,  although  they  were  not  made  until 
sometime  after  the  loan  was  effected ;  these  declarations  were  held 
inadmissible.     Ripley  v.  Mason,  Hill  &  Denio,  66. 

In  an  action  against  a  husband  for  damages  because  his  dog  had  bit- 
ten a  child,  the  declarations  of  the  defendant's  wife,  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  injury  occurred,  and  as  to  the  character  of  the  dog,  are 
not  admissible  evidence  against  the  husband.  Logue  v.  Lmk,  4  E.  D. 
Smith,  63. 

An  admission  made  by  an  attorney  or  counselor  on  a  trial  is  evi- 
dence against  the  party  represented  by  him,  if  it  is  done  for  the  pm'- 
pose  of  obviating  the  necessity  of  proving  some  fact  on  the  trial,  or  for 
convenience  as  to  some  matter  of  practice.  Chambers  v.  Mason,  5  J. 
Scott  (N.  S.),  59 ;  HdLleT  v.  W(mnxm,  9  id.  892.  But,  if  the  client  is  not 
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present  at  the  trial,  the  admission  cannot  be  used  in  any  other  action 
than  the  one  in  which  it  was  made.  And  see  Golledge  v.  Horn,  3 
Bing.  119.  An  admission  by  an  attorney,  to  bind  his  client,  must  be 
intended  and  understood  to  be  an  admission.  It  must  be  withiii  the 
scope  of  the  attorney's  authority  in  the  proceedings  in  which  he  is  en- 
gaged. Beyond  this  his  agency  does  not  extend ;  and  any  statement 
made  by  coimsel  in  summing  up  a  case  which  was  outside  of  the  case 
and  of  no  importance  to  the  issue  then  being  tried,  cannot  be  given  in 
evidence  on  another  trial,  especially  if  it  does  not  appear  that  his  client 
was  present  and  heard  the  statement  made.  Adee  v.  Howe,  15  Hun, 
20.     See  Weishrod  v.  Ghicago^  etc.,  E.  B.  Co.,  20  Wis.  419. 

The  declarations,  representations  or  admissions  of  an  agent,  which 
are  made  while  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  and  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties  as  agent,  are  admissible  as  evidence  against  his 
principal.  Hunter  v.  Hudson  River  Iron  and  Machine  Co.,  20  Barb. 
494 ;  Kasson  v.  Mills,  8  How.  3T7  ;  Milhurn  v.  Belloni,  34  Barb.  607  ; 
Nelson-  V.  Cowing,  6  Hill,  336  ;  Merohamts^  Bank  v.  Qriswold,  72  N. 
Y.  472 ;  Peoh  v.  Ritohey,  <o%  Mo.  114 ;  Mix  v.  Osby,  62  111.  193  ; 
Howe  Machine  Co.  v.  Snow,  32'  Iowa,  433  ;  PennsyVoania  B.  B.  Go.  v. 
Books,  57  Penn.  St.  339 ;  Thomas  v.  Sternheimer,  29  Md.  268 ;  Beards- 
lee  y.Steinmeseh,Z%M.o.  168;  Gliquofs  Champagne,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
114. 

As  a  general  rule,  whenever  what  an  agent  did  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, it  is  competent  to  prove  what  he  said  about  the  act  while  doing 
it.     Tuttle  V.  Turner,  28  Texas,  759: 

Such  admissions  or  declarations  of  an  agent  are  received  in  evidence 
against  the  principal,  not  as  admissions  or  declarations  merelyj  but  as 
a  part  of  the  transaction.  Thallhimer  v.  Brvnckerhoff,  4  Wend.  394 ; 
Hynds  v.  Hays,  25  Ind.  31 ;  Gutchess  v.  Gwtchess,  66  Barb.  483. 
They  must  be  a  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Lowry  v.  Harris,  12  Minn. 
255 ;  Converse  v.  Blumrioh,  14  Mich.  109. 

All  declarations  or  admissions  which  are  not  made  within  the  scope 
of  the  agent's  authority,  nor  while  in  the  transaction  of  the  business  of 
the  agency,  are  inadmissible  ;  and  this  is  especially  true,  when  the  ad- 
mission is  made  after  the  termination  of  the  agency,  or  after  the  trans- 
action by  the  agent  is  closed.  J'^ogg  v.  Child,  13  Barb.  246  ;  Isles  v. 
Tucker,  5  Buer,  393  ;  Budlong  v.  Van  Nostrand,  24  Barb.  25  ;  Wehh 
V.  Alexander,  7  Wend.  281 ;  Bowell  v.  KUin,  44  Ind.  290  ;  White 
V.  Miller,  71 E".  Y.  1 18;  Bowen  v.  National  BamJc  of  Newport,  11  Hun, 
226  ;  First  National  Bank  v.  Ocean  National  Bank,  60  N.  Y.  278 ; 
Whiteside  v.  Margaret,  51  111.  507.     The  general  rule  is  that  what  one 
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person  says  out  of  court  is  not  admissible  to  charge  or  bind  another. 
The  exception  is  in  cases  of  agency  ;  and  in  cases  of  agency,  the  dec- 
larations of  the  agent  are  not  competent  to  charge  the  principal,  upon 
proof  merely  that  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent  existed  when  the 
declarations  were  made.  It  must  further  appear  that  the  agent  at  the 
time  the  declarations  were  made  was  engaged  in  executing  the  authority 
conferred  upon  him,  and  that  the  declarations  related  to  and  were  con- 
nected with  the  business  then  depending,  so  that  they  constituted  a 
part  of  the  res  gestae.  This  rule  is  applicable  in  all  cases  whether  the 
agent  is  general  or  special,  or  whether  the  principal  is  a  corporation  or 
a  private  person.  White  v.  Miller,  71  N.  Y.  118  ;  Mydorn  v.  Gush- 
man,  16  Hun,  107 ;  Bowen  v.  National  Bank  of  Newport,  \  1  id. 
226;  Baptist  Church  v.  Brooklyn  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  28  IST.  Y.  153;  Mv^ 
tual  Benefit  Life  Ins.   Co.  v.  Cam,non,  48  Ind.  264. 

Thus  in  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  life  insurance  the  casual  statement 
of  an  agent,  when  not  in  the  performance  of  any  duty  for  his  princi- 
pal, that  proof  of  loss  mailed  to  the  company  had  been  received  is 
not  competent  evidence  against  the  company.  Dean  v.  ^tna  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  62  N.  Y.  642.  Before  the  declarations  of  an  agent  are  admissible, 
his  agency  must  be  established.  Perkins  v.  Stebhins,  29  Barb.  523 ; 
Francis  v.  Edwards,  77  N.  C.  271 ;  Breokenridge  v.  McAfee,  54  Ind. 
141 ;  Grandy  v.  Ferebee,  68  N.  C.  356 ;  Rosenstoch  v.  Tormey,  32 
Md.  169 ;  Farmer  v.  Lewis,  1  Bush  (Ky.),  66.  And  this  cannot  be 
done  by  the  agent's  own  assertions.  Hatch  v.  Squires,  11  Mich.  185 ; 
Seneer'hox  v.  McCrrade,  6  Minn.  494.  Nor  can  the  agency  be  proved 
by  general  reputation.  Perkins  v.  Stebbins,  29  Barb.  523.  And  dec- 
larations of  an  alleged  agent,  made  without  the  knowledge  of  the  sup- 
posed principal,  are  no  evidence  of  the  agency.  Davis  v.  Henderson, 
20  Wis.  520.  Declarations  of  a  member  of  a  firm  that  one  of  the  part- 
ners therein  is  a  member  of  another  firm,  are  inadmissible  to  prove  that 
fact.     Jones  v.  O^Farrel,  1  Nev.  354. 

Agency  may  be  shown  by  the  acts  of  the  agent  as  such,  and  that  they 
were  recognized  by  his  principal.  Woodwell  v.  Brown,  44  Penn.  St. 
121.  Or  evidence  may  be  given  of  his  original  authority.  Woodhury 
v.  Lamed,  5  Minn.  339.  The  plaintiff  having  made  a  proposition  to 
the  defendant,  to  do  certain  work  tipon  a  building  which  the  latter  was 
erecting,  the  defendant  told  him  to  go  and  see  B.,  who  was  the  contrac- 
tor, about  it.  He  did  so,  and  B.  employed  him  to  do  the  work.  There 
was  some  evidence  to  show  that  B.  was  the  defendant's  agent,  and 
it  was  held  that  proof  of  declarations  made  by  B.,  in  making  the  contract 
with  the  plaintiff,  were  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  defendant, 
51 


402  EVIDENCE. 


Admissions. 


on  tlie  ground  that  thej'  were  the  declarations  of  an  agent,  relating  to 
the  subject-matter  of  his  agency.     Fleming  v.  Smith,  44  Barb.  554. 

But  the  declarations  or  admissions  of  a  stevedore,  although  made 
while  employed  by  the  owner  to  stow  a  cargo,  are  not  admissible  in 
evidence  against  the  owner,  in  relation  to  the  stowage  of  the  cai^o. 
Mallory  v.  Perkins,  9  Bosw.  572. 

A  deputy  sheriff  is  regarded  as  the  agent  of  the  sheriff.  His  decla- 
rations, made  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  and  while  the  process 
is  in  his  hands  and  in  the  due  course  of  execution,  bind  his  principal, 
because  the  admissions  are  then  a  part  of  the  res  gesicB.  Stewart  v. 
Wells,  6  Barb.  79 ;  Mott  v.  Kip,  10  Johns.  478.  But  the  statements 
of  a  deputy  which  are  not  made  in  the  performance  of  an  official  act 
are  not  admissible  evidence  against  the  sheriff.  Barker  v.  JBvmiinger, 
14  ]Sr.  Y.  271. 

In  an  action  against  a  ship-owner  as  a  carrier,  for  an  injury  to  goods 
which  happened  while  on  board  his  vessel  and  in  course  of  transpor- 
tation, the  declarations  of  the  master  of  the  vessel  as  to  the  cause  and 
manner  of  the  injury  are  admissible  evidence  against  the  carrier,  if 
such  declarations  were  made  before  the  master  had  discharged  his  duty 
by  delivering  the  goods  according  to  the  bill  of  lading.  Price  v. 
Powell,  3  ISr.  Y.  322. 

Declarations  or  admissions  of  an  agent  as  to  past  transactions  are 
never  admissible  as  against  his  principal.  Oriffm  v.  Montgomery,  etc.^ 
E.  R.  Co.,  26  Ga.  Ill;  Lim^  Roch  Bunk  v.  Hewett,  52  Me.  531. 
Admissions  made  after  his  authority  has  tenninated  are  not  evidence 
against  his  principal.  Yail  v.  Judson,  4  E.  D,  Smith,  165 ;  Ra/iford 
V.  French,  11  Rich.  L.  (S.  C.)  367 ;  Janeway  v.  Sherritl,  1  Vroom 
(N.  J.),  97.  But  statements  of  a  general  freight  agent  of  a  railway 
company  in  regard  to  goods  delivered  to  him  for  transportation,  al- 
though made  eight  months  after  such  delivery,  are  admissible  against 
the  company,  if  at  that  time  the  duty  of  the  railroad  to  deliver  the 
goods  still  existed.  Burnside  v.  Q-rand  Trunk  R.  R.  Co.,  47  N.  H. 
554. 

Though  the  admissions  of  a  party  to  the  record  are  generally  receiv- 
able in  evidence  against  the  person  who  made  them,  yet,  where  there 
are  several  parties  on  the  same  side,  the  admissions  of  one  party  are 
not  admitted  to  affect  the  others,  who  may  happen  to  be  joined  with 
him,  unless  there  is  some  joint  interest  or  privity  in  design  between 
them.     Lewis  v.   Woodworth,  2  IST.  Y.  512. 

The  declarations  of  one  of  several  persons  who  were  joint  and  several 
makers  of  a  promissory  note  have  been  admitted  against  all  the  parties, 
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for  the  purpose  of  repelling  the  defense  of  usury,  when  such  declara- 
tions were  made  after  the  making  of  the  note.  Barrick  v.  Austin, 
21  Barb.  241.  And  in  an  action  upon  a  lost  note,  after  proof  that  the 
makers  had  it  in  their  possession  for  a  common  purpose,  the  court  per- 
mitted the  plaintifE  to  give  in  evidence  the  declaration  of  one  of  the 
makers  that  he  had  lost  the  note,  as  evidence  of  its  loss.  Ellenwood 
V.  Fults,  63  Barb.  321.  But  one  of  several  joint  and  several  makers 
of  a  note  cannot  bind  the  others  by  making  payments  upon  it  before 
an  action  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  Shoemaker  v.  Bene- 
dict, 11  K  T.  176 ;  Smith  v.  Ryan,  66  id.  352 ;  Ha/rper  v.  Fairley, 
53  id.  442 ;  Barger  v.  Durvin,  22  Barb.  68.  The  rule  is  the  same 
where  the  payment  or  new  promise  is  made  after  the  statute  has  attached. 
Van  Kev/ren  v.  Parmelee,  2  N.  Y.  523.  The  admissions  of  one  of 
several  joint  debtors  is  clearly  evidence  as  against  the  party  who  makes 
them.  As  a  general  rule,  the  admission  of  one  defendant  will  not 
afEect  another  co-defendant,  if  the  action  is  for  a  tort.  De  Benedetti 
V.  Mauchin,  1  Hilt.  213 ;  Stoddard  v.  Holmes,  1  Cow.  245.  But  such 
declaration  is  competent  evidence  against  the  person  who  made  it.   lb. 

Partners  have  a  joint  interest,  and  there  are  many  cases  in  which  an 
admission  by  one  partner  is  evidence  against  all  the  members  of  the 
firm.  But,  before  an  admission  can  be  received  in  evidence  in  such  a 
case,  the  existence  of  the  partnership  must  be  established.  The  admis- 
sions or  declarations  of  a  person  may  be  giveu  in  evidence  against  him, 
to  show  that  he  is  a  partner  in  a  firm.  But  the  declarations  of  one 
person  that  another  person  is  a  partner  are  not  legal  evidence  as  to 
the  latter;  they  are  evidence  against  those  only  who  make  them. 
Kvrby  v.  Hewitt,  26  Barb.  607 ;  Davidson  v.  Hutchins,  1  Hilt.  123 ; 
McPherson  v.  Mathbone,  7  Wend.  216 ;  Whitney  v.  Ferris,  10  Johns. 
66 ;  Hoppock  v.  Moses,  43  How.  201 ;  Henry  v.  WUlwrd,  73  IST.  0.  35  ; 
Euhe  V.  Hurnell,  121  Mass.  450 ;  Cross  v.  Langley,  50  Ala.  8 ;  Goii- 
vers  V.  Shamhaugh,  4  Neb.  376 ;  Srrdth  v.  Hulett,  65  111.  495 ;  JohTi- 
son  V.  GaUivan,  52  N.  H.  143 ;  Cv/rrim'  v.  Silloway,  1  Allen  (Mass.), 
19.  When  a  partnership  is  established,  the  acts  and  admissions  of 
either  of  the  partners  as  to  the  partnership  business  are  evidence  against 
all,  if  such  admissions  are  made  during  the  existence  of  the  partner- 
ship. Walden  v.  Sherhume,  15  Johns.  409 ;  Webster  v.  Stearns,  44 
N.  H.  498 ;  Fogerty  v.  Jordam,  2  Rob.  319 ;  Van  Kewren  v.  Parmelee,, 
2  N.  T.  523 ;  Folk  v.  Willson,  21  Md.  538  ;  Bioh  v.  Flanders^  39  N. 
H.  304. 

But  after  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  neither  partner  can  make 
an  admission  which  is  binding  upon  his  former  partner.       Bakery. 
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StachpooLe,  9  Cow.  420  ;  Bcmk  of  Vergeivnes  v.  Cameron,  7  Barb.  1J.4 ; 
Mchols  V.  White,  85  JST.  T.  531 ;  Winslow  v.  Newlvm,  45  111.  145 ; 
Hogg  V.  Orgill,  34  Perm.  St.  344 ;  Flowers  v.  Relm,  29  Mo.  324 ; 
American  Iron  Mountain  Go.  v.  Evans,  27  id.  552 ;  Miller  v. 
Neimeriok,  19  111.  172.  In  sucli  a  case,  one  partner  cannot  give  a  note, 
in  the  name  of  the  firm,  for  a  partnership  debt,  which  will  be  binding 
on  the  other  partners.  Mitohell  v.  Ostrom,  2  Hill,  520  ;  Lusk  v.  Smith, 
8  Barb.  570  ;  Whitworth  v.  Ballard,  56  Ind.  279  ;  Meyer  v.  Atkins, 
29  La.  Ann.  586 ;  Vacoaro  v.  Too/,  9  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  194  ;  Gurry  v. 
White,  51  Cal.  530 ;  Brown  v.  .Broach,  52  Miss.  536 ;  Smith  v.  Shel- 
den,  35  Mich.  42;  MoGowin  v.  Gubhison,  72  Penn.  St.  358.  Nor  can 
one  partner,  in  such  a  case,  give  a  note  in  renewal  of  one  made  by  the 
firm  during  its  existence.  Wational  Bank  v.  Norton,  1  Hill,  572.  Nor 
prevent  the  running  of  the  statute  of  limitations  by  part  payment 
of  a  firm  debt.  Oraham\.  Selover,  59  Barb.  313;  Van  Keuren  v. 
Parmlee,  2  N.  Y.  524  Pennoyer  v.  David,  8  Mich.  407 ;  Tate  v.  Gle- 
ments,  16  Fla.  339  ;  S.  C,  26  Am.  Eep.  709  ;  Mayierry  v.  Willoughhy, 
5- Neb.  368  ;  S.  C,  25  Am.  Eep.  491.  Though  one  partner  cannot 
bind  his  copartner  by  a  note,  after  the  dissolution  of  the  pao-tnership, 
yet  he  may  liquidate  a  previous  account.  By  doing  so,  he  does  not 
create  a  debt ;  that  was  previously  in  existence.  McPherson  v.  Rath- 
hone,  11  Wend.  96,  99 ;  Murray  v.  Mumford,  6  Cow.  441. 

The  acts  and  delarations  of  one  of  several  owners  of  a  water  power 
in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  others,  as  to  their  relative  rights,  is 
competent  evidence  as  against  one  claiming  under  either.  Grippen  v. 
Morss,  49  N.  Y.  63. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  founded  upon  principles  of  justice,  in  regard  to 
the  relation  of  principal  and  surety,  that  the  surety  ought  not  to  be 
affected  by  an  admission  made  by  his  principal ;  although  he  may  be 
affected  by  declarations  or  statements  made  by  the  principal,  when  they 
are  connected  with  the  business  in  respect  of  which  the  surety  becomes 
bound,  and  are  made  by  the  principal  at  the  time  of  transacting  that 
business.  Dunn  v.  Slee,  Holt,  399,  401.  Thus,  where  a  person  had 
become  surety,  by  a  bond,  for  the  faithful  conduct  of  a  clerk,  it  was 
held,  in  an  action  upon  the  bond,  that  an  admission  by  the  clerk,  made 
after  he  was  discharged,  of  various  sums  which  he  had  embezzled,  was 
not  receivable  in  evidence  against  the  surety.  Smith  v.  Whittingham, 
6  Carr.  &  Payne,  78.  So,  in  an  action  upon  a  guaranty  to  pay  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered  to  a  third  person,  what  such  third  person  has  admit- 
ted respecting  the  delivery  of  the  goods  is  not  evidence  to  charge  the 
person  giving  the  guaranty.     Evans  v.  Beattie,  5  Esp.  N.  P.  26. 
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The  rule  seems  to  be  that  a  siirety  is  bound  only  for  the  actual  con- 
duct of  his  principal,  and  not  for  whatever  he  might  say  he  had  done  ; 
and  therefore  is  entitled  to  proof  of  his  conduct  by  original  evidence, 
when  it  can  be  had,  excluding  aU  declarations  of  the  principal  made 
subsequent  to  the  act  to  which  they  relate.  The  declarations  of  the  princi- 
pal made  during  the  transaction  of  the  business  for  which  the  surety  is 
•bound,  so  as  to  become  part  of  the  res  gestae,  are  competent  evidence 
against  the  surety.  Hatoh  v.  Elkins,  65  N".  T.  489  ;  Blair  v.  Per- 
petual Ins.  Go.,  10  Mo.  559 ;  United  States  v.  Cutter,  2  Curtis,  617 ; 
Casky  v.  HavUand,  13  Ala.  Sl-t.  But  his  declarations  subsequently 
made  are  not  competent  evidence  against  the  surety.  Hatoh  v.  Mkins, 
65  N.  Y.  489 ;  HotchUss  v.  Lyon,  2  Blackf.  222 ;  Bacon  v.  Ghesney, 
1  Stark.  192 ;  Tenth  National  Bank  v.  Darragh,  1  Hun,  111 ;  Horn 
V.  Perry,  14  id.  409 ;  White  v.  German  Nat.  Bank,  9  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
475. 

But  in  an  action  upon  the  bond  of  a  public  officer,  his  official  reports, 
through  mere  admissions  of  the  principal,  are  admissible  as  evidence, 
but  are  not  conclusive  as  against  his  sureties.  Bissell  v.  Saxton,  66  N. 
Y.  55 ;  Supervisors  of  Tompkins  County  v.  Bristol,  15  Hun,  116. 

Where  certain  persons  as  principals  and  others  as  sureties  have  bound 
themselves  for  the  payment  of  any  deficiency  remaining  after  the  assets 
of  a  co-partnership  had  been  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  firm  debts, 
the  admissions  of  the  principals  as  to  the  amount  of  sucli  deficiencj'- 
made  in  the  absence  of  the  sureties  are  not  evidence  as  against  them. 
Horn  V.  Perry,  14  Hun,  409. 

Entries  made  by  a  deceased  person,  in  the  course  of  duty,  or  by  which 
he  has  charged  himself  with  the  receipt  of  money,  being  admissible  as 
against  all  the  world,  are,  of  course,  evidence  against  a  person  who  has 
become  his  surety  that  he  would  keep  his  accounts  faithfully.  Goss  v, 
Watlington,  3  Brod.  &  Bing.  132 ;  Whitnash  v.  George,  8  Barn.  & 
Cress.  556 ;  Middleton  v.  Melton,  10  id.  317.  But,  where  one  is  a 
mere  surety  for  the  payment  of  a  debt,  without  any  agreement,  express 
or  implied,  to  be  bound  by  a  suit  between  the  principal  parties,  he  is 
at  common  law,  no  more  affected  by  its  event,  if  against  him,  than  a 
mere  stranger.  Thomas  v.  Hvbhell,  15  N.  Y.  405 ;  Jackson  v.  Gris- 
wold,  4  Hill,  522. 

It  lias  been  held,  in  some  cases,  that  where  a  surety  confides  to  the 
principal  the  power  of  making  a  contract,  he  confides  to  him  the  power 
of  furnisliiiig  evidence  of  the  contract ;  and  that,  if  the  contract  is  by 
parol,  subsequent  declarations  of  the  principal  are  admissible  in  evidence 
against  the  surety,  tliough  they  are  not  conclusive.     And,  where  a 
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husband  and  wife  agreed,  by  articles,  to  live  separate,  and  C,  as  trustee 
and  surety  for  the  wife,  covenanted  to  pay  the  husband  a  sum  of  money, 
upon  his  delivering  to  the  wife  a  carriage  and  horses  for  her  separate 
use,  it  was  held,  in  an  action  by  the  husband  for  the  money,  that  the 
wife's  admissions  of  the  receipt  by  her  of  the  carriage  and  horses  were 
admissible.  Fenner  v.  Lewis,  10  Johns.  38.  So,  where  A.  guaranteed 
the  performance  of  any  contract  that  B.  might  make  with  C,  the 
declarations  and  admissions  of  B.  were  held  admissible  against  A.,  to 
prove  the  contract.     Meade  v.  McDowell,  5  Binn.  195. 

The  admissions  or  declarations  of  persons  who  formerly  owned  per- 
sonal property  or  choses  in  action  are  frequently  offered  in  evidence. 
When  personal  property  has  been  sold  the  admissions  or  declarations 
of  the  former  owner  are  not  admissible  against  his  vendee,  as  to  the 
title  to  the  property  sold.      Worrall  v.  Parmelee,  1  N.  Y.  519. 

And  the  rule  is  the  same,  although  such  declarations  were  made 
before  the  sale  of  the  property.  Murd  v.  West,  7  Cow.  Y52  ;  Whitaker 
V.  Brown,  8  Wend.  490. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  warranty  made  on  the  sale  of  a  horse, 
the  defendant  offered  to  prove  what  a  former  owner  of  the  horse  said  of 
him  to  the  plaintiff,  some  months  before  the  latter  purchased  him  of 
the  defendant ;  but  it  was  held  that  such  evidence  was  inadmissible. 
Brisbane  v.  Parsons,  33  N.  Y.  332.  In  such  a  case,  it  is  no  defense 
to  show  that  the  defendant  made  the  warranty  in  good  faith,  and 
under  misinformation  as  to  the  character  of  the  horse ;  and  the  real 
question  to  be  tried  relates  to  the  condition  of  the  horse  at  the  time  of 
the  warranty.  lb. 

The  declarations  of  the  parties  to  a  chattel  mortgage  are  not  admissible 
as  evidence  to  sustain  the  mortgage,  as  against  a  judgment  creditor. 
Carpenter  v.  Simmons,  28  How.  13.  Nor  are  the  declarations  of  the 
mortgagor,  made  after  filing  the  mortgage,  evidence  against  the  mort- 
gagee. Walher  v.  Henry,  85  N.  Y.  130.  In  an  action  between  the 
vendee  and  the  creditor  of  the  vendor  to  determine  the  title  of  the 
property  purchased,  the  declarations  of  the  vendor,  after  regaining,  and 
while  in  possession  of  the  chattels,  are  not  competent  against  the  vendee. 
Tilson  V.  TerwilUger,  56  N.  Y.  273. 

The  declarations  made  by  the  payee  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note, 
while  he  owns  and  holds  it,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  against  one  to 
whom  it  is  subsequently  transferred  for  value,  even  though  the  transfer  is 
made  after  maturity,  Paige  v.  Qagwin,  7  Hill,  361;  Whitaker  v.  Brown, 
8  Wend.  490 ;  Smith,  v.  Sohauck,  18  Barb.  344,  and  though  it  was 
taken    with  notice  of  the  illegality  of  the  consideration.     Osborn  v. 
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Rdbbins,  7  Lans.  44.  The  rule  is  the  same,  although  the  payee  is  dead 
at  the  time  his  declaratioES  are  offered  in  evidence.  Beach  v.  Wise, 
1  Hill,  612.     See  Dodge  v.  Freedman's  Savings,  etc.,  Co.,  93  U.  S.  379. 

So  the  declarations  which  are  made  by  the  owner  of  a  chose  in  action 
are  not  admissible  to  afEect  the  rights  of  one  who  derives  title  from  him. 
Starh  V.  Bosv^ell,  6  Hill,  405. 

The  cause  of  Paige  v.  Cagwin,  above  cited,  is  a  leading  case  in  this 
State  on  the  subject  of  the  admissibility  of  declarations  made  by  the 
former  owner  of  personal  property,  while  he  was  the  party  in  interest, 
against  one  deriving  title  from  him.  This  case  has  been  frequently 
followed  in  oar  courts,  and  is  regarded  as  establishing  the  general  rule 
that  the  declarations  of  the  vendor  of  chattels  or  the  assignor  of  a  chose 
in  action,  made  before  he  parted  with  his  interest  therein,  are  inadmis- 
sible against  his  vendee  or  assignee.  Jermain  v.  Denniston,  6  N.  Y. 
276 ;  Booth  v.  Swezey,  8  id.  276 ;  Tousley  v.  Barry,  16  id.  497 ; 
Edington  v.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Go.,  67  id.  185 ;  Tahor  v.  Yan  Tasselly 
86  id.  642. 

In  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  maker  of  a  note,  which  was 
alleged  to  have  been  sold  under  a  usurious  contract,  the  declarations  of 
the  payee  who  transferred  the  note  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  to 
show  the  usurious  transfer,  notwithstanding  the  payee  was  dead  at  the 
time  of  offering  such  evidence.     Kent  v.   WaUon,  7  Wend.  256. 

A  note  belonged  to  a  bank  until  the  time  of  its  failure,  and  after  that 
time  it  was  transferred  to  the  plaintiff,  but  in  what  manner  and  for 
what  consideration  did  not  appear  at  the  trial.  An  action  was  brought 
against  the  maker  and  the  indorser  by  such  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants 
offered  to  show,  by  entries  in  the  bank -'book,  that  the  note  was  paid, 
and  this  was  held  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  as  against  such  plaintiff. 
Jermain  v.  Denniston,  6  N.  Y.  276. 

Biit  the  qualification  fouad  in  Paige  v.  Gagwin,  that  the  vendee  or 
assignee  must  be  a  purchaser  for  value,  in  order  to  make  the  declara- 
tion inadmissible,  is  an  essential  part  of  the  rule.  Von  Sachs  v.  Krietz, 
72  N.  Y.  548.  Aiid  it  has  been  directly  held  that  the  declarations  of 
a  prior  holder  of  a  promissory  note  transferred  after  maturity  are  ad- 
missible against  his  indorsee,  where  the  latter  is  not  a  holder  for  value. 
Brishwne  v.  PraM,  4  Denio,  63.  See  Von  Sachs  v.  Krietz,  72  N.  Y. 
548,  554 ;  Oreen  v.  Ginsen^  38  id.  343,  369 ;  Jaines  v.  Ghalmers,  6  id. 
209,  215. 

When  a  party  against  whom  the  declarations  are  offered  claims  as 
privy  by  representation  through  the  person  making  them,  or  is  identi- 
fied in  interest  with  him,  the  declarations  are  clearly  admissible.     The 
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declarations  of  an  intestate,  or  of  a  testator,  touching  the  title  to  per- 
sonal property,  or  establishing  a  defense  to  a  claim  asserted  by  the 
executor  or  administrator,  or  a  demand  against  the  estate  he  repre- 
sents, are  constantly  received  upon  this  ground.  Brown  v.  Mailler,  12 
N.  T.  118  ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  7  0.  &  P.  401 ;  Woodruff  v.  CooTc,  25 
Barb.  505  ;  Von  Sachs  v.  JTreitz,  72  N.  T.  548,  555. 

The  position  of  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  in  respect  to  the  estate  of 
the  bankrupt,  is  in  many  respects  analogous  to  that  of  executor  or 
administrator  in  respect  to  the  estate  of  the  decedent.  He  holds  the 
assigned  estate  in  trust  for  the  bankrupt  and  his  creditors.  He  is  not 
a  purchaser  for  value,  and  in  asserting  a  claim  held  by  the  bankrupt, 
he  stands  upon  his  right  and  title,  and  not  upon  any  new  and  inde- 
pendent right  or  equity.  This  relation  between  a  bankrupt  and  his 
assignee  creates  an  identity  of  interests  between  them  which  makes 
the  declarations  of  the  bankrupt,  made  before  bankruptcy,  admissible 
in  evidence  against  his  assignee,  to  establish  or  support  a  claim  against 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt.    Von  Saohs  v.  Kreitz,  72  N.  T.  548. 

The  declarations  or  admissions  which  may  have  been  made  by  the 
assignees  of  goods,  at  a  time  subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  assign- 
ment, and  after  they  have  parted  with  the  possession  of .  the  assigned 
property,  are  not  competent  evidence  in  favor  of  parties,  who  are  sued 
by  the  assignees,  for  taking  and  selling  the  goods  under  and  by  virtue 
of  a  judgment  and  execution  against  the  assignees.  Peck  v.  Crouse, 
46  Barb.  151 ;  Burnham  v.  Brenncm,  74  N.  Y.  597. 

The  declarations  of  an  assignor,  who  has  made  an  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  are  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  im- 
peaching the  assignment  for  fraud,  nor,  to  furnish  evidence  of  his  own 
or  the  trustee's  fraudulent  intent  in  making  or  receiving  such  assign- 
ment, when  the  declarations  are  made  out  of  court  after  the  execution 
and  delivery  of  the  assignment,  and  the  entry  of  the  trustees  upon  the 
performance  of  the  trust  by  taking  possession  of  the  assigned  property, 
Cuyler  v.  McCartney,  40  N.  T.  221 ;  Weinrich  v.  Porter,  47  Mo.  293 ; 
Coyne  v.  Weaver,  84  N.  Y.  386 ;  Ogden  v.  Peters,  15  Barb.  560 ; 
Banna  v.  Curtis,  1  Barb.  Ch.  263,  nor  when  previously  made, 
Jones  V.  Methodist  Church,  21  Barb.  161 ;  Cuyler  v.  McCartney,  33 
id.  165 ;  Booth  v.  Sweezey,  4  Seld.  276,  278 ;  Tmax  v.  Slater,  86 
N.  Y.  630,  provided  the  declarations  are  no  part  of  the  res  ffestce.  lb. 
But  if  the  assignor  remains  continuously  in  possession  of  the  assigned 
property,  his  declarations  as  to  the  object  of  making  the  assignment, 
while  so  in  possession,  are  receivable  in  evidence  as  against  the  assignor 
and  his  creditors  who  claim  under  the  assignment.     Adams  v.  David- 
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son,  10  N.  T.  309.  See  Bullia  v.  Montgomery,  50  id.  352,  359 ; 
CvAjler  V.  McCartney,  40  id.  221,  235  ;  Coyne  v.  Werner,  84  id. 
386,  393.  "WTiile  the  assignor  continues  in  possession  of  the  assigned 
property,  his  acts  and  declarations  while  in  actual  possession  may  be 
given  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestm.  Newlin  v.  Lyon,  49  N.  Y. 
661 ;  Magee  v.  Maignel,  64  Penn.  St.  110. 

But  declarations  as  to  the  ownership  of  a  note,  made  before  matu- 
rity, to  an  indorser  by  one  employed  to  sell  the  note,  are  not  admissible 
to  affect  the  title  of  the  purchaser  ;  Wilson  v.  Boioden,  113  Mass.  422 ; 
nor  are  they  admissible  to  affect  the  title  of  his  principal.  I^-ier  v. 
.Duf,  63  Penn.  St.  59. 

The  intent  of  parties  to  a  sale  of  goods,  to  defraud  the  creditors  of 
the  vendor,  cannot  be  proved  by  the  declarations  of  the  vendor  made 
after  the  transaction.  JSutcMns  v.  Castle,  48  Oal.  152 ;  Weinrich  v. 
Porter,  47  Mo.  293  ;  Miner  v.  Phillips,  42  111.  123  ;  Jones  v.  Morse, 
36  Cal.  205 ;  Shaw  v.  Robertson,  12  Minn.  445.  The  declarations  of 
a  donor  made  subsequent  to  the  gift,  are  inadmissible  to  impeach  the 
title  of  the  donee.  Bwriker  v.  Oreen,  48  III.  243 ;  Oornett  v  Fain, 
33  Ga.  219. 

A  plea  of  tender  is  an  unequivocal  admission  of  the  justice  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim  to  tlie  extent  of  the  sum  tendered.  Roosevelt  v.  N. 
Y.  c&  Harlem  R.  R.  Co.,  45  Barb.  554  ;  S.  0.,  30  How.  226 ;  Wood- 
ward V.  Cutler,  33  Yt.  49. 

An  offer  made  by  a  party,  whether  verbal  or  in  writing,  and  expressly 
stated  to  be  made  without  prejudice,  to  pay  money  by  way  of  com- 
promise, and  with  a  view  to  buy  peace,  is  not  evidence  of  a  debt  or  of 
a  legal  liability,  by  way  of  admission.  Cory  v.  Bretton,  4  Carr.  <fe 
Payne,  462 ;  Healy  v.  Thatcher,  8  id.  388.  So  where  what  is  said  is 
spoken  with  a  view  of  effecting  a  compromise  and  for  no  other  pur- 
pose, it  will  not  be  admisible  as  evidence,  though  there  is  no  express 
declaration  that  what  is  said  is  to  be  without  prejudice  ;  if  that  was  the 
intention  of  the  party,  it  is  sufficient.  Jardine  v.  Sheridan,  2  Car.  & 
Kir.  N.  P.  24.  The  ground  of  rejecting  such  evidence  is,  that  confiden- 
tial overtures  ought  to  be  protected ;  and  that  the  law  favors  settle- 
ments and  compromises  instead  of  litigation.  An  offer  of  compromise 
is  a  mere  proposition  to  give  or  accept  something  for  the  purpose  of  an 
amicable  adjustment  of  the  difficulties  in  question,  and  so  long  as  the 
offer  is  unaccepted,  it  is  but  a  mere  proposition,  and  the  law  excludes 
all  such  propositions  as  evidence.  Daniels  v.  Woonsochet,  11  E.  1. 4 ; 
Strong  v.  Stewart,  9  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  137 ;  Barker  v.  Bvshnell,  75 
111.  220  ;  State  Bank  v.  Dutton,  11  Wis.  371 ;  Payne  v.  Forty-second 
52 
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St.,  etc.,  R.  E.  Co.,  8  J.  &  Sp.  8 ;  Gay  v.  Bates,  99  Mass.  263  ;  Pihe 
V.  Doyle,  19  La.  Ann.  362. 

A  common  case  is  where  a  plaintiff  claims  a  certain  sum,  as,  for  in- 
stance, $100,  and  the  defendant  offers  to  pay  $25,  for  the  purpose  of 
settling  the  claim  ;  this  offer  neither  admits  nor  ascertains  the  debt, 
but  is  a  mere  proposition  to  give  a  certain  sum  to  be  rid  of  trouble  and 
expense  of  an  action,  and,  therefore,  the  offer  is  not  evidence.  See 
Reynolds  v.  Manning,  15  Md.  510. 

It  is  never  the  intention  of  the  law  to  shut  out  the  truth,  but  to  repel 
any  inference  which  may  arise  from  a  proposition  made,  not  with  a  de- 
sign to  admit  the  existence  of  a  fact,  but  merely  to  buy  one's  peace.  If 
an  admission,  however,  is  made  hecause  it  is  a  fact,  the  evidence  to 
prove  it  is  competent,  whatever  motive  may  have  prompted  to  the 
declaration. 

The  illustration  already  given  shows  this  sufficiently.  But  if  the 
party  admits  a  particular  item  in  an  account,  or  any  other  fact,  mean- 
ing to  make  the  admission  as  being  true,  this  is  good  evidence,  although 
the  object  of  the  conversationwas  to  compromise  an  existing  controversy. 
Hartford  Bridge  Co.  v.  Granger,  4  Conn.  142  ;  Marvin  v.  Richmond, 
3  Denio,  58  ;  Murray  v.  Coster,  4  Cow.  635,  opinion  ;  Waldridge  v. 
Kennison,  1  Esp.  IST.  P.  143  ;  Turner  v.  Railton,  2  id.  474  ;  Boon  v. 
Ravey,  49  Vt.  293  ;  Plummer  v.  Caurrier,  52  N".  H.  287 ;  Bartlett  v. 
Tarhox,  1  Abb.  App.  Dec.  120  ;  Eastman  v.  Amoskeag,  etc.,  Co.,  44 
]Sr.  H.  143 ;  Perkins  v.  Concord  R.  R.,  44  id.  223. 

An  offer  to  compromise  on  conditions  is  no  admission.  Read  v. 
McLemore,  34  Miss.  110.  But  an  offer  to  pay  a  debt  in  goods  instead  of 
money  is  not  an  offer  to  compromise.     Ferry  v.  Taylor,  33  Md.  323. 

Where  a  letter  has  been  written  "  without  prejudice,"  the  answer  to 
it,  though  not  guarded  in  the  same  manner,  will  not  be  admitted. 
Paddock  v.  Forrester,  3  Scott  N.  E.  734.  So  if  a  letter  is  written 
"  without  prejudice,"  no  part  of  it  can  be  given  in  evidence.  Healey  v. 
Thatcher,  8  Carr.  &  Payne,  388.  An  admission  must  be  voluntary  to 
be  admissible,  and  where  an  answer  was  given  by  a  person  as  a  witness 
under  an  order  or  decision  of  the  court  requiring  him  to  answer  a  ques- 
tion, although  objected  to  by  the  witness,  his  answer  so  given  was  held 
to  be  inadmissible  as  evidence  against  him  of  an  admission.  Regina 
V.  Oarhett,  2  Car.  &  Kir.  N.  P.  474. 

Admissions  are  sometimes  implied  from  the  assumed  language, 
character  or  conduct  of  a  party.  In  such  cases  the  existence  and  truth 
of  the  fact  to  be  proved  is  sometimes  assumed  in  the  expressions  which 
are  given  in  evidence.     The  expressions  in  such  cases  are  received  as 
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an  admission  of  the  fact,  though  they  were  used  for  some  other  purpose 
and  though  the  admission  is  only  implied ;  and,  as  an  admission,  they 
are  allowed  to  supersede  the  necessity  of  producing  more  explicit  evi- 
dence. An  agent  is  employed  to  sell  goods,  and  pays  over  the  proceeds 
to  his  employer,  and  a  demand  is  made  by  the  latter  for  the  money 
arising  upon  the  sale  of  certain  property,  a  declaration  by  the  agent,  in 
answer  to  such  demand,  that  he  had  paid  over  all  the  money,  is  an  im- 
plied admission  of  the  sale  and  dispenses  with  proof  of  that  fact. 

So,  when  a  demand  is  made  for  property,  if  there  is  a  refusal  which 
is  put  upon  a  specific  ground,  it  is  an  implied  admission  that  such 
ground  is  the  true  one.  TxiMe  v.  Gladding,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  157 ; 
Winter  v.  Coit,  3  Seld.  288  ;  Livingstqn  v.  Stoessel,  3  Bosw.  19  ;  Dun- 
lap  V.  Hunting,  2  Denio,  643  ;  Weeks  v.  Ooode,  6  J.  Scott  (E.  S.),  367. 
And  such  admission  is  so  far  conclusive  that  the  party  must  maintain 
the  claim  then  made  or  fail  in  his  defense,  if  sued  for  the  refusal  to 
make  the  delivery  claimed.  lb.  The  entry  of  a  charge  to  a  particular 
person  in  a  book  of  account,  or  the  making  out  of  a  bill  of  parcels  in 
his  name  is  an  admission  that  they  were  furnished  on  his  credit.  8torr 
T.  Seott,  6  Carr.  &  Payne,  241.  See  Oowdin  v.  Oottgetreu,  55  IST.  Y. 
650 ;  Anderson  v.  Ilyman,  1  H.  Black.  120  ;  Watson  v.  Wha/ram,  2 
Term  K.  80  ;  ConoWy  v.  Kettlewell,  1  Gill  (Md.),  260.  The  fact  that  a 
certain  person  is  charged  on  the  plaintiff's  books  with  goods  is  not  con- 
clusive evidence  that  the  credit  was  given  to  him.  Swift  v.  Pierce, 
13  Allen,  136.  When  goods  are  sold  to  an  agent  the  legal  presump- 
tion is  that  the  credit  is  given  to  the  principal,  and  entries  on  the  books 
of  the  vendor  charging  the  goods  to  the  agent,  though  of  much  weight 
on  the  question,  are  not  conclusive  evidence  that  the  credit  was  given 
exclusively  to  him.  Meeker  v.  Glaghom,  44  N.  Y.  352  ;  Foster  v. 
Persoh,  68  id.  400. 

In  some  cases  it  is  allowable  to  give  evidence  by  written  or  verbal 
statements  made,  or  of  acts  done  by  others,  and  then  show  how  the 
party  who  heard  or  read  the  statements  or  saw  the  acts  done  was  af- 
fected by  them,  for  the  purpose  of  using  his  conduct,  expressions  or 
demeanor  as  evidence  against  him,  by  way  of  admission.  The  evidence 
in  such  cases  is  altogether  presumptive  in  its  quality  and  character. 

There  are  many  instances  in  which  it  is  a  person's  duty  to  speak  out 
upon  a  subject  if  he  desires  to  preserve  his  rights. 

If  a  person  offers  to  sell  the  personal  property  of  A.,  in  his  presence 
and  hearing,  the  latter  is  bound  to  disclose  his  ownership,  or  the  pur- 
chaser will  get  a  good  title.  So,  where  an  account  is  made  out  and 
presented  to  an  individual,  it  is  his  duty  to   dispute  or  deny  it,  if 
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false,  or  to  point  out  the  inaccuracies,  if  any  exist.  As  a  general  rule, 
where  an  account,  showing  a  balance,  is  duly  rendered,  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  rendered  is  bound,  within  a  reasonable  time,  to  examine  it, 
and  object,  if  he  disputes  its  accuracy.  An  omission  to  do  so  will  be 
an  implied  admission  of  its  correctness.  Lockwood  v.  Thorne,  UN. 
T.  170,  reversing  same  case  in  12  Barb.  487 ;  Beers  v.  Reynolds, 
id.  288  ;  S.  C,  11  N.  Y.  97.  The  omission  to  object  does  not  render 
the  admission  conclusive  ;  it  merely  raises  a  presumption  that  it  is  cor- 
rect, which  may  be  rebutted  by  evidence  showing  circumstances 
that  tend  to  a  contrary  inference.  Lockwood  v.  Thorne,  18  N.  Y.285, 
reversing  same  case  in  24  Barb.  391.  And  see  Williams  v.  Glenny,  16 
K  T.  389. 

Admissions  may  also  be  implied  from  the  acquiescence  of  the  party. 
But  acquiescence,  to  have  the  effect  of  an  admission,  must  exhibit  some 
act  of  the  mind,  and  amount  to  voluntary  demeanor  or  conduct  of  the 
party.  And  whether  it  is  acquiescence  in  the  conduct  or  in  the  lan- 
guage of  others,  it  must  plainly  appear  that  such  conduct  was  fully 
known,  or  the  language  fully  nnderstood  by  the  party,  before  any  in- 
ference can  be  drawn  from  his  passiveness  or  silence.  The  circum- 
stances, too,  must  be  not  only  such  as  afforded  him  an  opportunity  to 
act  or  to  speak,  but  such  also  as  would  properly  and  naturally  call  for 
some  action  or  reply  "from  men  similarly  situated.  A  party  is  not  to 
be  affected  by  statements  made  in  his  presence,  under  circumstances 
which  do  not  properly  allow  a  reply.  In  legal  investigations,  there  is 
a  regularity  of  proceeding  which  does  not  permit  a  party  to  interpose 
a  denial  how  and  when  he  pleases,  as  he  would  in  a  common  conversa- 
tion. And,  in  such  cases,  the  same  inferences  are  not  to  be  drawn  from 
his  silence  or  his  conduct,  as  would  otherwise  be  done.  Melen  v.  An- 
d/rews,  1  Mood.  &  Malk.  336 ;  Rex  v.  Appleby,  3  Stark.  33 ;  Brogles 
V.  State,  47  Ind.  251 ;  Wilkins  v.  Stidzer,  22  Cal.  231.  But,  if  the 
party  does  answer  or  make  a  reply,  that  may  be  given  in  evidence  as 
an  admission.  Jones  v.  Morrell,  1  Car.  &  Kir.  266.  So,  a  statement 
which  is  made  in  the  plaintiff's  hearing,  although  not  in  his  presence, 
is  admissible  in  evidence,  if  it  is  otherwise  receivable.  Neile  v.  Jakle, 

2  Car.  &  Kir.  709.  The  general  rule  that  a  declaration  is  good  only 
as  against  the  person  making  it  is  subject  to  various  limitations ;  and 
a  statement  made  by  a  person  in  the  presence  of  his  associates  and  ac- 
quiesced in  by  them,  is  admissible  against  them.  Lathrap  v.  Bramhall, 

3  Hun,  394. 

If  a  party,  to  whom  a  note  bearing  his  name  is  shown  with  a  request 
to  pay  it,  is  silent,  his  silence  is  competent  evidence  that  his  signature 
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is  genuine,  or  if  not  genuine,  of  his  assent  to  be  bound  by  it.  Oorser 
V.  Pwul,  41  N.  H.  24.  A  refiisal  to  pay  a  bill  because  another  person 
should  pay  part  is  admissible  as  an  admission  of  the  authority  of  the 
agent  who  accepted  it.     May  v.  Hewitt,  33  Ala.  161. 

A  distinction  is  made  between  declarations  made  by  a  party  and 
those  made  by  a  stranger.  An  omission  to  reply  to  the  latter  is  not  an 
implied  admission  of  the  truth  of  the  statement,  since  the  refusal  to 
reply  may  be  on  account  of  the  impertinence  of  the  person  who  made  it, 
and  who  is  rebuked  by  silence.  Ohild  v.  Grace,  2  Carr.  &  Payne,  193. 
If  a  reply  is  made,  that  may  be  given  in  evidence.  lb. 

There  may  also  be  special  circumstances  calling  for  silence  on  the 
part  of  the  person  to  whom  the  conversation  is  addressed  which  will  pre- 
vent such  silence  from  being  construed  as  admissions  of  the  truth  of 
statements  made  by  the  stranger.     Slattery  v.  People,  76  III.  217. 

A  statement  made  in  the  presence  of  a  party  to  the  action  becomes 
evidence,  as  showing  that  the  party,  on  hearing  such  a  statement,  did 
not  deny  its  truth.  Such  statements  are  received  in  evidence,  not  as 
evidence  in  themselves,  but  to  understand  what  reply  the  party  to  be 
affected  by  the  statement  shall  have  made  to  it.  If  he  is  silent  when 
he  ought  to  have  denied,  the  presumption  of  acquiescence  arises.  Gib- 
ney  v.  Ma/rchay,  34  K  T.  301,  305. 

But  such  an  acquiescence  is  worth  very  little,  indeed,  where  the  party 
hearing  it  has  no  means  of  personally  knowing  the  truth  or  falsehood 
of  the  statement.     Hayslep  v.  Gymer,  1  Ad.  &  El.  162, 165. 

The  declarations  of  a  party  are  not  evidence  in  his  own  favor ;  State 
v.  Tatro,  50  Vt.  483 ;  Baird  v.  Fletchef,  id.  603 ;  Finch  v.  Phil- 
lips, 41  Wis.  387 ;  unless  the  adverse  party,  by  giving  in  evidence  a 
part  of  his  statements,  or  facts  raising  some  presumption  from  his  ap- 
parent silence,  has  made  the  declarations  admissible  as  a  part  of  the 
conversation,  or  as  a  reply  to  the  circumstances  out  of  which  such 
presumption  arises.     Crosbie  v.  Leary,  6  Bosw.  313  . 

A  defendant  who  puts  in  evidence  a  correspondence,  consisting  of 
several  letters  between  himself  and  the  plaintiff,  has  a  right  to  give 
in  evidence  a  letter  written  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  in  reply  to  the 
plaintiff's  last  letter,  which  bore  date  on  the  day  before  the  defendant's 
letter.  Roe  v.  Doaj,  7  Carr.  &  Payne,  705.  The  rule  that  a  person  is 
presumed  to  admit  facts  stated  in  a  conversation  with  him,  and  not 
denied,  does  not  extend  to  facts  stated  by  letter.  The  fact  that  a  per- 
son receives  a  letter,  and  does  not,  in  replying,  deny  an  allegation  made 
therein,  is  not  an  admission  by  him  of  such  fact.  Waring  v.  United 
States  Telegraph  Co.,  4  Daly,  233 ;  S.  C,  44  How.  69. 
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Said  Lord  Tenteeden,  "  what  is  said  to  a  man  to  his  face  he  is  in  some 
degree  called  upon  to  contradict,  if  he  does  not  acquiesce  in  it ;  but  the 
answering  of  a  letter  is  quite  different,  and  it  is  too  much  to  say  that 
a  man,  by  not  answering  a  letter,  at  all  events  admits  the  truth  of  the 
statements  that  letter  contains."  Fairlie  v.  Denton,  3  Carr.  &  Payne, 
103 ;  Doe  v.  FranUs,  11  Ad.  &  El.  795.  But  see  Fenn  v.  Weston,  31 
Yt.  345. 

Great  care  should  be  exercised  in  receiving  and  acting  upon  admis- 
sions which  are  implied  from  a  supposed  acquiescence  in  the  statements 
of  other  persons ;  and  they  ought  never  to  be  received  at  all,  unless  the 
evidence  is  of  direct  declarations  of  that  kind  which  naturally  call  for 
contradiction ;  some  assertion  made  to  the  party  with  respect  to  his 
right,  which,  by  his  silence,  he  acquiesces  in.  See  Wa/rmg  v.  United 
States  Telegraph  Co.,  4  Daly,  233 ;  State  v.  Hamilton,  55  Mo.  520. 

Evidence  that  a  person  for  whom  work  is  being  done  by  contract  did 
not  dissent  to  certain  deviations  from  the  contract  when  his  attention 
was  called  thereto  is  competent  as  tending  to  show  assent.  Bailer/  v. 
Woods,  17  K  H.  365. 

With  respect  to  verbal  admissions,  it  may  be  observed  that  they 
ought  to  be  received  and  acted  upon  as  evidence  with  great  caution. 
It  may  be  a  correct  principle,  that  the  statement  of  a  person  to  the 
prejudice  of  his  own  interest  is  so  far  entitled  to  consideration  as  to 
be  admissible  in  evidence  against  him.  Still,  the  repetition  of  oral 
statements  is  always  subject  to  great  imperfections.  The  party  from 
whom  they  proceed  may  have  been  misinformed,  or  may  not  have 
correctly  expressed  his  meaning,  or  he  may  have  spoken  lightly  and 
without  consideration  ;  even  his  meaning,  if  correctly  expressed,  may 
have  been  misunderstood,  or  a  slight  alteration  of  the  words,  without 
any  design  of  intentional  misrepresentation,  may  entirely  vary  the  effect 
of  his  statement ;  and,  where  a  witness  is  corrupt,  a  slight  change  in 
the  language  may  make  a  material  difference  between  the  admission 
really  made,  and  that  stated  by  the  witness.  Zaw  v.  Merrills,  6  "Wend. 
277 ;  1  Phil.  Ev.  479,  4th  Am.  ed. ;  Garrison  v.  AMn,  2  Barb.  25,  27 ; 
Chicago,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Button,  68  111.  409. 

Drunkenness  of  a  person  at  the  time  he  made  the  declarations  offered 
in  evidence  as  admissions  may  be  taken  i:ito  account,  according  to 
its  degree.  State  v.  Bryan,  74  N.  0.  351.  But  there  is  no  rule  that 
admissions  by  a  party  are  weak  evidence,  and  it  is  error  to  so  instruct 
a  jury.  It  is  for  the  jury  to  weigh  this  kind  of  evidence,  and  to  give 
to  it  such  consideration  as  it  demands.  Manro  v.  Piatt,  62  111.  450. 
If  the  testimony  as  to  the  admissions  of  the  parties  is  conflicting,  the 
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acts  of  the  parties,  if  clearly  shown,  should  have  controlling  weight. 
Bussell  V.  Miller,  26  Mich.  1. 

It  is  an  elementary  principle  that  the  admissions  and  confessions  of 
parties  are  admissible  in  evidence  when  pertinent  to  the  issue  to  be 
tried.  They  are  not  by  any  means  conclusive,  and  not  necessarily  even 
friima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  to  which  they  relate.  They  may  be 
controlled  and  overborne  by  evidence  of  a  higher  character  and  more 
commanding  weight ;  but  when  they  relate  to  a  matter  material  to  the 
issue,  they  should  be  received,  and  the  effect  to  be  given  to  them  is 
wholly  with  the  jury.  If  it  appears  from  the  declarations  themselves, 
or  from  evidence  alivmde,  that  the  party  had  no  personal  knowledge  of 
the  facts  as  to  which  the  admission  is  made,  then  but  little  impoi-atnce 
is  to  be  attached  to  them.     Stephens  v.  Yroman,  18  Barb.  250,  257. 

An  admission  made  by  a  party  upon  the  assumption  or  hypothesis 
that  certain  information  given  him  is  true  will  be  admissible  against 
him  in  connection  with  proof  of  the  truth  of  his  information.  Chap- 
man V.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  B.  Co.,  26  Wis.  295.  But  in  every  case  to 
render  a  confession  of  an  adverse  party  admissible  as  evidence,  it  must 
be  of  some  fact  material  to  the  issue ;  for  if  the  circumstance  admitted 
be  of  such  a  character  that  it  would  have  no  just  bearing  on  the  case,  if 
otherwise  proved,  it  must  not  be  received  because  its  existence  is  es- 
tablished out  of  the  mouth  of  the  party  against  whom  it  is  offered, 
Stephens  v.  Yroman,  16  N.  T.  381. 

There  is  no  limitation  upon  the  right  of  a  party  to  introduce  evi- 
dence to  contradict  the  truth  of  his  own  admissions,  where  such  admis- 
sions were  retrospective,  and  not  operating  by  way  of  an  estoppel. 
Ca/fland  v.  Day,  4  E  D.  Smith,  251 ;  Ellis  v.  Willard,  9  IST.  T.  529  ; 
Young  v»  Bushnell,  8  Bosw.  1 ;   Young  v.  Foote,  43  111.  33. 

Where  an  admission  is  voluntarily  and  deliberately  made,  and  it  is 
satisfactorily  proved,  it  may  be  strong  evidence  against  the  narty  mak- 
ing it.    Savdamd  v.  Qreen,  40  Wis.  431. 

On  the  subject  of  admissions,  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  first  principle, 
that  the  whole  of  the  statement  containing  the  admission  is  to  be  re- 
ceived together.  This  is  necessary,  in  order  to  enable  the  court  and 
jury  to  judge  of  the  true  extent  of  the  admission,  which,  when  taken 
entire,  will  often  have  a  different  import  from  that  which  a  partial  ac- 
count might  convey.  Thompson  v.  Austen,  2  Dowl.  &  Ryl.  358  ;  Kam- 
mell  V.  Bassett,  24  Ark.  499  ;  Barnes  v.  Allen,  1  Abb.  App.  Dec.  Ill ; 
Sea/rles  v.  Thompson,  18  Minn.  316 ;  People  v.  Murphy,  39  Cal.  62  ; 
Barry  v.  Da/vis,  33  Mich.  515. 

Where,  taking  the  admission  together,  the  branch  making  against 
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tte  party  is  completely  avoided,  qualified  or  explained  away  by  an- 
other branch,  and  there  is  nothing  beside,  either  intrinsic  or  extrinsic, 
in  the  latter  branch  to  render  it  questionable,  the  first  is  neutralized ; 
and  the  whole  admission  is  considered  as  not  weighing  any-  thing 
against  the  party.  In  such  cases,  if  there  is  no  other  evidence  in  the 
case,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  and  if  he  does,  the  judg- 
ment will  be  reversed,  as  in  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  said :  "  I 
have  bought  the  goods,  but  I  have  paid  for  them."  Smith  v.  Jones, 
15  Johns.  229.  So  where  the  defendant  said :  "  I  have  received  a 
dollar  from  the  plaintiff,  but  it  was  my  due."  Carver  v.  Tracy,  3 
Johns.  427.  So  where  the  defendant  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  had 
attended  her  as  a  physician,  but  she  also  alleged  that  she  had  not  em- 
ployed him,  and  that  she  was  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 
Wailing  v.  Toll,  9  Johns.  141.  And  so  of  a  ease  in  which  the  defend- 
ant admitted  that  he  shot  the  plaintiff's  dog,  but  alleged  that  it  was 
done  because  he  attacked  him  in  the  highway  in  the  night-time." 
Credit  v.  Brown,  10  Johns.  265.  So  of  an  admission  that  goods  were 
purchased,  but  alleging  that  they  were  purchased  on  time  which  had 
not  expired  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  action.  Perego  v.  Purdy,  1 
Hilt.  269.  So  where  a  party  admitted  that  he  had  given  a  note  for  a 
stove,  but  he  alleged  that  the  stove  was  warranted,  and  that  the  war- 
ranty was  broken  because  the  stove  was  not  good,  but  had  broken. 
Kelsey  v.  Bush,  2  Hill,  440. 

In  the  cases  just  cited,  the  plaintiffs  relied  on  the  admissions  of  the 
defendant  to  make  a  case ;  but  the  entire  admission  was  held  insufficient 
to  authorize  a  recovery,  and  the  judgments  were  all  reversed.  If, 
however,  there  are  any  other  facts  in  the  case  which  destroy  the  effect 
of  that  part  of  the  admission  which  discharges  the  party,  there  may  be 
a  recovery.  , 

If  that  part  of  the  admission  discharging  the  party  is  improbable,  or 
it  is  discredited  by  the  other  evidence  in  the  case  the  jury  may  disre- 
gard the  excuse,  and  the  plaintiff  may  recover.  Barnes  v.  Allen,  30 
Barb.  663 ;  Bearss  v.  Copley,  10  N.  Y.  93.  And  see  Nesbit  v.  Stringer, 
2  Dner,  26 ;  Dorian  v.  Douglass,  6  Barb.  451. 

When  one  party  to  an  action  calls  the  opposite  party  as  a  witness, 
and  proves  facts  by  him  which  favor  the  party  calling  him,  the  wit- 
ness may  also  give  evidence  which  goes  to  discharge  the  liability  so 
created ;  but  the  jury  are  at  liberty  to  judge  of  the  value  which  is  to 
be  placed  upon  the  matter  in  excuse.  Roberts  v.  Oee,  15  Barb.  449  ; 
Brown  v.  State,  2  Texas  App.  139. 

The  rule  which  requires  that  the  whole  of  an  admission  may  be  given 
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in  evidence  is  not  an  unlimited  one,  as  to  the  facts  which  may  then  be 
called  for.  If  an  admission  is  called  for  and  proved  against  a  party,  he 
is  entitled  to  ask  for  all  that  was  said  at  the  same  time,  or  on  the  same 
occasion  in  relation  to  the  admission  called  for,  or  the  same 
subject  of  inquiry.  But  the  rule  is  not  extended  so  far  as  to  permit  a 
party  to  call  for  all  that  was  said  in  the  same  conversation,  if  a  part  of 
it  related  to  another  and  a  distinct  matter  from  that  inquired  about  by 
the  party  calling  for  such  admission.  Gcurey  v.  Nicholson,  24  Wend. 
350  ;  Dorlon  v.  Douglass,  6  Barb.  451 ;  Bouse  v.  Whited,  25  id.  279  ; 
27  N.  Y.  170;  Prince  v.  Samo,  7  Ad.  &  Ell.  627  ;  Oreaton  v.  Smith, 
1  Daly,  380 ;  Downs  v.  New  York  Central  B.  R.  Co.,  47  JST.  Y.  83 ; 
Miller  v.  Wildcat,  etc.,  Co.,  52  Ind.  51. 

The  object  of  permitting  the  entire  admission  to  be  given  is  to  enable 
the  party  against  whom  a  part  of  it  is  given  to  have  the  whole  of  it 
shown  so  as  to  explain,  qualify  or  discharge  any  liability  which  would 
appear  to  exist  from  a  partial  statement  of  the  matter.  If  the  other 
parts  of  the  conversation  relate  to  a  different  and  distinct  subject- 
matter,  it  would  not  serve  the  purpose  of  an  explanation,  qualification 
or  discharge,  and  the  reason  of  the  rule  which  allows  the  whole  admis- 
sion ceases,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  matter  foreign  to  the  admission 
called  for. 

Where  the  liability  of  a  defendant  is  sought  to  be  proved  by  his  ver- 
bal declarations  or  admissions  to  a  witness,  in  several  different  inter- 
views, all  the  conversations  between  him  and  the  witness,  bearing  upon 
the  subject  of  inquiry,  must  be  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the 
jury.  Nesbit  v.  Stringer,  2  Duer,  26.  So,  in  an  action  against  the 
defendant  for  the  recovery  of  the  rent  of  premises  occupied  by  a  third 
person,  where  evidence  has  been  given  of  a  conversation,  on  a  specified 
day,  between  the  landlord  and  the  defendant,  tending  to  establish  a  hir- 
ing of  the  premises  by  the  defendant,  and  an  agreement  that  such  third 
person  might  occupy  them,  and  that  the  defendant  would  pay  the  rent, 
it  will  be  error  to  exclude  evidence  of  other  cotemporaneous  conversa- 
tions between  the  landlord  and  the  defendant,  upon  the  same  subject. 
Halsey  v.  Jarvis,  7  Bosw.  461.  Such  evidence  cannot  properly  be 
excluded  merely  because  the  conversations  and  verbal  agreement  offered 
to  be  proved  were  not  had  and  made  on  the  precise  day  on  which  it  is 
stated  that  the  conversation  already  stated  was  had.  lb.  So,  if  part 
oi^a  pleading  is  read  as  an  admission,  the  whole  pleading  must  be  taken 
together,  the  same  as  any  other  admission.  Gildersleeve  v.  Mahony, 
5  Duer,  383;  Gildersleeve  v.  Landon,  73  IT.  Y.  609,  Where  the 
53 
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plaintiff  proves  a  demand  of  the  defendant  and  his  refusal  to  pay  over 
money  in  his  hands,  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  show  by  the  same  wit- 
ness what  reasons  were  assigned  for  the  refusal.  Bennett  v.  Burch,  1 
Denio,  141.  In  such  a  case  the  reasons  for  the  refusal  are  an  essential 
part  of  the  admission.  But  the  rule  is  otherwise  when  a  long  series  of 
facts  is  sought  to  be  made  evidence  in  this  manner,  on  the  ground  that 
they  are  an  answer  to  the  demand.  Walrod  v.  Ball,  9  Barb.  271.  If 
any  part  of  the  reasons  are  admissible,  the  offer  to  prove  them  should 
be  limited  to   such  of  them  as  are  admissible.  lb. 

A  party  cannot  give  his  own  declarations  in  evidence,  in  Kis  own 
favor,  by  calling  for  the  entire  conversation  which  occurred  at  a  given 
time,  merely  because  the  other  side  has  inquired  as  to  a  part  of  the 
conversation ;  the  examination  must  be  confined  to  the  matters  in- 
quired a;bout  by  the  other  side,  and  not  extended  to  different  state- 
ments, though  made  at  the  same  time,  and  in  the  same  conversation. 
Lynch  v.  MoBeth,  7  How.  113  ;  Downs  v.  JVew  York  Central  R.  R. 
Co.,  47  N.  r.  831. 

An  admission  must  be  so  specific  and  clear  as  to  leave  no  room  for 
doubt  as  to  the  identity  of  the  matter  referred  to.  And  where  the 
evidence  to  prove  the  making  of  a  promissory  note,  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  the  defendant,  and  payable  to  the  bearer,  was  that  the  plaint- 
iff's agent  called  on  the  defendant  with  the  alleged  note  in  his  pocket, 
but  which  he  did  not  exhibit,  and  told  him  he  had  a  note  for  that  amount 
against  him,  of  which  he  wanted  the  payment  for  the  plaintiff ;  and 
the  defendant  said  he  had  given  such  a  note,  and  would  pay  it  if  the 
plaintiff  would  make  a  small  deduction,  and  indulge  him  as  to  time,  it 
was  held  that  the  note  produced  on  the  trial  was  not  identified  with 
that  to  which  the  admission  referred,  and  that  the  proof  was  insufficient. 
Palmer  v.  Manning,  4  Denio,  131 ;  Shaver  v.  Ehle,  16  Johns.  201. 
In  another  case  of  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  maker  of  a 
promissory  note,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  the  indorsement  of  the  payee 
was  genuine,  and  that  a  copy  of  the  note  had  been  shown  to  the  de- 
fendant, who  admitted  that  he  had  signed  such  a  note,  and  this  was 
held  sufficient  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  note  and  of  the  maker's 
signature.   Pentz  v.  Winterhottom,  5  Denio,  51. 

A  party  to  a  cause,  who  is  proved  to  have  made  admissions,  may  de- 
feat their  effect,  by  showing  that  they  were  made  under  a  mistake  of 
law,  provided  the  other  party  has  not  been  induced  to  change  his  con- 
ditioti  in  consequence.  Newton  v.  Liddiard,  12  Ad.  &  Ell.  (N.  S.)  925  > 
Newton  V.  Belcher,  id.  921 ;  IIeam,e  v.  Rogers,  9  Bam.  &  Ores.  377. 

The  subject  of  admissions  at  the  trial  has  been  already  noticed.  Antey 
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396.  There  is  anotlier  class  of  judicial  admissions  which  arise  from  the 
acts  of  the  party.  Payment  of  money  into  court  by  the  defendant 
operates  as  an  admission  for  several  purposes.  It  admits  that  the  amount 
paid  into  court  is  due  to  the  plaintiff ;  Logue  v.  CHlliok,  1  E.  D.  Smith, 
398  ;  Seaton  v.  Benedict,  5  Bing.  28  ;  that  it  is  for  the  cause  of  action 
stated  in  the  complaint ;  Bennett  y.  Frcmcis,  2  Bos.  &  Pul.  550  ;  that 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  claim  it  in  the  character  in  which  he  sues  ; 
LijosGorribe  v.  Holmes,  2  Camp.  441 ;  that  the  contract  set  forth  is  cor- 
rectly described,  and  was  duly  executed ;  Gutteridge  v.  Smith,  2  H. 
Bla.  374 ;  Banddll  v.  Lyneh,  2  Camp.  352,  357 ;  that  the  instrument 
sued  on  was  properly  stamped  ;  Israel  v.  Benjcmim,  3  Camp.  40  ;  that 
the  contract  has  been  broken  in  the  manner  and  to  the  extent  alleged 
in  the  complaint ;  Dyer  v.  Ashton,  1  Barn.  &  Cres.  3 ;  and  where 
goods  are  sold  by  sample,  it  admits  that  the  goods  delivered  agreed  with 
the  sample.     Leggett  v.  Cooper,  2  Stark.  103. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  the  payment  of  money  into  court  admits 
every  fact  which  it  would  be  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove,  to  en- 
title him  to  recover  the  amount  so  paid  in.  Dyer  v.  Ashton,  1  Bam.  & 
Cress.  3.     But  it  does  pot  admit  any  thing  beyond  that. 

In  all  actions  for  a  tort,  whether  in  trespass,  trover,  replevin,  or  in 
other  actions,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  the  admissions  of  one  defendant 
are  not  admissible  against  his  co-defendant,  even  when  the  wrongful 
act  was  committed  by  them  jointly.  De  Benedetti  v.  Mauchvn,  1  Hilt. 
213 ;  Daniels  v.  Potter,  4  Carr.  &  Payne,  262 ;  S.  C,  1  Mood.  &  Malk. 
502.  The  only  exception  to  the  rule  is,  where  it  is  shown  that  there 
was  a  conspiracy  or  a  concerted  plan  to  commit  the  wrongful  act ;  and 
where  that  is  shown  by  evidence  independent  of  the  admissions  of  one 
defendant  against  his  co-defendant,  the  declarations  of  either  defendant, 
which  are  made  with  reference  to  the  common  plan,  and,  in  pursuance 
of  it,  are  admissible  as  evidence  against  all.  lb.;  People  v.  Paris,A 
Denio,  153 ;  Lee  v.  Bennett,  How.  App.  Cases,  187  ;  Ifewlin  v.  Lyon, 
49  N.  T.  691 ;  Dewey  v.  Moyer,  72  id.  70  ;  Guyler  v.  MhGarlmey,  40 
id.  221 ;  Ta/ylor  v.  State,  3  Texas  App.  169 ;  Smith  v.  State,  52  Ala. 
407 ;  Philpot  V.  Taylor,  75  III.  309 ;  Kelley  v.  People,  55  N.  Y.  565; 
Jacobs  V.  Shorey,  48  N".  H.  100.  But  such  admissions  are  evidence 
against  the  party  making  them,  and  may  be  admitted  in  evidence 
against  him,  although  he  may  be  sued  jointly  with  other  defendants. 
De  Benedetti  v.  Mauchin,  1  Hilt.  213.  But  even  when  a  common 
plan  or  a  conspiracy  is  shown  to  have  been  made  by  several  defendants, 
the  admissions  of  one  defendant  will  not  be  evidence  against  the  others, 
if  made  after  the  completion  of  the  act,  or  in  reference  to  a  matte?' 
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which  is  not  a  part  of  the  common  plan.  Lynes  v.  State^  36  Miss. 
617 ;  StaU  v.  Ross,  29  Mo.  32 ;  Clinton  v.  Estss,  20  Ark.  216  ;  State 
V.  Thiheau,  30  Vt.  100 ;  State  v.  Jachon,  29  La.  Ann.  354 ;  Beid  v. 
Louisiana  State  Lottery  Co.,  29  id.  388;  United  States  y.  MoKee, 
3  Dill.  646;  Foster  v.  Thrasher,  45  Ga.  617;  <9tofe  v.  Pike,  81  N. 
H.  105 ;  State  v.  La/rkin,  49  id.  39.  They  must  be  part  of  the  res 
gestcB,  to  render  them  admissible  against  all  of  the  defendants.  lb. ; 
Patton  V.  Ohio,  6  Ohio  (N  S.),  467;  State  v.  Puncan,  64  Mo. 
262 ;  Part  v.  Walker,  3  Daly,  138.  A  conspiracy  cannot  be  proved 
against  three  by  evidence  that  one  admitted  it.  Cuyler  v.  MoCa/rt- 
ney,  40  N.  Y.  221.  The  conspiracy  must  be  shown  by  them  by 
evidence  other  than  the  declarations  sought  to  be  used  as  evidence, 
before  the  declarations  of  one  conspirator  can  be  used  to  affect  another. 
Carshadan  v.  Williams,  7  W.  Ya.  1 ;  Garrard  v.  State,  50  Miss.  147. 

In  case  of  conspiracy,  where  the  combination  is  proved,  the  acts  and 
declarations  of  the  conspirators  are  not  received  as  evidence  of  the  . 
conspiracy  but  to  show  what  was  done,  the  means  employed,  the  par- 
ticular design  in  respect  to  the  parties  to  be  affected  or  wronged,  and 
generally,  those  details,  which,  assuming  the  combination  and  the  illegal 
purpose,  imfold  its  extent,  scope  and  influence  either  upon  the  public 
or  the  individual  who  suffers  from  the  wrong,  or  to  show  the  execution 
of  the  illegal  design.  Cuyler  v.  MoQartney,  40  N.  T.  221.  Thus,  after 
it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  an  assignment  was  en- 
tered into  by  the  assignor  and  assignee  with  the  common  purpose  of 
defrauding  the  creditors  of  the  assignor,  his  acts  and  declarations  after 
the  assignment  are  comptetent  evidence  against  the  parties  thereto,  not 
to  show  the  formation  of  the  common  purpose,  but  to  prove  its  execu- 
tion, extent  and  effect.  Hewlin  v.  Lyon,  49  N.  Y.  661. 

There  are  many  cases  in  which  declarations,  when  standing  alone,  are 
inadmissible  as  evidence,  though  they  become  admissible  because  they 
accompany  some  act,  or  are  a  part  of  some  transaction,  and  are,  there- 
fore, admissible  in  explanation  of  it.  The  general  rule  is,  that  declara- 
tions, to  become  a  part  of  the  res  gestce,  mast  accompany  the  act  which 
they  are  supposed  to  characterize,  and  must  so  harmonize  as  to  be  ob- 
viously one  transaction.  Moore  v.  Meacham,  10  N.  Y.  w  207,  210. 
Declarations,  made  right  at  the  conclusion  of  a  transaction,  but  not 
afterward,  are  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestm,  as  much  so  as 
though  made  during  the  progress  of  it.  Kimiball  v.  Hvmiington,  10 
Wend.  677.  When  it  is  material  to  show  for  what  purpose  a  note  was 
sent  to  a  bank,  a  letter,  accompanying  the  note,  explaining  that  object, 
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is  admissible,  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae.     Bank  of  Monroe  v.  GuVuer, 
2  Hill,  531. 

The  declarations  of  an  agent,  while  acting  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  and  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  in  making  a  contract  or 
doing  some  other  act,  are  evidence  against  his  principal,  because  part  of 
the  res  gestce.  Budlong  v.  Van  Nostrand,  24  Barb.  25  ;  Thallheimer 
V.  Brinckerhoff,  6  Cow.  90 ;  4  "Wend.  394 ;  ante,  400.  If  made  after 
that  time,  they  are  not  competent  evidence.  lb. 

In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  evidence  of  the 
plaintifiPs  declarations,  accompanying  her  preparations  for  the  wedding, 
are  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  her  assent,  after  the  promise 
of  the  defendant  is  shown  by  other  evidence.  Wilcox  v.  Oreen^  23 
Barb.  639 ;   Wereh/  v.  Persons,  28  N.  Y.  344. 

On  a  question  of  fraud,  in  relation  to  the  sale  of  personal  property, 
when  the  acts  of  the  parties  may  be  shown,  the  declarations  which  ac- 
company those  acts  are  equally  admissible.  Orary  v.  Sprague,  12  Wend. 
41,  44. ' 

When  declarations  are  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestce,  they  are 
admissible  in  favor  of  the  party  making  them,  as  much  as  in  favor  of 
the  opposite  party.  The  books  contain  a  great  number  of  cases  illus- 
trative of  this  rule,  but  the  principle  is  one  which  is  easy  of  application 
if  it  is  carefully  kept  in  mind ;  and  the  cases  already  cited  are  sufficient 
to  show  the  extent  and  application  of  it. 

§  5.  Estoppel.  An  estoppel  is  an  impediment  or  bar,  by  which  a 
man  is  precluded  in  law  from  alleging  or  denying  a  fact,  in  conse- 
quence of  his  own  previous  act,  allegation  or  denial  to  the  contrary. 
Estoppels  may  be  created  by  record,  by  deed,  or  by  matter  m  pais. 
This  subject  is  fully  discussed  elsewhere.  See  "  Estoppel,"  vol.  2, 
p.  934. 

§  6.  Presumptions.  The  term  "  presumption  "  has  been  variously 
defined  by  legal  writers.  It  is  said  to  be  "  The  result  of  a  process  of 
reasoning  from  one  fact  to  another,  or  from  one  or  more  facts  to 
others;  an  inference.  A  conclusion,  judgment  or  belief,  as  to  the 
truth  of  some  proposed  matter  of  fact  arrived  at  and  found  by 
a  process  of  inference  from  other  facts."  Burr.  Cire.  Evid. 
910.  An  inference  as  to  the  existence  of  a  fact  not  actually  known, 
arising  from  its  necessary  or  usual  connection  with  others  which  are 
known.  Stark.  Evid.  742.  A  probable  inference  which  our  common 
sense  draws  from  circumstances  usually  occurring  in  such  cases.  1 
Phil.  Evid.  599,  4th  Am.  ed.  A  probable  consequence  drawn  from 
facts,  as  to  the  truth  of  a  fact  alleged,  but  of  which  there  is  no  direct 
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proof.  Wills'  Circ.  Evid.  17.  An  inference,  affirmative  or  disaffirm- 
ative,  of  the  existence  of  a  disputed  fact,  drawn  bj  a  judicial  tribunal, 
by  a  process  of  probable  reasoning  from  some  one  or  more  matters  of 
fact  either  admitted  in  the  cause  or  otherwise  satisfactorily  established. 
Best  on  Presump.  12.  It  is  a  conclusion  in  favor  of  the  existence  of 
one  fact  from  others  in  proof.  Tanner  v.  Hughes,  53  Penn.  St.  289. 
In  the  course  of  legal  investigations  there  are  two  kinds  of  pre- 
sumption which  require  attention  ;  one  is  a  presumption  of  fact,  the 
other  a  presumption  of  law. 

Presumptions  of  fact  are  questions  for  a  jury,  or  the  justice  in  their 
place,  for  determining  the  existence  of  certain  disputed  facts,  upon  the 
evidence  introduced  in  the  case.  Presumptions  of  law  are  merely  the 
application  of  legal  rules  to  ascertained  facts. 

To  determine  whether  a  presumption  is  one  of  law,  or  one  of  fact, 
it  is  merely  necessary  to  ascertain  what  kind  of  inference  is  to  be 
drawn,  whether  it  is  one  of  fact  or  one  of  law.  If  upon  certain  evi- 
dence given  it  is  important  to  ascertain  the  existence  of  some  other 
fact,  or  the  truth  or  falsity  of  some  allegation  of  fact,  the  presumption 
is  one  of  fact.  If,  on  the  contrary,  no  inference  of  additional  facts  is 
necessary  in  order  to  make  a  decision,  then  the  presumption  is  one  of 
law.     See  Justice  v.  Lang,  52  IST.  Y.  323,  327. 

A  few  illustrations  are  all  that  will  be  given  of  the  numerous  cases 
npon  the  subject.     And  first  as  to  presumption  of  law. 

Greneral  sanity  is  presumed,  because  that  is  ordinarily  the  condition 
of  the  mind.  Gardner  v.  Gardner,  22  Wend.  526 ;  Brown  v.  Torrey, 
24  Barb.  583  ;  Walter  v.  People,  32  N.  Y.  147 ;  Weed  v.  Mutual  Benefit 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  70  id.  566 ;  Anderson  v.  Cranmer,  11  W.  Ya.  562 ; 
State  V.  Smith,  53  Mo.  267.  After  inquest  found  the  presumption  is 
changed.  Lilly  v.  Waggoner,  27  111.  395.  And  see  State  v.  Wilmer, 
40  Wis.  304. 

A  person's  motives  are  presumed  to  be  good,  and  that  he  is  honest 
in  his  transactions,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  showing  fraud  or  im- 
proper motives.  Fleming  v.  Slocum,  18  Johns.  403 ;  Lswis  v.  Palmar, 
Hill  &  Denio,  68 ;  Bank  of  Silver  Oreeh  v.  Talcott,  22  Barb.  552 ; 
Barnes  v.  Allen,  1  Keyes,  390. 

Thus  where  A.,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  agrees  to  purchase  gold 
coin  of  B.  at  a  specified  price  within  a  specified  time,  B.  having  the 
option  to  deliver  the  coin  or  not,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  contract 
was  made  in  good  faith  with  the  intent  on  the  part  of  both  parties  to 
perform  it,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary.  Bigelow  v- 
Benedict,  70  N.  Y.  202 ;  Story  v.  Salonhon,  71  id.  420. 
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It  is  g.  legal  -presumption  that  all  conveyances  are  made  in  good  faith 
and  not  fraudulently,  O'Neal  v.  Boone,  82  111.  589,  unless  there  is 
something  in  the  character  or  form  of  the  conveyance  that  renders  it 
presumptively  fraudulent  under  the  statute  of  frauds. 

A  man  is  presumed  to  intend  those  necessary  consequences  which 
result  from  his  voluntary  or  deliberate  acts.  Vcm  Pelt  v.  McOraw^ 
.4  N.  Y.  110 ;  FilUns  v.  People,  69  id.  101 ;  State  v.  Patterson,  45 
Vt.  308.  And  acts  which  are  innocent  and  lawful,  in  themselves  may 
become  wrongful  and  fraudulent,  when  done  without  a  just  regard  to 
the  rights  of  others.  The  law  will  not  presume  that  a  person  is  a 
wrong-doer.  And  where  a  sheriff  or  constable  levies  an  execution 
against  A.  on  the  property  of  B.,  there  is  no  presumption  that  the 
plaintiff,  in  the  execution,  directed  the  levy,  which  can  support  an 
action  against  him.  Averill  v.  Williams,  1  Denio,  501 ;  S.  0.,  4  id. 
295. 

The  law  presumes  that  a  public  officer  has  properly  discharged  his 
official  duties.  Hartwell  v.  Root,  19  Johns.  345 ;  Smith  v.  Hall,  22 
Barb.  656;  Ldamd  v.  Cameron,  31  N.  Y.  115;  Hefner  v.  Heffe,  29 
La.  Ann.  149 ;  Webber  v.  WMer,  1  Mete.  (Ky.)  18.  And  in  tjje  absence 
of  proof  to  the  contrary,  it  is  presumed  that  an  officer,  in  selling  prop- 
perty  under  an  execution,  has  complied  with  all  the  requirements  of 
the  statute  and  of  the  law.  Lelcmd  v.  Cameron,  31  N.  Y.  115 ;  Wood 
V.  MoreJhOuse,  45  id,  368. 

If  a  sheriff  has  levied  on  real  estate  and  afterward  the  execution  is 
found  in  the  clerk's  office  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  sheriff  returned 
it  there.  Oonwell  v.  Watkins,  71  111.  488.  So  a  levy  may  be  pre- 
sumed from  the  fact  that  the  execution  was  received,  receipted  for, 
and  money  paid  over  as  made  upon  it.  Pain  v.  Tutwiler,  27  Grratt. 
(Va.)  440.  So  when  a  constable  has  sold  property  under  execution, 
and  the  record  is  silent  as  to  whether  he  gave  due  notice  of  the  sale  or 
not,  the  court  will  presume  that  he  did  his  duty.  Gulbertson  v.  Mil- 
hoUin,  22  Ind.  362.  So  when  no  place  of  service  is  named  in  a  con- 
stable's return,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  service  was  made  within 
his  precinct.  Pichardson  v.  Sm/itJi,  1  Allen  (Mass.),  541.  And  where 
an  acknowledgment  is  taken  before  an  officer  authorized  to  take 
acknowledgments  within  the  limits  of  his  jurisdiction  the  courts  will 
presume  that  it  was  actually  taken  Avithin  such  limits.  People  v. 
Snyder,  41  N,  Y.  397. 

Giving  a  promissory  note  raises  a  presumption  that  there  is  nothing 
due  to  the  maker  at  that  time  from  the  person  to  whom  the  note  is 
given.     De  Fv^st  v.  Bloommgdale,  5  Denio,  304 ;  Lake  v.  Tysen,  6 
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N.  Y.  461 ;  Buguid  v.  Ogilvie,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  627.  This  presump- 
tion may  be  rebutted,  by  showing  that  the  note  was  given  for  a  mere 
temporary  loan,  without  any  settlement.    lb. 

In  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  a  promissory  note,  it  is  competent 
for  the  defendant  to  prove  the  insolvency  of  the  maker,  and  thereby 
lessen  the  damages  ;  but  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  of  a  want  of 
ability  to  pay,  the  presumption  is,  that  he  is  solvent,  and  able  to  pay 
the  note.     Potter  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  28 IST.  Y.  642. 

Where  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note  is  signed  by  three  persons 
as  makers,  the  word  "  surety  "  being  added  to  the  name  of  the  last 
signer,  it  will  be  presumed  that  he  is  the  surety  for  the  other  two  ; 
Swyles  V.  SIttis,  73  N.  Y.  551 ;  and  where  a  person  indorses  a  promis- 
sory note  in  blank,  before  delivery  to  the  payee,  it  will  be  presumed 
that  he  intended  to  become  liable  simply  as  second  indorser  and  so 
not  liable  to  the  payee.  Coulter  v.  Richmond,  59  N.  Y.  478.  But 
these  presumptions  are  not  conclusive.  And  where  a  promissory  note 
is  made  by  one  of  two  members  of  *a  firm  in  the  firm  name,  though  not 
for  the  copartnership  business,  and  vdthoutthe  knowledge  and  consent 
of  the  other  partner,  the  note,  in  the  hands  of  a  'bona  fide  holder,  will 
be  presumptive  evidence  that  it  is  valid  business  paper,  and  was  given 
for  a  debt  due  from  the  makers  to  the  payee.  First  National  Bank 
of  Ohittenango  v.  Morgan,  73  N.  Y.  593. 

Possession  of  a  note  by  the  maker  raises  a  presumption  that  it  has 
been  paid.  Dougherty  v.  Deeney,  41  Iowa,  19.  And  where  a  note 
has  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  payee,  he  will  be  presumed  to  know 
the  relation  the  other  parties  to  the  note  sustain  to  each  other,  as  for 
example,  that  some  are  sureties,  and  others  makers.  Ward  v.  Stout, 
32  HI.  399.  Possession  of  personal  property  is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  title  to  it.  Fish  v.  Skut,21  Barb.  333;  Wicket  v.  Adirondack 
Co.,  4  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  250  ;    Whiton  v.  Snyder,  88  N.  Y.  299. 

But  when  the  custody  and  possession  of  property  is  shown  to  be 
equally  consistent  with  an  outstanding  title  in  a  third  person  as  with  a 
title  in  the  one  having  possession,  the  mere  possession  raises  no  pre- 
sumption of  ownership.     Rawley  v.  Brown,  71  N.  Y.  85. 

Possession  of  land,  in  law,  presumptively  accompanies  the  title,  and 
this  presumption  can  be  overcome  only  by  showing  a  different  posses- 
sion in  fact.     Frwntz  v.  Ireland,  66  Barb.  386. 

It  will  be  presumed  in  favor  of  the  title  of  the  finder  of  property, 
that  it  was  abandoned  by  the  former  owner.  But  this  presumption 
may  be  rebutted  by  direct  proof ;  and  the  character  of  the  property 
and  the  circumstances  under  which  it  is  found  may  be  such  as  to  pre- 


EVIDENCE.  425 


Presumptions. 


vent  any  presumption  of  abandonment  from  arising  in  the  case.  New 
Yorh  <&  Harlem  E.  B.  Co.  v.  Haws,  56  JST.  T.  175. 

It  is  a  presumption  of  law  that  every  species  of  property  found  in 
the  possession  of  a  person  at  the  time  of  his  death  belongs  to  those 
succeeding  to  his  estate.  Succession  of  Alexander,  18  La.  Ann.  337. 
And  possession,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  will  be  attrib- 
uted to  a  lawful  origin  and  will  not  be  presxmied  to  be  wrongful. 
Austin  V.  Bailey,  37  Vt.  219 ;  McEwan  v.  Portland,  1  Oregon,  300. 

Prima  facie,  a  person  receiving  money  is  entitled  to  it,  and  he  does 
not  become  a  debtor  to  the  person  delivering  it.  Some  evidence  in  ex- 
planation of  the  transaction  is  necessary  to  establish  a  liability  by  the 
receipt  of  the  money.  Sweet  v.  Barney,  24  Barb.  533,  538  ;  Welch  v. 
Seaborn,  1  Stark.  474.  But  slight  circumstances  will  make  the  matter 
a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury.  Bogert  v.  Morse,  1  N.  Y.  377  ;  S.  C,  4 
Denio,  108. 

Where  letters  are  directed  to  a  particular  person  on  business,  and 
answers  are  received  in  due  course  of  mail,  a  fair  inference  arises  that 
the  answers  were  written  by  the  person  from  whom  they  purport  to 
come.  Bibsh  v.  Miller,  13  Barb.  481 ;  Cunningham  v.  Hudson  Biver 
Bank,  21  Wend.  557,  559  ;  Ovenston  v.  Wilson,  2  Car.  &  Kir.  1. 

The  mailing  of  a  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  a  copartnership,  properly 
directed,  to  a  party  sought  to  be  charged  with  notice,  raises  a  presump- 
tion of  notice;  Austin  v.  Holland,  69  N.  Y.  571 ;  for  it  is  presumed 
that  letters  sent  by  post  to  a  party  are  received  by  him  in  due  course. 
lb. ;  Best  on  Presumptions,  §  403.  But  see  First  Nat.  Bank  of 
Belief onte  v.  McMa/nigle,  69  Penn.  St.  156 ;  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Crafts, 
4  Allen  (Mass.),  447. 

This  is,  however,  but  a  presumption  of  fact.  There  is  no  presumption 
of  law  that  a  letter,  mailed  to  a  person  at  a  place  where  he  usually  re- 
ceives his  letters,  was  received  by  him.  lb.  Nor  is  there  any  presump- 
tion of  law  that  a  drop  letter  was  deposited  in  the  post-office  on  the 
date  indicated  by  the  post-mark.  Shelhurne  Falls  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Townsl&y,  102  Mass.  177. 

A  written  instrument  is  presumed  to  have  been  executed  and  de- 
livered at  the  time  it  bears  date.  Bell  v.  Davis,  8  Barb.  210 ;  Sey- 
mour V.  Van  Slyck,  8  Wend.  403  ;  Cowing  v.  Altman,  71 N.  Y.  425  ; 
People  Y.  Snyder,  41  id.  397  ;  Vam,  Rensselaer  v.  Vickery,  3  Lans.  57  ; 
Hardin  v.  Crate,  78  111.  533. 

Where  an  agreement  requiring  a  stamp  is  lost,  and  it  was  without  a 
stamp  when  last  seen,  it  will  be  presumed  that  it  never  was  stamped, 
54 
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and  secondary  evidwoe  of  its  contents  will  not  be  admissible.  Arbon 
V.  Fussell,  1  Hurlst.  &  Colt.  864. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  body  of  an  instrument  or  of  an  indorsement 
is  not  in  the  handwriting  of  the  signer  raises  no  presumption  that  it 
was  not  in  its  present  state  when  the  signature  was  made.  Small  v. 
Sloan,  1  Bosw.  352. 

The  possession  of  an  unmutilated  railroad  passage  ticket  is  pre- 
sumptive evidence  that  the  holder  has  paid  the  regular  price  for  it,  and 
is  entitled  to  be  transported  according  to  its  terms,  and  that  the  ticket 
has  not  been  used  for  that  purpose.     Pier  v.  Finch,  24  Barb.  614. 

A  receipt  for  rent  arising  at  a  subsequent  period  is  presumptive 
evidence  that  all  rent,  previously  accruing,  had  been  paid.  Decker  v. 
Livingston,  15  Johns.  479.  But  proof  that  an  employer  has  regular 
pay  days,  on  which  his  workmen  are  accustomed  to  receive  their  wages, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  seen  to  receive  payments  on  those  days, 
is  not  sufficient  evidence  that  he  has  been  paid  for  work  which  was 
done  since  the  time  when  it  is  shown  that  the  last  payment  was  made 
to  him.  Irvine  v.  Wortendyhe,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  374. 

The  common  law  of  a  neighboring  State  will  be  presumed  to  be  like 
our  own,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  upon  the  subject.  Rohi/nson  v. 
Dauchy,  3  Barb.  20  ;  Holmes  v.  Broughton,  10  Wend.  75.  But  there 
is  no  presumption  that  the  common  law  was  in  force  in  Bussia  at  any 
given  time.  Such  a  presumption  is  indulged  by  our  courts  only  in  ref- 
erence to  England  and  the  States  which  have  taken  the  common  law 
from  England.  Scmage  v.  G'Neil,  44  IST.  T.  298.  But  whether  the 
statute  law  of  another  State  is  to  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  proof, 
to  be  the  same  as  our  own,  quaere.  MoOulloch  v.  Norwood,  58  N.  Y. 
562  ;  Harris  v.  White,  81  id.  532.  See  Hape  v.  Heaton,  9  Wis.  328  ; 
Hynes  v.  McDermott,  82  JST.  Y.  41  ;  Paine  v.  Nqelke,  11  Jones  &  Sp. 
176 ;  Bemis  y.  McKenzie,  13  Florida,  553 ;  Stohes  v.  Macken,  62 
Barb.  145.  Foreign  laws  must  be  proved,  like  other  facts  in  a 
case.     Cole  v.  Stone,  Hill  &  Denio,  360. 

In  relation  to  presumptions  of  fact,  there  are  not  so  many  reported 
eases,  for  such  questions  are  purely  questions  for  a  jury,  and  there  are 
few  cases  in  which  their  decision  upon  such  matters  is  not  final.  This 
class  of  presumptions  embraces  all  the  connections  and,  relations  be- 
tween the  facts  proved  and  the  hypothesis  stated  and  defined,  whether 
they  are  mechanical  and  physical,  or  of  a  purely  moral  nature.  It  is 
that  mental  operation  which  is  exercised  in  the  ordinary  afikirs  of  life, 
namely,  the  process  of  ascertaining  the  existence  of  one  fact  when  the 
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existence  of  auother  is  shown,  without  resort  to  the  aid  of  any  rule  of 
law. 

There  are  few  presumptions,  then,  absolutely  conclusive,  so  as  to 
prevent  a  person  from  rebutting  thera  by  proper  evidence. 

Records,  deeds,  and  estoppels  in  pais  are  generally  conclusive.  But, 
as  a  general  rule,  a  presumption  merely  stands  for  proof  until  the  con- 
trary of  the  presumption  is  shown  by  evide  iice.  "When  the  law  raises 
a  presumption  from  a  given  state  of  facts,  that  presumption  will  be 
suiRcient  proof,  if  it  is  not  rebutted. 

Occasionally,  there  are  conflicting  presumptions.  When  such  is  the 
case,  and  different  inferences  may  be  drawn  from  evidence  or  from  the 
conduct  of  the  parties,  it  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  draw  the  infer- 
ences.   Powell  v.  Powell,  71 IST.  Y.  71. 

The  law  presumes  the  continuance  of  life,  as  well  as  that  a  party  is 
innocent  of  crime.  In  one  case,  a  woman  married  a  second  husband 
within  twelve  months  after  her  first  husband  was  last  heard  of ;  and  it 
was  held  that  the  presumption  in  favor  of  innocence  should  prevail,  by 
supposing  that  the  first  husband  was  dead  at  the  time  of  the  second 
marriage.  Hex  v.  Inhah  of  Twyning,  2  Barn.  &  Aid.  386.  See 
O'Oara  v.  Eisenlohr,  38  N.  Y.  296.  See,  also,  LooTcha/rt  v.  White, 
18  Texas,  102 ;  Klein  v.  Lamdman,  29  Mo.  259  ;  Squire  v.  State,  46 
Ind.  459. 

But  where  a  husband  married  a  second  wife,  and  it  was  shown  that 
the  first  wife  had  written  a  letter  to  him,  which  was  dated  twenty-five 
days  before  that  time,  the  court  held  that  there  could  be  no  presump- 
tion of  the  death  of  the  first  wife.  Rex  x.  Inhahs.  of  Ha/rhorne,  2 
Ad.  &  El.  540. 

If  it  is  shown  that  certain  persons  were  partners  two  or  three  years 
before  the  time  of  the  trial,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence to  show  a  change  or  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  that  it  still 
continues.     Cooper  v.  Dedrich,  22  Barb  516. 

Generally  speaking,  when  a  fact  lias  been  shown,  its  continuance  will 
be  presumed  until  the  contrary  appears.  Thus  when  it  has  been  estab- 
lished that  a  highway  has  been  legaMy  laid  out  its  continuance  as  such 
will  be  presumed  until  the  contrary  appears.  Beckwith  v.  Whalen, 
65  N".  y.  322,  So  while  there  is  no  presumption  that  a  woman  is 
married,  when  the  fact  is  proved,  a  state  of  coverture  is  presumed  to 
exist  until  the  contrary  is  shown.  Erskin  v.  Lewis,  25  111.  251.  So 
where  it  is  shown  that  an  act  was  done  during  minority,  there  will  be 
no  presumption  that  the  party  has  since  attained  majority.  Irvine  v. 
Irvine,  5  Minn.    61.     But  where  a  person  enters  into  the  service  of 
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another  without  any  agreement  at  the  time  as  to  the  term  or  compen- 
sation, a  subsequent  agreement  fixing  the  rate  of  compensation  for  a 
specified  time  does  not,  in  the  absence  of  other  proof,  raise  a  presump- 
tion that  the  employee  was  to  receive  the  same  compensation  for  ser- 
vices rendered  after  that  time.     Smith  v.   Velie,  60  N.  Y  106. 

As  a  general  rule,  where  members  of  a  firm  have  access  to  books,  and 
opportunity  to  know  their  contents,  and  how  their  accounts  are  kept, 
the  presumption  is  that  they  do  know.  Fairchild  v.  Fairchild,  64 
N.  Y.  471.  , 

So  where  a  person  has  done  work  for  a  contractor  or  has  furnished 
material  for  the  erection  or  repair  of  a  building,  he  will  be  presumed 
to  have  done  so  with  the  consent  of  the  owner,  in  the  absence  of  proof 
of  objection  on  his  part.      Wheeler  v.  Scofield,  67  N.   Y.   311. 

"When  parties  have  submitted  matters  in  controversy  to  arbitrators, 

and  the  terms  of  the  submission  leave  it  in  doubt  as  to  whether  all  or  a 

part  of  the  matters  in  controversy  were  submitted,  the  presumption  is 

in  favor  of  an  intention  that  all   matters  should  be  decided. "  Jones  v. 

Welwood,  71  N.  Y.  208. 

Where  a  paper  has  once  been  filed  in  the  oflice  of  a  county  clerk, 
which  it  is  his  duty  to  keep  on  deposit  in  his  official  possession  at  his 
public  office,  and  the  paper  is  not  found  in  the  particular  place  provided 
for  the  deposit  of  it,  the  presumption  is  that  it  is  lost  or  destroyed.  Man- 
deville  v,  Reynolds,  68  E".  Y,  528  ;  Rex  v.  Stonebridge,  8  B.  &C.  96. 

Where  goods  are  purchased  on  credit  by  a  known  agent  for  the  use 
of  the  principal,  the  presumption  is  that  the  credit  was  given  to  the 
principal.     Butler  v.  Evening  Mail  Association,  61  N.  Y.  634. 

When  a  general  custom  is  shown  to  exist  in  a  particular  trade  or 
business,  parties  engaged  in  the  business  are  presumed  to  contract  with 
reference  to  the  custom,  unless  it  is  otherwise  expressly  agreed.  Dal- 
ton  V.  Daniels,   2  Hilt.  472 ;  Burton  v.  MoKelway,  2  Zabr.  K.  165. 

The  subject  of  circumstantial  evidence  will  receive  attention  in  an- 
other place. 

A  seal  upon  an  executory  instrument  is  presumptive  evidence  of  a 
sufficient  consideration.     Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  840. 

Under  the  statutes  of  this  State  a  person  upon  whose  life  an  estate 
in  real  property  depends,  who  remains  without  the  United  States,  or 
absents  himself  in  the  State  or  elsewhere,  for  seven  years  together,  is 
presumed  to  be  dead  in  an  action  or  special  proceeding  concerning  the 
property  in  which  his  death  comes  in  question,  unless  it  is  affirmatively 
proved  that  he  was  alive  within  that  time.  Yol.  1,  p.  129,  §  841. 
The  statute  also  provides  that  "  a  final  judgment  or  decree  for  a  sum  of 
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money,  or  directing  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  heretofore 
rendered  in  a  surrogate's  court  of  the  State,  or  heretofore  or  hereafter 
rendered  in  a  court  of  record  within  the  United  States,  or  elsewhere,  is 
presumed  to  be  paid  and  satisfied  after  the  expiration  of  twenty  years 
from  the  time  when  the  party  recovering  it  was  first  entitled  to  a  man- 
date to  enforce  it.  This  presumption  is  conclusive,  except  as  against 
a  person  who,  within  twenty  years  from  that  time,  makes  a  payment 
or  acknowledges  an  indebtedness  of  some  part  of  the  amount  recovered 
by  the  judgment  or  decree  ;  or  his  heir  or  personal  representative  ;  or 
a  person  whom  he  otherwise  represents.  Such  an  acknowledgment  must 
be  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  person  to  be  charged  thereby.' '  Vol. 
1,  p.  110,  §  376  ;  2  E.  S.  301,  §  47. 

The  Revised  Statutes  also  provide  that  "  after  the  expiration  of 
twenty  years  from  the  time  a  right  of  action  shall  accrue  upon  any 
sealed  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money,  such  right  shall  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  extinguished  by  payment ;  but  such  presumption 
may  be  repelled  by  proof  of  payment  of  some  part,  or  by  proof  of  a 
written  acknowledgment  of  such  right  of  action  within  that  period." 
2  E.  S.  301,  §  48. 

§  7.  Hearsay.  When  a  witness,  in  the  course  of  stating  what  has 
come  under  the  cognizance  of  his  own  senses,  concerning  a  matter  in 
dispute,  states  the  language  of  others,  which  he  has  heard,  or  produces 
papers  which  he  identifies  as  being  written  by  particular  individuals, 
he  offers  what  is  called  hearsay  evidence.  This  evidence  may  sometimes 
be  the  very  matter  in  dispute,  or  something  from  which  a  pertinent 
inference,  relative  to  the  matter  in  dispute,  may  be  drawn ;  or,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  may  consist  of  a  verbal  or  written  narrative  of  facts,  re- 
ceived by  the  witness  from  some  other  person,  which  he  delivers  at  sec- 
ond hand  to  the  court.  This  term,  hearsay  evidence,  is  used  with 
reference  both  to  that  which  is  written  and  to  that  which  is  spoken. 
But,  in  its  legal  sense,  it  is  confined  to  that  kind  of  evidence  (whether 
spoken  or  written)  which  does  not  derive  its  credibility  solely  from  the 
credit  due  to  the  witness  himself,  but  rests  also,  in  part  on  the  veracity 
and  competency  of  some  other  person  from  whom  the  witness  may  have 
received  his  information.  It  may  be  here  stated  that  the  general  rule 
is,  and  it  is  a  rule  of  very  extensive  infiuence,  that  hearsay  evidence  is 
not  receivable. 

The  most  satisfactory  evidence  which  can  be  afforded  is  the  evidence 
of  our  own  senses.  But,  in  judicial  investigations,  the  court  and  jury 
cannot  have  that  kind  of  evidence,  since  they  must  decide  upon  the 
evidence  adduced  at  the  trial. 
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The  great  bulk  of  the  proof  which  is  made  in  the  trial  of  actions  is 
the  testimony  of  witnesses,  orally  delivered.  And,  as  a  test  of  truth 
it  is  found  indispensable  to  the  due  administration  of  justice,  that  every 
living  witness  should  be  subjected  to  the  ordeal  of  a  cross-examination, 
that  it  may  appear  what  were  his  powers  of  perception,  his  opportuni- 
ties for  observation,  his  attentiveness  in  observing,  the  strength  of  his 
recollection,  and  his  disposition  to  speak  the  truth.  But  testimony 
which  is  derived  from  the  relation  of  third  persons,  even  when  the  in- 
formant is  known,  cannot  be  subjected  to  this  test,  nor  is  the  statement 
under  oath,  and,  besides,  it  is  frequently  impossible  to  ascertain  through 
whom,  or  how  many  persons,  the  narration  has  been  transmitted  from 
the  original  witnesses  of  the  fact.  There  are  several  exceptions  to  the 
rule  which  excludes  hearsay  evidence.  But  those  cases  in  which  it  is 
received  are  of  that  characttr  which  sufficiently  guards  against  frauds  • 
and,  in  most  of  them,  the  rejection  of  the  evidence  would  work  a 
greater  mischief  than  could  result  from  its  reception.  There  are  some 
cases  in  which  this  kind  of  evidence  is  treated  as  original  evidence. 

In  cases  where  it  is  material  to  inquire  into  the  demeanor,  the  conduct 
and  mental  feelings  of  an  individual  at  a  particular  period,  the  expres- 
sions used  by  the  individual  at  the  period  in  question  are,  in  their  na- 
ture, original  evidence ;  for  they  are  the  thing  itself  which  is  inquired 
into,  as  far  as  outward  behavior  is  important;  and  as  evidence  of 
existing  inward  sentiments,  they  are  unlike  a  statement  of  past  oc- 
currences, for  they  derive  their  credit  from  being  usually  identified  with 
and  naturally  resulting  from,  particular  corresponding  feelings.  Ac- 
cordingly, in  actions  for  criminal  conversation,  where  it  is  material  to 
inquire  into  the  terms  upon  which  the  husband  and  wife  lived  together, 
before  the  connection  of  the  wife  with  the  defendant,  it  is  usual  to  give 
evidence  of  what  the  husband  and  wife  have  said  to,  or  of  each  other, 
in  order  to  show  their  mutual  demeanor  and  conduct,  and  whether  they 
were  living  together  upon  better  or  worse  terms.  Trelawney  v.  Cole- 
man, 2  Starkie,  191 ;  8.  C,  1  Barn.  &  Aid.  90;  Winter  v.  Wroot,  1 
Mood.  &  Bob.  404 ;  Willis  v.  Berna/rd,  8  Bing.  376 ;  Eham  v.  Faueett, 
2  Esp.  562.  So  in  an  action  for  enticing  away  the  plaintiff's  wife,  and 
for  harboring  her,  the  character  and  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  may  be 
shown,  and  the  declarations  of  the  wife  may  be  proved,  expressive  of 
her  wishes  in  relation  to  her  living  with  the  plaintiff  as  his  wife ;  and  in 
all  such  cases  the  intent  with  which  the  defendant  has  acted  is  a  material 
point  of  inquiry.  Bennett  v.  Smith,  21  Barb.  439 ;  Schunemcm  v.  Palr 
m,er,  4  id.  225. 

Formerly  the  expressions  of  a  person  afflicted  with  bodily  pain  from 
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a  personal  injury,  or  from  illness,  relative  to  his  health  and  sensations, 
were  admissible  evidence  in  connection  with  other  evidence,  showing 
his  condition,  such  expressions  being  ordinarily  the  natural  conse- 
quences and  the  outward  indication  of  co-existing  sufferings.  Caldwell 
V.  Mwrphy,  11  N.  Y.  416 ;  Aveson  v.  Kimiiard,  6  East,  188 ;  Fort  v. 
Brown,  46  Barb.  366 ;  Goodwin  v.  Harrison,  1  Root,  80 ;  Bacon  v. 
Charlton,  6  Cush.  581 ;  Brown  v.  New  YorJc  Central  R.  R.  32  N. 
T.  597,  603 ;  Maine  v.  People,  9  Hun,  113 ;  Matteson  v.  New  TorTc 
Cenl/ral  R.  R.,  35  N.  Y.  487;  WerUy  v.  Persona,  28  id.  344. 
Before  parties  could  be  sworn  as  witnesses  in  their  own  behalf,  these 
statements  and  declarations  were  received  in  evidence  with  considerable 
caution  and  merely  as  a  matter  of  necessity.  Statements  and  repre- 
sentations of  a  sick  person,  of  the  nature,  symptoms  and  effects  of  his 
malady,  have  been  received  as  original  evidence,  and  especially  when 
made  to  a  medical  attendant  to  enable  him  to  administer  to  a  patient, 
they  have  been  regarded  as  competent  evidence  and  entitled  to  weight. 

There  is  good  reason  for  their  admission  when  made  to  the  attend- 
ing physician  and  surgeon,  as  upon  them,  in  connection  with  the 
manifestations  and  symptoms  of  injury  or  disease,  the  opinion  of  the 
expert  is  based  and  the  treatment  governed.  But  in  every  other  case 
the  admission  of  testimony  so  exceptional  must  be  referred  to  the 
necessities  of  the  case  and  the  inability  of  the  party  to  give  evidence 
of  a  higher  and  more  satisfactory  nature.  Since  the  amendment  of 
the  Code  allowing  parties  to  testify  in  their  own  behalf,  there  is  no 
longer  a  necessity  for  giving  in  evidence  the  declarations  of  a  party  if 
he  is  living  and  able  to  be  sworn  and  examined  as  a  witness ;  and  the 
reason  of  the  rule  ceasing,  the  rule  itself,  adopted  with  a  reluctance, 
and  followed  doubtingly  and  cautiously,  should  cease.  Reed  v.  New 
York  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  45  K  Y.  574. 

Terbal  and  written  declarations  are  often  said  to  be  admissible  as 
constituting  a  part  of  the  res  gestm.  As  such  they  are  most  properly 
admissible  when  they  accompany  some  act,  the  nature  and  object  or 
motives  of  which  are  the  subject  of  inquiry.  In  such  cases,  words  are 
receivable  as  original  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  what  is  said  at 
the  time  affords  legitimate,  if  not  the  best  means  of  ascertaining  the 
character  of  such  equivocal  acts  as  admit  of  explanation  from  those 
indications  of  the  mind  which  language  affords ;  for  where  words  or 
writings  accompany  an  act,  or  where  they  indicate  the  state  of  a  per- 
son's feeHngB  or  bodily  sufferings,  they  derive  their  credit  from  the 
surrounding  circnmstances,  and  not  from  the  bare  expressions  of  the 
declarant.    And  the  language  of  persons  at  the  time  of  their  doing  a 
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particular  act,  in  the  same  manner  as  their  demeanor  or  gesture,  is 
more  likely  to  be  a  true  disclosure  of  what  was  really  passing  in  their 
minds,  than  their  subsequent  statements  as  to  their  intention,  even  if 
such  statements  would  not  be  excluded  on  other  grounds.  In  an 
action  against  the  indorsers  of  a  note,  answers  made  by  a  person 
applied  to  as  maker,  at  the  place  designated  by  the  maker  as  his  place 
of  business,  admitting  himself  to  be  the  maker,  are  admissible  as  apart 
of  the  res  gestoB,  and  are  presumptive  evidence  that  the  person  of 
whom  the  demand  was  made  was  the  maker.  Hunt  v.  Mayhee,  7  N. 
Y.  266. 

An  officer's  return  to  process  is  generally  conclusive  as  against  the 
officer,  and  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  question  its  truth.  But  such 
returns  are  also  evidence  in  favor  of  the  officers  who  made  them.  If 
a  constable  is  sued  in  trespass,  trover,  or  replevin  for  levying  upon 
goods,  his  return  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  his  levy  upon  it  as  an 
officer.  Oornell  v.  Cooh,  7  Cow.  310 ;  ^aH  v.  Camp,  16  Wend.  562, 
569 ;  Spoor  v.  Holland,  8  id.  445.  In  actions  against  officers, 
their  returns,  regular  on  their  face,  will  generally  be  prima  facie  evi- 
dence for  them.     Putnam  v.  Man,  3  Wend.  202. 

In  ordinary  cases  hearsay  evidence  is  excluded,  even  though  stated 
under  oath,  and  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  for  the  party  against  whom 
it  is  offered  has  not  enjoyed  the  right  and  the  advantages  of  cross- 
examination.  And  the  e^adence  is  rejected,  although  it  is  certain  that 
no  better  evidence  is  to  be  had,  and  although  the  rejection  of  the  evi- 
dence will  be  to  exclude  all  the  evidence  possessed  by  the  party  offer- 
ing it.  Sex  V.  Nuneha/in,  1  East,  373 ;  Rex  v.  Frystone,  2  id.  54. 
So  affidavits  taken  ex  parte  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  on  the  trial 
of  an  action.  Vol.  1,  p.  42,  §  3004 ;  People  v.  Walsh,  87  IST.  Y.  481 ; 
Ohite  V.  Fitch,  25  Barb.  428. 

Besides  the  cases  which  have  been  noticed,  in  which  certain  evidence 
was  treated  as  original,  instead  of  hearsay  evidence,  there  are  several 
important  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  which  will  require  to  be 
observed  in  practice. 

Exception  1st.  In  matters  of  pubHc  or  general  interest,  hearsay 
evidence  is  sometimes  admissible.  And,  therefore,  it  is  received  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  particular  person  holds  a  specified  office, 
or  a  public  employment  as  an  officer.  This  evidence  is  usually  accom- 
panied by  evidence  showing  that  the  person  who  claims  to  be  such 
officer  has  performed  such  acts  as  the  office  or  employment  authorizes 
him  to  perform.     In  an  action  brought  by  an  overseer  of  the  poor 
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to  recover  a  penalty,  the  character  in  which  he  sues  may  be  proved 
by  reputation.     Blatchley  v.  Moser,  15  "Wend.  215. 

So  such  evidence  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  trustee  or 
collector  of  a  school  district ;  Ming  v.  Orout,  Y  Wend.  341 ;  McCoy  v. 
Curtice,  9  id.  lY;  or  to  show  that  he  is  a  constable  ;  Adams  v.  Jach- 
son,  2  Aik.  145  ;  or  a  justice  of  the  peace.  Snow  v.  Peacock,  2  Carr. 
&  Payne,  215 ;  Wilcox  v.  Smith,  5  Wend.  231.  So  the  same  rule 
applies  in  actions  against  persons  who  have  assumed  to  act  as  officers, 
as  in  the  case  of  an  action  against  one  as  an  overseer  of  highways ; 
Dean  v.  Oridley,  10  Wend.  254 ;  though  he  will  not  be  liable  to  an 
action  at  the  suit  of  the  commissioners  of  highways  for  the  penalty 
given  by  statute  for  a  neglect  of  duty  as  overseer,  if  he  has  omitted 
to  file  his  acceptance  of  the  office  in  the  town  clerk's  office.  Bentley 
v.  Pheljpa,  27  Barb.  524.  In  actions  against  sheriffs,  deputy  sheriffs, 
constables,  justices  of  the  peace,  etc.,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  they 
have  acted  as  such  without  showing  their  election  or  appointment. 
Potter  V.  Lutlier,  3  Johns.  431.  So  as  to  actions  by  or  against  attor- 
neys or  counselors.  Berryman  v.  Wise,  4  Term  R.  366. 

But,  when  it  is  convenient,  it  is  always  best  to  prove  all  such  facts 
by  such  evidence  as  leaves  no  question  as  to  its  admissibility  or  its 
sufficiency,  by  showing  the  election  or  appointment,  etc. 

Hearsay  evidence  is  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  who 
was  a  freight  agent  of  a  railroad  corporation  at  a  particular  time.  Spade 
V.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.,  16  Barb.  383. 

Nor  can  it  be  shown  who  were  the  officers  of  a  corporation  by  gen- 
eral reputation.     Litchfidd  Iron  Co.  v.  Bennett,  7  Cow.  234. 

So  it  is  a  general  rule,  that  a  paper  executed  by  a  third  person  cannot 
be  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  it  recites,  when  his  dec- 
larations, as  to  the  same  matter,  would  not  be  admissible,  because  they 
were  hearsay  evidence.     Garrigue  v.  Loeschner,  3  Bosw.  578. 

Exception  2d.  In  matters  of  pedigree,  the  statements  of  deceased 
persons  are  allowed  in  many  cases,  subject,  however,  to  various  limita- 
tions and  qualifications.  Cuddy  v.  Brown,  78  111.  415  ;  Ross  v.  Cooley, 
8  Johns.  128;  Bogert  y.  King,  6  Cow.  237;  Webh  \.  Richardson, 
42  Yt.  465 ;  Eaton  v.  Tallm,adge,  24  Wis.  217.  Such  evidence,  when 
allowed,  is  admitted  upon  the  principle  that  it  is  the  natural  effusion  of 
a  party  who  must  know  the  truth,  and  who  speaks  upon  an  occasion 
where  he  stands  in  an  even  position,  without  any  temptation  to  exceed 
or  to  fall  short  of  the  truth.  Matters  of  pedigree  consist  of  general 
evidence  as  to  descent  or  relationship,  or  as  to  particular  facts,  such 
as  marriages,  births  or  deaths,  and  of  the  time  when  such  events 
65 
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occurred,  either  absolutely,  or  relative  to  each  other.  Declara- 
tions of  the  family  or  kindred  are  admissible  to  show  who  was  a  mem- 
ber of  the  family  or  the  particular  relationship  of  the  person,  as  son, 
daughter,  cousin,  and  the  like.  So  particular  facts  may  be  proved  in 
the  same  way,  as  the  ages  of  persons,  the  dates  of  marriages  or  births, 
etc.  Olark  v.  Owens,  18  N.  Y.  434 ;  Chamberlain  v.  Ohamherlain, 
71  id.  423, 

A  person  may  testify  as  to  his  own  age.  His  parents  are  not  necessar- 
ily the  best  witnesses.  State  v.  Cain,  9  W.  Va.  559  ;  Cheever  v.  Cong- 
don,  34  Mich.  296.  But  the  place  of  birth  of  a  child  cannot  be  shown 
by  the  declarations  of  a  deceased  parent.  Rex  v.  Erith,  8  East,  539  ; 
Hegina  v.  Rishworth,  2  Ad.  &  El.  (N.  S.)  476.  Town  of  Union  v. 
Tovm  of  Plainfield,  39  Conn.  563.  And  the  testimony  of  a  son  as 
to  representations  made  to  him  by  his  parent  as  to  liis  place  of  birth 
are  inadmissible.  McCarty  v.  Denning,  4  Lans.  440.  Hearsay,  in 
regard  to  the  place  of  birth  of  a  deceased  person,  is  clearly  inadmissi- 
ble unless  it  comes  from  the  relatives  of  such  person.  Tyler  v. 
Flanders,  57  N.  H.  618 ;  Carter  v.  Montgomery,  2  Tenn.  Oh.  216. 

The  fact  of  a  person's  death  may  be  shown,  in  the  absence  of  bet- 
ter evidence,  by  reputation  among  the  family  and  relatives  of  the 
deceased.  Clark  v.  Owens,  18  N.  Y.  434.  But  the  place  of  a  per- 
son's death  cannot  be  proved  by  hearsay  declarations.  McCarty  v. 
Terry,  7  Lans.  236, 

The  testimony  of  a  widow  that  her  husband  died  at  a  certain  time 
but  that  her  only  knowledge  of  his  death  and  burial  is  derived  from 
what  his  relatives  have  stated  and  written  to  her,  is  competent  evidence 
of  the  husband's  death.  Mason  v.  Fuller,  45  Vt.  29.  But  a  news- 
paper notice  of  the  death  of  a  person  in  another  State  is  no  evidence 
of  death.  Fosgate  v.  Herkimer  Manufacturing  amd  Hydraulic  Co., 
9  Barb.  287.  ISTor  is  a  memoranda  made  by  a  third  person  and  not  in 
the  discharge  of  any  official  duty  evidence  of  that  fact.  Ridgley  v. 
Johnson,  11  Barb.  527. 

Entries  in  the  family  Bible  or  register  are  evidence,  if  made  by  the 
father  or  under  his  direction,  and  he  is  dead. 

But  when  such  entries  are  recent,  and  the  father  is  present  in  court, 
or  can  be  produced  there,  or  when  the  entries  are  made  by  the  mother, 
after  the  father's  death,  and  she  is  present  in  court,  or  can  be  produced, 
such  entries  will  be  rejected.  Leggett  v.  Boyd,  3  Wend.  376,  379. 
See  Kobbe  v.  Price,  14  Hun,  55. 

The  declarations  of  deceased  parents  are  admissible  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  entries  in  the  Bible  or  register. 
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But  declarations  of  other  persons,  to  be  admissible,  as  to  pedigree 
should  be  made  by  one  who  was  connected  with  the  family  by  consan- 
guinity or  affinity,  or  who  derived  his  information  from  persons  so  con- 
nected with  the  family,  or  who  has  some  personal  knowledge  of  the 
facts  of  which  he  speaks.  Ora/wfurd  v.  Blackburn,  17  Md.  49  ;  Carties 
V.  GrandaU,  10  Iowa,  377.  A  statement  in  a  deposition  by  a  witness 
long  and  intimately  acquainted  with  a  family,  that  certain  children  died 
at  such  a  time  ("  as  appears  from  entries  in  the  family  Bible  which  I 
believe  to  be  true  ")  is  not  subject  to  exception  at  the  trial.  Secrist  v. 
Green,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.)  744. 

Where  a  deceased  physician  has  attended  the  birth  of  a  person  whose 
age  was  a  subject  of  inquiry,  and  that  it  was  shown  that  he  was  in  prac- 
tice for  many  years  before  such  birth,  and  for  several  years  afterward ; 
that  he  made  an  entry  in  his  register  of  all  such  cases  as  he  attended  ; 
that  in  his  register  was  an  entry  of  the  birth  of  this  person,  at  a 
time  specified  in  the  register ;  that  such  register  also  contained  entries 
of  the  birth  of  a  sister  and  brother  of  such  person,  at  a  subsequent  time, 
it  was  held  that  the  register  was  competent  evidence  of  the  time  of  the 
birth  of  such  person.     Arms  v.  Middleton,  23  Barb.  671. 

But  such  entries  or  declarations  are  rejected  when  the  person  who  made 
them  is  alive  and  within  reach  of  the  process  of  the  court,  and  he  himself 
can  be  produced  as  a  witness. 

Exception  3d.  An  exception  to  the  general  rule  is  made  in  cases  re- 
lating to  ancient  possessions;  but  no  such  questions  arise  in  a  justice's 
court,  and  the  rules  need  not  be  discussed  in  this  work. 

Exception  4th.  Dying  declarations  are  sometimes  received  in  evi- 
dence in  criminal  cases. 

But  they  are  not  admissible  on  the  trial  of  civil  actions.  Wilson  v. 
Boerem,  15  Johns.  286  ;  Gray  v.  Gooodrioh,  7  id.  95  ;  Jackson  v.  Betts, 
6  Cow.  377 ;  S.  C,  6  Wend.  173  ;  Spatz  v.  Lyons,  55  Barb.  476. 

Exception  5th.  Declaration  against  interest  by  persons  since 
deceased.  It  is  a  well-settled  rule,  that  declarations  of  persons,  since  de- 
ceased, whether  the  declarations  were  verbal  or  written,  are  admissi- 
ble in  those  cases  in  which  the  persons  making  them  are  presumed 
to  be  cognizant  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  declarations,  and  where 
their  declarations  apparently  operate  against  their  own  interest, 
whether  pecuniaiy  or  proprietary.  It  is  presumed,  when  declara- 
tions are  made  under  such  circumstances,  that  they  are  entitled  to 
credit,  because  the  regard  which  men  pay  to  their  own  interest  may  be 
safely  considered  as  a  sufficient  guaranty  against  their  prejudicing  them- 
selves by  any  erroneous  statement ;  and  the  assumed  tendency  of  the 
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declarations  precludes  the  possibility  of  any  fraudulent  statement.  In- 
deed, the  apprehension  of  fraud  in  such  cases  is,  in  a  great  measure,  re- 
moved, without  reference  to  the  fact  of  the  declarations  being  against 
interest,  when  it  is  considered  that  declarations  are  not  receivable  during 
the  life-time  of  the  authors  of  them ;  and  that  it  is  always  competent  for 
the  party  against  whom  they  are  produced  to  point  out  any  sinister 
motive  for  making  them. 

The  declarations  of  a  living  person,  however,  are  not  admissible,  how- 
ever much  they  may  be  against  his  interest,  unless  he  is  a  party  to  the 
action,  or  is  the  real  party  in  interest,  though  not  nominally  so  on  the 
record.  Spa/rgo  v.  Brown,  9  Barn.  &  Ores.  935  ;  Phillips  v.  Cole,  10 
Ad.  &  El.  106  ;  Smith  v.  Whittingham,  6  Carr.  &  Payne,  78.  But  the 
admissions  of  an  assignor  are  not  admissible,  even  though  siTch  assignor 
is  dead.  Ante,  406.  The  entries  must  be  such  as  are  really  against  the 
party  making  the  entries,  not  such  as  are  merely  apparent,  or  they  will 
not  be  admissible. 

Exception  6th.  Entries  in  the  course  of  office  or  business. 
There  is  a  rule  which  allows  of  written  entries,  made  by  deceased  per- 
sons as  evidence,  even  though  not  made  against  their  interest,  provided 
that,  in  addition  to  a  peculiar  and  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts,  and 
the  absence  of  all  interest  to  pervert  them,  the  entries  appear  to  have 
been  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  official,  professional,  or  other  busi- 
ness or  duty,  and  to  have  been  immediately  connected  with  the  trans- 
acting or  discharging  of  such  business  or  duty,  and  to  be  cotempo- 
raneous  with  the  transactions  to  which  they  relate  And,  under  such 
circumstances,  it  would  appear  that,  upon  general  principles,  there  is 
no  sound  distinction  between  written  entries  and  verbal  declarations. 
The  entries  which  are  made  in  books  of  account  will  be  noticed  in  a 
subsequent  place. 

The  protest  and  certificate  of  a  notary  public  are  presumptive  evi- 
dence of  the  presentment  of  a  note  and  non-payment  thereof,  to  charge 
an  indorser,  if  the  notary  is  dead,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  in- 
dorser  serves  an  affidavit,  when  sued,  stating  that  he  did  not  receive 
such  notice.  Mc Knight  v.  Lewis,  5  Barb.  681.  And  see  vol.  1,  pp. 
135,  136,  §§  923,  924. 

The  entry  of  a  deceased  clerk  in  the  register  of  a  notary,  made  in 
the  ordinary  and  usual  course  of  business,  are  received  in  evidence  to 
prevent  a  failure  of  justice,  and  because  public  convenience  and  the  in- 
terest of  trade  and  commerce  demand  it.  Gmjotry  v.  Doome,  51  N.  Y. 
84.  So  the  book  of  a  deceased  messenger  of  a  bank,  not  a  notary,  in 
which  in  the  course  of  his  duty  he  entered  memoranda  of  demands  and 
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notices  to  the  promisors  and  indorsers  upon  notes  left  in  the  bank  for 
collection,  has  been  received  as  evidence  of  a  demand  of  the  maker 
and  notice  to  the  iudorser  of  a  note  so  left  for  collection.  Welch  v. 
Barrett,  15  Mass.  379.  So  when  notaries  public  are  authorized  by 
statute  to  appoint  one  or  more  deputies  to  assist  them  in  making  pro- 
tests and  delivering  notices,  and  are  required  to  keep  a  book  containing 
a  record  of  the  protests  made  by  them,  with  mention  of  the  notices 
they  have  given  to  drawers  or  indorsers,  together  with  the  names  of 
the  drawers  or  indorsee,  the  dates  of  the  notices,  the  manner  in  which 
they  were  served,  etc.,  the  memorandum  made  by  the  deceased  deputy 
notary  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  required  by  the  statute  is,  after 
the  proper  preliminary  proof  has  been  made,  competent  evidence  of 
demand  and  protest.     Fassin  v.  Hvbhard,  61  Barb.  548. 

So  a  memorandum  of  a  cashier  is  evidence  when  he  is  dead,  where 
he  was  io  the  habit  of  making  such  entries,  after  giving  the  proper  no- 
tices in  the  name  of  the  notary  of  the  bank.  Nichols  v.  Goldsmith, 
7  Wend.  160. 

But  whenever  entries  made  in  the  books  of  third  persons  are  offered 
in  evidence,  it  must  be  shown  that  such  person  is  dead  before  the  en- 
tries are  admissible  ;  it  is  not  sufficient  that  he  is  oat  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  and  cannot  be  found  on  due  inquiry ;  Wilbur  v.  SeL 
den,  6  Cow.  162 ;  and  the  entries  will  clearly  be  inadmissible  when  the 
witness  is  within  reach  of  the  process  of  the  court  or  is  present  therein 
at  the  trial.  Leggett  v.  Boyd,  3  "Wend.  376.  Entries  made  by  the  dis- 
count clerk  of  a  bank  can  only  be  proved  by  the  clerk  if  alive  and 
within  the  State.  Ocean  Nat.  Banker.  Carll,  56  E".  Y.  440;  Whtte  v. 
Amhle)\  8  id.  170. 

The  principle  of  the  rule  which  receives  such  entries  is  Uraited  to 
those  cases  only  in  which  the  entry  was  made  in  the  ordinary  and  reg- 
ular course  of  business.  And  it  does  not  extend  to  entries  which, 
though  made  in  the  course  of  business,  include  independent  matters, 
which  are  not  necessary  to  the  performance  of  the  duty  by  the  person 
who  makes  the  entry.  In  this  respect,  the  entries  now  under  consider- 
ation diflfer  materially  from  those  which  tiave  been  made  against  the 
interest  of  the  party  making  them,  which,  it  has  been  seen,  are  admis- 
sible, not  only  as  evidence  of  the  facts  which  are  directly  against  the 
interest  of  the  declarant,  but  also  of  other  independent  facts  contained 
in  the  same  entry,  and  immediately  connected  with  the  other  facts. 
The  entries  must  be  made,  too,  in  the  "  usual  course  of  business,"  by 
which  is  meant  that  the  entries  are  not  admissible  if  made  out  of  the 
usual  course  of  business. 
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The  entries  must  also  be  made  cotemporaneously  with  the  occur- 
rence of  the  events  recorded,  though  this  is  not  the  rule  as  to  entries 
which  are  made  against  the  interest  of  the  party  making  them.  Ver- 
bal declarations  are  not  admissible  unless  they  are  shown  to  be  part  of 
the  res  gestce. 

An  indorsement  which  is  made  by  the  obligee  of  a  bond,  or  the  payee 
of  a  note,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  defense  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  is  not  admissible  as  evidence,  unless  it  is  shown  that  the  in- 
dorsement was  made  at  a  time  when  it  was  against  the  interest  of  the 
party  making  it,  though  if  that  is  shown  the  evidence  is  admissible, 
JRoseboom  v.  Billington,  17  Johns.  182 ;  Read  v.  Hurd,  7  Wend.  408. 

It  should  be  remembered  that  hearsay  evidence  becomes  no  stronger 
by  being  the  subject  of  an  entry  in  an  account  book.  Churchman  v. 
Lewis,  34  N.  Y.  444. 

Exception  7tli.  Evidence  of  a  deceased  witness.  Where  a  wit- 
ness has  been  sworn  and  examined  by  the  parties  upon  the  trial  of  an 
action,  and  the  witness  subsequently  dies,  his  evidence  is  admissible  in 
a  subsequent  action  between  the  same  parties,  when  the  point  in  issue 
is  the  same  as  that  in  the  former  trial.  Oshorn  v.  Bell,  5  Denio,  370  ; 
State  V.  Johnson,  12  Nev.  121 ;  Jaocard  v.  Anderson,  37  Mo.  91.  So 
the  testimony  of  a  party  who  has  died  since  a  former  trial  may  be 
given  in  evidence  upon  a  new  trial.  Vol.  1,  p.  128,  §  830.  This  kind  of 
evidence,  classed  among  the  exceptions  to  the  rule  respecting  hearsay 
evidence,  is  of  a  different  character  from  any  which  has  been  before 
mentioned,  for  not  only  is  it  free  from  the  objection  of  being  extra- 
judicial, or  of  being  without  oath,  but  the  party  also  who  is  to  be  af- 
fected by  it  had  the  power  of  cross-examining  the  witness,  under  the 
same  circumstances  as  on  the  subsequent  trial. 

The  proof  of  what  the  deceased  witness  swore  may  be  made  by  any 
person  who  heard  his  testimony,  even  though  he  took  no  minutes  of 
the  evidence.  Orimm  v.  Hamel,  2  Hilt.  434 ;  Hutehvngs  v.  Gwgan, 
59  111.  70.  An  attorney  or  counselor,  or  other  person,  who  took  min- 
utes upon  a  former  trial,  and  testifies  to  their  accuracy,  may  state  on  a 
subsequent  trial  what  a  deceased  witness  swore  to  on  a  former  trial, 
although  such  attorney,  etc.,  cannot  testify  from  his  mere  recollection 
without  a  reference  to  his  minutes.  Yan  Buren  v.  CooTdmm,  14  Barb. 
118 ;  Huff  V.  Bennett,  6  N.  Y.  337  ;  Martin  v.  Cope,  3  Abb.  Ot.  App. 
182  ;  Crawford  v.  Loper,  25  Barb.  449.  It  is  sufficient,  if  upon  such 
examination  of  his  minutes,  he  can  then  swear  from  recollection  what 
the  evidence  was  given  by  the  deceased  witness.  lb. 

And  where  a  witness  has  no  recollection  of  what  a  deceased  witness 
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swore,  even  after  looking  over  his  minutes,  his  minutes  are  then  com- 
petent evidence  to  prove  such  facts,  provided  the  witness  swears  that 
he  took  down  the  evidence  of  the  former  witness,  in  the  capacity  of 
counsel  or  attorney,  and  that  he  has  no  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  his 
minutes.  Halsey  v.  Sinsebauyh,  15  JST.  Y.  485.  To  make  the  minutes 
evidence,  when  the  person  who  took  them  does  not  recollect  the  evi- 
dence, it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the  precise  words  of  the  former 
witness  were  taken  down.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  appears  that  the  per- 
son who  took  the  evidence  down  in  writing  intended  to  take  down  the 
precise  language  of  the  witness,  but  could  not  swear  that  he  gave  the 
precise  words,  nor  that  he  had  taken  down  every  wprd,  though  he  in- 
tended to  take  down  all  that  was  material.  Clark  v.  Yorce,  15  Wend. 
193  ;  Crawford  v.  Loper,  25  Barb.  449  ;  Tale  v.  Comstooh,  112  Mass. 
267.  See  Saddow  v.  Lundy,  59  E".  T.  320.  But  the  person  called  to 
give  the  testimony  of  a  deceased  witness  upon  a  former  trial  must  be 
able  to  state  the  substance  of  all  the  testimony  given  by  the  deceased. 
Bide  V.  Carver,  73  IST.  0.  264 ;  Tihlitts  v.  Flanders,  18  JST.  H.  284 ; 
Harrison  v.  Charlton,  42  Iowa,  573.  And  all  of  such  testimony 
must  be  given.    Woods  v.  Keys,  14  Allen  (Mass.),  236. 

The  minutes  of  a  former  trial,  kept  by  an  attorney,  since  deceased, 
cannot  be  received  in  evidence,  although  it  is  shown  that  the  attorney 
kept  minutes  during  the  whole  trial,  and  that  the  minutes,  according 
to  the  recollection  of  a  witness  present,  appear  to  be  the  minutes  of  the 
entire  trial.  Crouch  v.  Parker,  56  N.  Y.  597.  The  minutes  of  a  per- 
son who  took  down  the  evidence  of  a  former  witness  are  not  evidence 
of  what  was  testified  to,  if  he  cannot  swear  that  he  took  down  the  evi- 
dence accurately  or  fully,  even  though  he  cannot  state  the  evidence 
from  recollection,  after  refreshing  his  memory  from  such  minutes. 
Huff  V.  Bennett,  6  N.  Y.  337.  Before  the  minutes  of  a  person  are 
evidence  in  such  a  case,  it  must  appear  that  after  refreshing  his  recol- 
lection, he  cannot  swear  to  the  evidence  given  by  the  deceased  witness ; 
such  minutes  are  merely  auxiliary,  and  are  never  admissible  when  the 
person  who  made  them  recollects  the  facta  stated  in  them,  whether  his 
recollection  is  independent  of  them,  or  whether  it  is  refreshed  by  them 
so  as  to  revive  his  recollection.  Russell  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co., 
17  K  Y.  134,  140. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  precise  words  used  by  a  deceased  wit- 
ness. Such  a  thing  is  utterly  impracticable,  and  is  no  more  required 
than  it  would  be  to  give  the  manner  and  tones  of  voice  of  such  wit- 
ness. If  the  substance  is  fully  given,  it  is  all  that  can  be  required. 
Chaffe  V.  Gox,  1  Hilt.  79 ;  Cla/rh  v.  Vorce,  15  "Wend.  193 ;  S.  C, 
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19  id.  232,  233 ;  1  Phil.  Ev.  399,  note,  4th  Am.  ed ;  Gannon  v. 
Siemens,  13  Kans.  447 ;  Martin  v.  Cope,  3  Abb.  App.  Dec.  182 ; 
Lime  Bock  Bank  v.  Hewett,  52  Me.  531 ;  Thurmond  v.  Trammall, 
28  Texas,  371 ;  Home  v.  Williams,  23  Ind.  37 ;  TrmnmaU  v.  Hemp' 
hill,  27  Ga.  525. 

Before  evidence  is  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  what  a 
witness  testified  to  on  a  former  trial,  it  must  be  shown  that  he  is  dead. 
Powell  V.  Waters,  17  Johns.  176 ;  Witter  v.  Selden,  6  Cow.  162. 
State  V.  Staples,  47  N.  H.  113.  The  fact  that  the  witness  has  forgotten 
the  facts  to  which  he  had  formely  testified  does  not  render  eyidence 
of  his  former  testimony  competent.  Bobvnson  v.  Oilman,  43  N.  H. 
296. 

So  the  pendency  of  the  former  trial  mxist  be  shown,  unless  the  proof 
is  expressly  waived,  or  no  objection  is  taken  on  that  ground,  which 
would  be  an  implied  waiver.  Seals  v.  Guernsey,  8  Johns.  446  ;  White 
V.  Killing,  11  id.  128.  See  Charlesworth  v.  Tinker,  18  Wis.  633. 
And  it  must  be  also  shown  that  the  evidence  was  given  in  a  case  in  which 
the  parties  to  the  suit  in  which  it  is  offered,  or  their  privies,  were 
parties.  Poorm^an  v.  Miller,  44  Cal.  269 ;  Bane  v.  Brai/nerd,  30  Conn. 
665.  The  testimony  of  a  deceased  witness  may  be  given  in  evidence 
in  a  subsec[uent  suit  between  the  same  parties  or  their  privies,  provided 
the  point  in  issue  be  the  same.  But  if  there  are  new  parties  in  the 
same  suit,  not  in  privity  with  any  of  the  first,  and  who  had  no  op- 
portunity to  cross-examine  the  witness,  the  evidence  will  not  be  admis. 
sible.     Orr  v.  Radley,  36  N.  H.  575. 

Exception  8th.  Admission  of  parties.  This  matter  has  been 
fully  discussed  already.  Ante,  396. 

§  8.  Best  evidence.  The  law  excludes  such  evidence  of  facts  as 
from  the  nature  of  the  thing  supposes  still  better  evidence  behind  in 
the  party's  possession  or  power.  The  rule  has  been  expressed  in  va- 
rious forms,  by  different  authors.  One  declares  that  it  requires  "  the 
best  evidence  of  which  the  case  in  its  nature  is  susceptible."  1  Greenl. 
Ev.,  §  82.  Another,  that  it  requires  "the  best  attainable  evidence." 
Stark.  641.  Others,  that  it  requires  the  highest  evidence  of  which  the 
nature  of  the  thing  is  capable.  The  precise  import  of  the  rule  cannot 
be  fully  and  clearly  comprehended,  without  reference  to  its  application 
in  various  instances. 

The  principle  of  the  rule  under  consideration  is  founded  on  the  pre- 
sumption that  there  is  something  in  the  better  evidence  that  is  with- 
held, which  would  make  against  the  party  resorting  to  inferior  evidence. 
Although  in  some  instances  this  presumption  may  not  be  very  strong, 
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yet  the  general  effect  of  the  rule  is  to  prevent  fraud,  and  to  induce 
parties  to  bring  before  a  court  or  jury  the  kind  of  evidence  which  is 
least  calculated  to  perplex  or  mislead  them. 

The  present  rule  is  satisfied  by  the  production  of  the  best  attainable 
evidence.  In  requiring  the  best  evidence  applicable  to  each  particular 
fact,  it  meant  that  no  evidence  of  a  nature  merely  substitutionary  shaU 
be  received  whei-e  the  primary  evidence  is  producible.  By  substitu- 
tionary evidence  is  meant  such  evidence  as  implies  the  existence  of  pri- 
mary or  more  original  information. 

If  a  party  offers  a  copy  of  a  deed,  bill  of  exchange,  promissory  note, 
or  written  contract,  when  he  ought  to  produce  the  original,  and  is  able 
to  do  so,  a  presumption  arises  that  there  is  something  in  the  original 
instrument  which  would  make  against  such  party ;  and,  therefore,  the 
copy,  in  such  a  case,  is  not  competent  evidence.  The  rule  is  general 
in  its  application,  and,  therefore,  it  -would  not  be  sufficient  to  rebut  this 
presumption,  in  any  particular  case,  by  showing  that  the  copy  is  correct 
for  the  purpose  of  admitting  sach.  substitutionary  evidence.  The  rear 
son  why  the  best  evidence  is  required  is,  to  prevent  frauds,  by  keeping 
back  the  best  evidence ;  and,  when  the  reason  of  the  rule  fails,  the  rule 
itself  ceases.  If  the  original  paper  is  shown  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the 
opposite  party,  who  refuses  to  produce  it,  after  receiving  a  proper  notice 
for  that  purpose  ;  or,  if  it  is  shown  that  the  original  has  been  lost  or 
destroyed,  without  any  default  on  his  part,  no  presumption  of  fraud  can 
be  niade,  and  a  copy  of  the  instrument  will  then  be  admitted,  because 
a  copy  is  the  best  evidence  which  can  then  be  adduced. 

The  rule  does  not  relate  to  the  measure  or  quantity  of  the  evidence 
offered,  but  to  its  qualiii/,  when  compared  with  some  other  evidence 
of  superior  degree.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  point  of  law,  to  give  the 
fullest  proof  that  every  case  may  admit  of.  If  there  are  several  eye- 
witnesses to  a  particular  fact,  it  may  be  proved  by  the  testimony  of  one 
or  more  of  them,  without  calling  the  others. 

The  cases  in  which  secondary  evidence  is  exchided,  and  the  best  evi- 
dence reqxiired,  is,  where  oral  evidence  is  offered  in  the  place  of  written 
instruments.  These  instruments  may  be  reduced  to  three  classes:  1st. 
Those  instruments  which  the  law  requires  to  be  in  writing ;  2d.  Those 
contracts  which  the  parties  have  put  into  writing ;  and  3d.  All  other 
writings,  the  existence  of  which  is  disputed,  and  which  are  material  to 
the  issue. 

In  the  first  place,  oral  evidence  cannot  be  substituted  for  any  instru- 
ment which  the  law  requires  to  be  in  writing ;  such  as  records,  public 
documents,  official  examinations,  deeds  of  conveyance  of  lands,  wills, 
56 
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other  than  nuncupative,  promises  to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  or  to 
answer  for  his  default,  etc.,  and  other  writings  required  by  the  statute 
of  frauds.  Neither  can  other  written  evidence  be  substituted  in  the 
place  of  a  record  of  testimony  and  proceedings  had  before  a  court 
and  which  the  law  requires  the  court  to  keep,  unless  some  statute 
authorizes  the  substitution  of  a  copy  in  place  of  the  original.  Thus 
when  a  statute  requires  that  evidence  taken  before  a  surrogate  in  cer- 
tain cases  shall  be  reduced  to  writing  and  entered  in  a  proper  book 
to  be  provided  and  preserved  as  part  of  the  books  of  his  oflBce,  but 
does  not  declare  that  the  book  in  which  the  entry  is  made  shall  be  evi- 
dence, the  minutes  of  the  testimony  taken  before  the  surrogate  are  the 
best  evidence  of  what  was  sworn  to  before  him,  and  the  entry  of  such 
testimony  in  the  proper  book,  being  but  a  copy  of  his  minutes,  is  but 
secondary  evidence.  And  even  if  the  statute  made  the  book  in  which 
such  minutes  are  transcribed,  competent  evidence  of  the  facts  therein 
contained,  the  Original  minutes  would  still  be  higher  evidence.  Had- 
dow  V.  Lundy,  59  E".  Y.  320. 

Where  the  law  declares  that  an  agreement  is  not  valid  unless  in  writ- 
ing, an  oral  contract  is  void,  and  cannot  be  enforced.  But  if  the  agree- 
ment has  been  properly  executed,  and  is  then  accidentally  lost  or  de- 
stroyed, it  will  be  valid,  and  its  existence  may  be  proved,  like  any 
other  lost  paper,  etc.  So,  where  the  certificate  of  incorporation  of  a 
corporate  company  has  been  duly  executed  and  filed,  but  it  could  not 
be  found  on  due  search  in  the  proper  ofiice,  where  it  was  filed,  it  was 
held  competent  to  show,  by  other  evidence,  that,  in  truth,  a  copy  was 
filed;  and  a  sworn  copy  of  the  original  was  held  competent  evidence. 
New  Yorh  Gar  Oil  Co.  v.  Richmond,  6  Bosw.  213.  So,  where  an 
action  is  brought  on  a  judgment  and  the  judgment-roll  has  been  duly 
filed  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk,  but  cannot  be  found  in  the  par. 
ticular  place  provided  for  its  deposit,  it  is  presumed  to  be  lost  or  de- 
stroyed and  secondary  evidence  may  be  given  of  its  contents.  Man- 
deville  v.  Reynolds,  68  N.  Y.  528. 

Even  the  admissions  of  a  party  will  not  be  competent  to  prove  the 
contents  of  a  record,  or  of  an  instrument  which  the  law  requires  to  be 
in  writing,  unless  it  is  in  those  cases  in  which  the  admission  is  made 
in  open  court,  at  the  trial,  for  the  purpose  of  obviating  the  production 
of  written  evidence.  Welland  CcmaZ  Co.  v.  Hathaway,  8  Wend.  480, 
486 ;  Jenner  v.  Joliffe,  6  Johns.  9  ;  Hashrouok  v.  BaTcer,  10  id.  248. 
The  general  rule  is,  that  the  oral  admissions  of  a  party,  made  out  of 
court,  are  evidence  against  him  in  those  cases  only  in  which  an  oral 
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contract  would  be  binding  or  in  wbicli  the  transaction  may  legally  rest 
in  parol  evidence.  lb. 

And,  where  an  action  of  trespass  was  brought  against  a  defendant, 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  directed  another  person  to  take  the  plaint- 
iflE's  property,  and  it  appeared  that  the  only  direction  which  he  had 
given  was  contained  in  a  military  warrant,  which  he  had  signed  as 
president  of  a  court-martial,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
produce  the  warrant,  and  could  not  prove  the  direction  by  oral  evi- 
dence.    Stebbms  v.  Cooper,  4  Denio,  191. 

In  the  second  place,  oral  proof  cannot  be  substituted  for  the  written 
evidence  of  any  contract  which  the  parties  have  put  in  writing.  Here, 
the  written  instrument  may  be  regarded,  in  some  measure,  as  the  ul- 
timate fact  to  be  proved,  especially  in  the  cases  of  negotiable  securities ; 
and,  in  aU  cases  of  written  contracts,  the  writing  is  tacitly  agreed  upon, 
by  the  parties  themselves,  as  the  only  repository,  and  the  appropriate 
evidence  of  their  agreement.  The  written  contract  is  not  a  collateral 
matter,  but  is  of  the  very  essence  of  the  transaction. 

In  an  action  against  a  constable,  for  selling  property  which  the 
plaintiff  claimed  to  own,  by  virtue  of  a  bill  of  sale,  it  was  held  that  the 
bill  of  sale  must  be  produced,  and  that  parol  evidence  of  its  contents 
was  not  admissible.  Dunn  v.  Hewitt,  2  Denio,  637.  And  this  was 
teld,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  iirst  appeared  on  cross-examina- 
tion of  the  witness  proving  the  sale,  that  it  was  reduced  to  writing. 
lb.  In  such  a  case  the  justice  is  bound  to  strike  out  the  parol  evidence, 
if  a  motion  is  made  for  that  purpose,  by  the  party  against  wliom  it  has 
been  introduced.  lb. 

So  an  agreement  for  the  renting  of  certain  rooms  was  reduced  to 
writing,  and  this  was  held  to  exclude  evidence  of  prior  oral  negotia- 
tions as  to  the  terms  of  the  letting.  Townsend  v.  Fisher,  2  Hilt.  47. 
And  see  Niles  v.  Quiver,  8  Barb.  206  ;  Yan  Brunt  v.  Day,  17  Hun, 
166.  The  rule  which  excludes  such  evidence  applies  not  only  to  prior 
and  cotemporaneous  oral  declarations,  but  with  equal  force  to  subse- 
quent declarations.  Mott  v.  Riohtmyer,  57  N.  Y.  49.  The  object  of 
putting  agreements  into  writing  is  to  exclude,  as  said  by  Lord  Coke,  a 
resort  to  "  the  uncertain  testimony  of  slippery  memory."  If  the  writ- 
ing is  a  mere  receipt  for  the  price  of  property  sold,  and  not  a  bill  of 
sale,  then  parol  evidence  of  prior  negotiations  is  admissible.  FiVkins 
v.  Whyland,  24  N.  T.  338 ;  SilUman  V.  Tuttle,  45  Barb.  171.  See 
Ryan  v.  Ward,  48  IST.  Y.  204 ;  Foster  v.  Newbrough,  58  id.  481 ; 
Smith  V.  Holla/nd,  61  id.  635.     Parol  evidence  of  payment  may  be 
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given,  although  a  receipt  for  the  money  paid  was  given  at  the  time  of 
payment.     Wolfy.  Foster,  13  Kans.  116. 

The  general  rule  is  applicable  to  contracts  of  all  kinds,  whether  re- 
lating to  the  sale  or  leasing  of  real  estate,  the  sale  or  exchange  of  per- 
sonal property,  or  for  the  rendering  of  personal  services,  and  the.like, 
where  it  is  essential  that  the  original  instrument  should  be  produced. 
But  there  are  cases  in  which  this  is  not  necessary.  And  in  an  action 
for  a  wrongful  trespass  by  a  stranger,  upon  premises  held  by  the  plaint- 
iff as  a  tenant,  the  plaintiff  need  not  produce  his  lease.  Evidence  of 
possession  on  his  part,  under  a  claim  of  right  by  a  written  instrument, 
is  entirely  sufficient,  as  against  a  wrong-doer.  Walher  v.  Wilson,  8 
Bosw.  586. 

And  where  a  paper  is  intended  by  the  parties  to  it  as  a  mere  memo- 
randum, and  not  as  a  contract,  parol  evidence  may  be  given  to  show  the 
actual  terms  of  the  contract.  Cassidy  v.  Begoden,  6  J.  &  Sp.  180; 
Foot  V.  Bentley,  44  N.  Y.  166. 

A  copy  of  a  telegram  is  not  the  best  evidence,  and  therefore  the 
original  must  be  produced  in  evidence  or  its  absence  accounted  for. 
Matteson  v.  Noyes,  25  111.  591 ;    Williams  v.  Brickell,  37  Miss.  682. 

When  it  becomes  necessary  to  prove  the  contents  of  letters  which 
have  passed  between  parties,  the  originals  must  be  produced,  or  the 
party  desiring  to  give  proof  of  their  contents  must  lay  the  foundation 
for  secondary  evidence  in  the  ordinary  and  usual  way.  Letter  press 
copies  are  in  no  sense  original  papers,  and  cannot  be  admitted  in  evi- 
dence without  the  proper  preliminary  proof.  Foot  v.  Bentley,  44  E". 
Y.  166 ;  Marsh  v.  Hand,  35  Md.  123.  When  this  proof  has  been 
given  these  copies  become  evidence. 

A  sworn  copy  of  a  letter-press  copy  of  a  lost  letter  is  competent  as 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  letter  without  producing  the  letter-press 
copy.  Robertson  v.  Lynch,  18  Johns.  451 ;  Goodrich  v.  Weston,  102 
Mass.  362 ;  3  Am.  Kep.  469.  This  is  upon  the  ground  that  there  are 
no  grades  of  secondary  evidence.  Whenever  a  copy  of  a  record  or 
document  is  itself  made  original  or  primary  evidence,  the  rule  is  clear 
and  well  settled  that  it  must  be  a  copy  made  directly  from  or  compared 
with  the  original.  If  the  first  copy  be  lost  or  in  the  hands  of  the  op- 
posite party,  so  long  as  another  may  be  obtained  from  the  same  source, 
no  ground  can  be  laid  for  resorting  to  evidence  of  an  inferior  or  sec- 
ondary character.  The  admission  of  a  transcript  from  the  record  of  a 
deed  or  other  private  writing,  for  the  record  of  which  provision  is  made 
by  law,  is  not  an  exception  to  but  only  a  modification  of  the  same 
rule.     But  when  the  source  of  original  evidence  is  exhausted  and  resort 
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is  properly  had  to  secondary  proof,  the  contents  of  private  writings 
may  be  proved  like  any  other  fact,  by  indirect  evidence.  The  admis- 
sibility of  evidence  offered  for  this  purpose  must  depend  upon  its 
legitimate  tendency  to  prove  the  facts  sought  to  be  proved,  and  not 
upon  the  comparative  weight  or  value  of  one  or  another  form  of  proof. 
The  jury  will  judge  of  its  weight,  and  may  give  due  consideration  to 
the  fact  that  a  less  satisfactory  form  of  proof  is  offered  while  a  more 
satisfactory  one  exists  and  is  withheld,  or  not  produced  when  it  might 
have  been  readily  obtained.  lb.  See,  also.  Stetson  v.  Gulliver,  2  Oush. 
494  ;  Wirwi  v.  Patterson,  6  Pet..  663  ;  Brown  v.  Woodm,an,  6  C.  & 
P.  206  ;  Doe  v.  Boss,  7  M.  &  W.  102.  So  when  secondary  evidence 
is  admissible,  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  document  may  be 
given  although  there  is  a  copy  of  the  document  in  existence.  Doe  v. 
Boss,  7  M.  &  VV.  103,  107 ;  Best  on  Evidence,  §  87.  But  this  rule 
is  not  universally  recognized  ;  and  it  has  in  many  instances  been  held 
that  the  general  rule  applies  also  to  secondary  evidence,  so  that  a  copy 
of  a  copy  is  not  evidence,  although  a  copy  of  the  original  paper  might 
be,  in  some  cases.  See  Orman  v.  Biley,  1 5  Cal.  48 ;  Be&ve  v.  Long, 
Holt,  286 ;  Leihman  v.  Pooley,  1  Stark.  167  ;  Everingha/m  v.  Boundell, 
2  Moo.  &  E.  138  ;  Coma/n  v.  State,  4  Blackf.  241. 

When  a  way  bill  is  a  copy  of  a  copy,  oral  evidence  of  the  weight  of 
the  goods  described  in  such  bill  is  admissible.  Yoking  v.  M&rtens,  27 
Md.  114.  Where  it  was  important  to  show  that  a  bill  of  items  had 
been  rendered  to  the  defendant,  and  also  what  the  items  were,  the 
plaintiff  offered  a  copy  of  his  books,  from  which  the  bill  rendered 
had  been  copied ;  this  evidence  was  objected  to,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  books  themselves  were  the  best  evidence,  and  that  a  copy  of  the 
books  was  not  admissible  evidence.  Beddington  v.  Oil/man,  1  Bosw. 
235,  242.  So,  parol  proof  may  be  given  of  a  lost  paper,  by  giving  a 
copy  of  it  in  evidence ;  but  if  a  copy  is  made,  and  the  original  is  lost, 
the  copyist  must  be  produced  to  prove  the  copy,  if  possible,  and  mere 
evidence  of  his  handwriting  in  making  the  copy  is  not  sufficient. 
Brewster  v.  Countryman,  12  Wend.  446. 

A  copy  of  a  memorandum  cannot  be  read  as  evidence  of  the  contents 
of  it.  MGCormick  v.  Pennsyhicmia  Cent.  R.  B.  Co.,  49  N.  Y.  303,  315  ; 
Mardy  v.  SchuUs,  29  id.  346.  But  a  witness  may  use  a  copy  of  an 
entry  made  by  himself  or  any  other  person  for  the  purpose  of  refresh^ 
ing  his  recollection,  if,  on  reading  it,  he  can  testify  that  he  then  recollects 
the  fact  to  which  the  entry  relates.  McOormieh  v.  Pennsylvmiia  Cent. 
B.  B.  Co.,  49  N.  T.  303,  315  ;  Mm-cVy  v.  Schultz,  29  id.  346,  351. 
,    When  it  appears  that  a  transfer  of  an  account  sued  upon  is  in  writing, 


446  EVIDENCE. 


Best  evidence. 


the  writing  must  be  produced  as  the  best  evidence.  OUmore  v.  Bcmgs, 
55  Ga.  403.  And  when  the  interest  which  the  party  in  possession  has 
in  personal  property,  as  whether  one-half  or  the  whole,  is  of  the  essence 
of  the  suit,  and  absolutely  necessary  to  fix  the  amount  of  the  recovery, 
and  it  appears  that  he  purchased  from  another  and  holds  title  under  a 
written  instrument  showing  the  quantity  of  his  interest,  the  bill  of 
sale  is  the  best  evidence  and  parol  evidence,  of  his  title  is  inadmissible. 
Epjying  v.  MocMer,  55  Ga.  376.  "Where  a  contract  of  sale  is  in  writing 
the  written  instrument  is  the  best  evidence  of  the  terms  of  the  contract. 
Baldwin  v.  McKay,  41  Miss.  358. 

Where  an  instrument  is  partly  printed  and  partly  written,  and  there 
is  a  contradiction  between  the  written  and  printed  portions,  the  written 
parts  will  prevail  over  the  printed.  Woodruff  v.  Oommeroial  Ins.  Co., 
2  Hilt.  122, 125  ;    Weisser  v.  Maitland,  3  Sandf.  318,  322. 

The  admission  of  oral  evidence  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  paper 
without  objection,  does  not  prevent  the  party  against  whom  it  is  offered 
from  objecting  to  its  sufficiency  ;  Hopper  v.  Taylor,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
486 ;  Souihwick  v.  Hayden,  7  Cow.  334 ;  nor  from  -moving  to 
strike  it  out  at  the  close  of  the  trial,  before  the  summing  up  the 
cause,  Dunn  v.  Hewitt,  2  Denio,  637 ;  Heely  v.  Ba/rnes,  4  id.  73 ; 
though  it  has  been  held,  that,  when  improper  evidence  is  deliberately 
admitted,  without  objection,  which  bears  upon  the  issues  on  a  trial,  the 
court  has  no  right  to  strike  it  out,  even  on  motion.  Hall  v.  Earnest, 
36  Barb.  585.  If,  however,  the  evidence  has  been  received  upon  some 
condition,  mistake  or  contingency,  a  motion  may  be  made  to  strike  it 
out.  lb. 

In  the  third  place,  oral  evidence  cannot  be  substituted  for  any  writ, 
ing,  the  existence  of  which  is  disputed,  if  its  production  is  material 
either  to  the  issue  between  the  parties,  or  as  to  the  credit  of  witnesses, 
and  it  is  not  merely  a  memorandum  of  some  other  fact. 

By  applying  the  rule  in  such  cases,  the  court  acquii'es  a  knowledge 
of  the  whole  contents  of  the  instrument,  which  may  have  a  different 
effect  from  the  statement  of  a  part.  Thus  it  is  not  allowed,  on 
cross-examination,  in  the  statement  of  a  question  to  a  witness,  to  repre- 
sent the  contents  of  a  letter,  and  to  ask  the  witness  whether  he  wrote  a 
letter  to  any  person  with  such  contents,  or  contents  to  the  like  effect, 
without  having  first  shown  the  letter  to  the  witness,  and  having  asked 
him  if  he  wrote  that  letter,  because,  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  cross-ex- 
amining counsel  might  put  the  court  in  possession  of  a  part  only  of  the 
contents  of  a  paper,  when  a  knowledge  of  the  whole  was  essential  to  a 
right  judgment  in  the  cause.     If  the  witness  acknowledges  the  writing 
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of  the  letter,  yet  he  cannot  be  questioaed  as  to  its  contents,  but  the 
letter  itself  must  be  read.  The  Queen's  Case,  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  287. 
Two  or  three  lines  of  a  letter  may  be  exhibited  to  a  witness,  without 
exhibiting  to  him  the  whole,  and  the  witness  may  be  asked  whether  he 
wrote  the  part  exhibited,  but  if  he  denies  that  he  wrote  such  part,  he 
cannot  be  examined  as  to  the  contents  of  the  letter.  lb. 

There  are  several  exceptions  to  the  rule  which  requires  the  best  evi- 
dence. 

Exception  1st.  Where  it  is  necessary  to  prove  the  contents  of  any 
record,  or  of  proceedings  in  a  court  of  justice,  or  in  public  books  or 
registers,  it  is  sufficient,  in  general,  to  produce  an  examined  copy. 
This  is  on  a  principle  of  general  convenience,  and  because  it  is  apparent, 
that  if  the  contents  were  misrepresented,  there  would  be  obvious  means 
of  exposing  the  fraud  or  error.  The  manner  of  proving  records  will 
be  explained  hereafter. 

Exception  2d.  It  is  not,  in  general,  necessary  to  prove  the  appoint- 
ment of  pubHc  officers,  by  producing  record  evidence  of  their  election 
or  appointment,  for  this  would  be  attended  with  general  inconvenience  • 
and  a  strong  presumption  arises  from  the  exercise  of  a  public  office,  that 
the  election  or  appointment  is  valid.  In  the  case  of  sheriflEs,  deputy 
sheirLffs,  constables,  justices  of  the  peace,  and  the  like,  it  is  sufficient  to 
prove  that  they  acted  in  that  character,'  without  producing  written  evi- 
dence of  an  election  or  appointment.     Ante,  4zZ'2i. 

An  affidavit  which  purports  to  be  sworn  to  before  a  proper  officer 
is  prima  facie  sufficient,  and  as  to  third  persons  conclusive.  , 

Exception  3d.  Where  the  written  communication  or  agreement 
between  the  parties  is  collateral  to  the  question  in  issue,  it  need  not  be 
produced  ;  Waibash,  etc.,  Oamal  v.  Reinhart,  22  Ind.  463 ;  Brown  v. 
National  Bam.k  of  Newport,  11  Hun,  226  ;  as  where  the  writing  is  a 
mere  proposal,  which  has  not  been  acted  upon ;  or  where  a  written 
memorandum  was  made  of  the  terms  of  the  contract,  which  was  read 
in  the  presence  of  the  parties,  but  never  signed,  or  proposed  to  be 
signed ;  or  where,  during  an  employment  under  a  written  contract,  a 
separate  verbal  order  is  given,  and  the  like  cases.  So  if  a  written  com- 
munication is  accompanied  by  a  verbal  one,  to  the  same  effect,  the  latter 
may  be  received  as  independent  evidence,  though  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  the  contents  of  the  writing,  nor  as  a  substitute  for 
it.  So  a  payment  of  money  may  be  proved  by  oral  evidence,  al- 
though a  written  receipt  was  taken ;  Wolf  v.  Foster,  13  Kans.  116  • 
so  an  oral  demand  of  goods  may  be  proved,  although  a  written  de- 
mand was  made  at  the  same  time. 


448  EVIDENCE. 


Best  evidence  — Proceedings  before  justices. 


Where  it  is  important  to  show  that  there  was  a  consideration  for  the 
sale  of  chattels,  the  answer  of  a  witness  on  the  trial  that  such  consider- 
ation was  a  sum  of  money  and  "  one  hundred  acres  of  land,"  is  not  liar 
ble  to  the  objection  that  it  gives  the  contents  of  a  deed  of  land  which 
is  not  produced  on  the  trial.     Reynolds  v.  Kelly,  1  Daly,  283. 

A  ticket  issued  to  a  passenger  for  his  passage  from  New  York  to 
San  Francisco  does  not  preclude  the  passenger  from  showing  by  parol 
testimony  a  contract  for  such  transportation,  independent  of  that  ex- 
pressed in  such  ticket.  Van  Buskirk  v.  Roberts,  31  N.  Y.  661.  Pas- 
sage tickets  are  regarded  as  vouchers  or  tokens  rather  than  contracts. 
Quinhy  v.  Vand^rKU,  17  N.  Y.  306. 

Where  the  purpose  for  which  a  writing  was  executed  is  not  inconsistent 
with  its  terms,  it  may  properly  be  proved  by  parol.  Hutchins  v. 
Hebbard,  34  N.  Y.  24.  Where  the  principal  contract  is  oral,  and  a 
written  instrument  is  executed  and  delivered  in  part  performance 
thereof,  and  as  a  mere  incident  of  it,  the  written  instrument  does  not 
merge  the  oral  one,  and  the  latter  may  be  established  by  oral  evidence, 
lb. 

Exception  4th.  Proceedings  before  justices  of  the  peace,  in  the  trial 
of  actions  before  them,  may  be  proved  without  the  production  of  their 
dockets,  provided  the  statutory  requirements  are  observed. 

The  Code  provides  that  the  docket-book  of  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
within  the  State,  or  a  transcript  thereof  certified  by  him,  is  evidence 
before  him  of  any  matter  required  by  law  to  be  entered  by  him  therein. 
Vol.  1,  p.  139,  §  938. 

Before  the  justice  himself,  his  own  docket  is  evidence,  withput  any 
proof  of  its  authenticity,  or  of  the  official  character  of  the  justice. 
Smith  V.  Frost,  5  Hill,  431 ;  Grof  v.  Griswold,  1  Denio,  432.  So  a 
transcript  of  his  docket,  or  of  other  proceedings  before  himself,  is 
equally  evidence  before  himself,  without  any  other  proof  of  authen- 
ticity. 

When  the  action  is  tried  before  some  justice  other  than  the  one  who 
rendered  the  judgment,  or  is  tried  in  some  other  court,  the  docket  may 
be  proved  by  a  transcript  of  it,  duly  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  county 
in  which  such  justice  resides.  The  Code  provides  as  follows :  "  A  tran- 
script from  the  docket-book  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  within  the  State, 
subscribed  by  him,  and  authenticated  by  a  certificate  of  the  clerk  of 
the  county  in  which  the  justice  resides,  under  his  hand  and  official  seal, 
to  the  effect  that  the  person  subscribing  the  transcript  was,  at  the  date 
of  the  judgment  therein  mentioned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  that 
county,  and  that  the  clerk  is  acquainted  with  his  handwriting,  and  verily 
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believes  that  the  signature  to  the  transcript  is  genuine,  is  evidence 
of  any  matter  stated  in  the  transcript  which  is  required  by  law  to 
be  entered  by  the  justice  in  his  docket-book.     Yol.  1,  p.  139,  §  939. 

The  form  of  a  transcript  and  certificate  will  be  given  in  a  subsequent 
place. 

The  object  in  permitting  proof  to  be  made  of  the  docket  by  a  certi- 
fied transcript  was  to  save  justices  from  the  inconvenience  of  attending 
in  person,  as  witnesses,  to  prove  their  dockets  in  those  cases  in  which 
that  became  important.  Heermans  v.  Williams,  11  Wend.  636.  The 
statute  must  be  substantially  complied  with,  or  the  transcript  will  not 
be  competent  evidence.  To  authenticate  the  fact,  that  the  justice  was 
such  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  the  county  clerk's 
certificate  is  the  only  competent  evidence  where  a  transcript  of  the 
docket  is  used.  And  where  a  judgment  is  a  necessary  part  of  a  defense, 
the  judgment  eaimot  be  proved  by  the  production  of  a  sworn  copy  of 
the  docket,  even  if  it  is  proved  by  the  justice  who  rendered  it  to  be  a 
true  copy.  In  such  cases  the  docket  is  the  best  evidence,  and  must  be 
produced,  iinless  the  justice  is  dead  or  absent.  Pratt  v.  Peckhamt,  25 
Barb.  195  ;  Pollock  v.  Roag,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  473.  And  see  MoGarty 
V.  Sherman,  3  Johns.  429.  But  see  Wilkinson  v.  Yoree,  41  Barb. 
370. 

"  The  proceedings  in  an  action  brought,  or  a  special  proceeding  in- 
stituted before  a  justice  of  the  peace  within  the  State,  may  also  be 
proved  by  the  oath  of  the  justice.  In  case  of  his  death  or  absence,  they 
may  be  proved. by  the  original  minutes  of  the  proceedings  kept  by  him 
pursuant  to  law,  accompanied  with  proof  of  his  handwriting ;  or  by  a 
copy  of  the  minutes  sworn  to  by  a  competent  witness,  as  having  been 
compared'with  the  original  entries,  with  proof  that  those  entries  were 
in  the  handwriting  of  the  justice."     Vdl.  1,  p.  139,  §  940. 

If  the  justice  neglects  to  keep  a  docket,  or  keeps  a  docket  which 
does  not  conform  to  the  statutory  requirement,  proceedings  before  him 
may  still  be  proved  by  the  justice  himself.  Baker  v.  Brintfioll,  52 
Barb.  188. 

The  docket  of  a  justice  may  be  proved  by  producing  it,  and  proving 
by  the  justice  that  it  is  his  docket,  if  the  proceeding  which  requires  it 
is  had  before  some  other  justice  or  court.  Booner  v.  Laine^  10 
Wend.  536. 

The  pleadings  may  be  produced  and  proved  by  a  justice  without  pro- 
ducing his  docket  or  a  transcript  of  it,  when  it  is  not  material  to  prove 
any  thing  more  than  the  contents  of  the  pleadings.  Broiherton  v. 
Wright,  15  Wend.  237.  And  so,  too,  the  proceedings  in  an  action  may 
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be  proved  without  a  copy  of  the  judgment,  certified  by  the  county 
clerk.  And  where  a  judgment  has  been  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  upon  process  served  by  a  person  deputized  by  such  justice  to 
serve  it,  it  was  held  that  a  copy  of  the  judgment  and  of  the  proceedings 
taken  for  the  recovery  thereof  was  competent  and  legal  evidence  of 
such  proceedings  for  the  appointment  of  such  person  to  serve  the  pro- 
cess, and  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  when  the  question  arose  in 
a  collateral  action,  provided  the  copy  of  the  judgment  and  proceed- 
ings was  signed  with  the  official  signature  of  the  justice  ;  and  it  was 
also  proved  by  a  witness  that  the  paper  was  a  correct  copy  of  the  justice's- 
proceedings  and  judgment.  Wilkinson  v.  Yoroe,  41  Barb.  370.  The 
same  case  also  holds  that  such  proof  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  judg- 
ment itself,  la  a  collateral  action.     But  see  the  cases  above  cited. 

The  docket  is  conclusive  evidence  between  the  parties  to  the  action  ,- 
but  it  is  not  evidence  at  all  in  some  cases.  If  a  constable  sues  to  re- 
cover his  fees  for  serving  the  summons  in  the  action,  the  docket  is  no- 
evidence  to  prove  what  constable  served  the  summons,  nor  the  amount 
of  his  fees.  Reynolds  v.  Brown,  15  Barb.  24.  And  see  Cornell  v. 
Moulton,  3  Denio,  12  ;  Wardwell  v.  PatrioJc,  1  Bosw.  406  ;  McOraw 
V.  Walker,  2  Hilt.  404.  If  the  docket  is  lost,  provision  is  made  for 
proving  its  contents.  Vol.  1,  p.  87,  §  3155. 

The  statute  requires  certain  proceedings  to  be  entered  in  the  docket 
of  a  justice.  Vol.  1,  p  84,  §  3140.  It  also  authorizes  him  to  enter 
such  other  proceedings  as  he  may  think  proper,  if  they  are  such  as  took 
place  before  him  in  the  action.  Vol.  1,  p.  85,  §  3140.  .  This  evidently 
relates  to  some  proceeding  in  the  cause  by  the  parties,  by  way  of  prac- 
tice on  the  trial  or  preceding  it,  or  as  to  some  agreement  made  by  the 
parties  on  the  trial.  If  the  parties  agree  before  the  justice,  on  the  trial, 
that  the  plaintiff  may  withdraw  his  action  at  any  time  within  four  days 
after  it  is  submitted  to  the  justice,  this  is  a  valid  agreement ;  and  if  it 
is  entered  in  the  justice's  docket,  that  will  be  competent  proof  of  the 
fact,  and  will  not  be  liable  to  contradiction  by  parol  evidence.  Smith 
V.  Oompton,  20  Barb.  262. 

Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  a  justice's  docket.  lb. ; 
Hard  v.  Shijpman,  6  Barb.  621 ;  Niles  v.  Totinan,  3  id.  594 ;  Mc- 
Lean V.  Hugarin,  13  Johns.  184 ;  Boyce  v.  Bv/rt,  42  Barb.  339,  655.. 
Though  there  is  an  exception  to  this  rule,  and  that  is  when  it  is  offered' 
to  be  shown  that  the  justice  had  no  jurisdiction  to  render  the  alleged 
judgment.     Ante,  28,  Jurisdiction. 

The  justice  may  properly  enter  into  his  docket  a  statement  of  what 
matters  were  actually  tried,  and  also  what  matters  were  withdrawn 
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from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  or  of  the  jmstice,  if  he  deems  it 
proper  or  material  to  do  so,  and  they  will  then  become  a  part  of  the 
docket. 

If  the  justice  does  not  make  any  such  entry,  the  facts  may  be  proved 
by  any  person  who  knows  them  from  being  present  at  the  trial,  acting 
as  counsel,  or  even  though  he  was  a  mere  spectator.  PhiUvps  v.  Be- 
riok,  16  Johns.  136 ;  Snider  v.  Croy,  2  id.  227 ;  Wilder  v.  Case,  16 
Wend.  583. 

The  minutes  of  the  justice,  or  those  of  the  attorneys  or  counsel  who 
tried  the  cause,  are  no  higher  evidence  than  their  oral  testimony.  The 
manner  of  proving  the  evidence  of  a  former  witness  has  been  already 
explained  ;  and  the  same  rules  apply  to  the  proof  of  other  facts  which 
transpired  at  the  trial.     Ante,  397,  438. 

Where  a  transcript  of  the  docket  is  wanted  as  evidence,  before  some 
court  or  justice  other  than  the  one  who  rendered  it,  an  application 
should  be  made  to  the  justice  who  rendered  it,  for  a  certified  copy  of 
it.  Such  justice  should  then  make  a  hteral  copy  of  the  entire  judg- 
ment, as  it  is  entered  in  his  docket,  and  of  all  the  other  matters  which 
he  has  entered  therein,  as  a  part  of  the  proceedings  in  the  action. 
This  transcript  should  then  be  certified  by  the  justice. 

But,  before  the  transcript,  so  made,  can  be  read  in  evidence,  a  cer- 
tificate must  be  procured  from  the  county  clerk  of  the  county  in  wliich 
the  justice  resided  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment.  Yol. 
1,  p.  139,  §  3939 ;  Mwynard  v.  Thompson,  8  "Wend.  393.  This  cer- 
tificate should  be  attached  to  the  transcript. 

This  seal  of  the  clerk  must  be  the  seal  of  the  county  clerk's  office, 
but  it  need  not  be  impressed  upon  wax  or  wafer,  or  any  similar  sub- 
stance, it  will  be  sufficient  if  impressed  directly  upon  the  paper,  as  a 
part  of  the  certificate.  A  transcript  thus  certified  by  the  county  clerk, 
under  his  hand  and  official  seal,  proves  itself,  and  is  admissible  upon 
its  production  as  evidence. 

The  Code  provides  that  "  A  transcript  from  the  docket-book  of  a 
justice  of  the  peace  within  an  adjoining  State,  of  a  judgment  rendered 
by  him ;  a  transcript  of  his  minutes  of  the  proceedings  in  the  cause, 
previous  to  the  judgment ;  or  of  an  execution  issued  thereon ;  or  of 
the  return  of  an  execution,  when  subscribed  by  the  justice,  and  authen- 
ticated as  prescribed  in  the  next  section,  is  presumptive  evidence  of 
his  jurisdiction  in  the  cause,  and  of  the  matters  shown  by  the  tran- 
script."    Yoi.  1,  p.  141,  §  948. 

"  Such  transcript  must  be  authenticated  by  a  certificate  of  the  justice, 
annexed  thereto,  to  the  effect  that  it  is  in  all  respects  correct,  and  that 
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he  had  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  ;  and  also  bj  a  certificate  of  the  clerk 
or  prothonotary  of  the  county,  in  which  the  justice  resided  at  the  time 
of  rendering  the  judgment,  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  or  other  County  Court  of  the  county  to  the  effect  that 
the  person  subscribing  the  certificate  attached  to  the  transcript  was,  at 
the  date  of  the  judgment,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  that  county ;  and 
that  the  signature  thereto  is  in  his  own  handwriting*"  Vol.  1,  p.  141, 
§949. 

"  The  judgment  and  other  proceedings,  and  the  justice's  authority 
to  render  the  judgment,  may  also  be  proved  by  the  production  of  the 
docket,  or  of  a  copy  of  the  judgment  or  other  proceedings ;  and  the 
oral  testimony  of  the  justice  to  the  truth  and  correctness  thereof,  and 
to  his  authority  to  render  the  judgment.     Vol.  1,  p.  141,  §  950. " 

There  are  numerous  papers  and  documents  which  may  be  proved 
by  certified  copies ;  but  those  will  be  noticed  in  a  subsequent  place. 

Exception  6th.  Producing  papers,  etc.,  on  notice.  When  a 
paper  is  in  the  hands  of  the  opposite  party,  and  it  is  important  to  show 
its  contents  on  the  trial  of  an  action,  a  notice  should  be  given  to  that 
party  to  produce  it ;  and  if  he  refuses  to  do  so,  after  the  service  of  a 
regular  and  proper  notice  on  him  for  that  purpose,  parol  evidence  may 
be  given  of  the  contents  of  such  paper. 

If  an  important  paper  is  in  the  hands  of  the  opposite  party,  it  is  a 
general  rule  that  a  notice  to  produce  the  paper  must  be  given  before 
parol  evidence  can  be  given  of  its  contents.  There  are,  however,  ex- 
ceptions to  this  rule.  If  the  pleadings  give  a  party  notice  to  be  pre- 
pared to  produce  a  particular  paper  or  instrument  at  the  trial,  if  neces- 
sary to  contradict  the  evidence  of  his  opponent,  no  notice  to  produce 
the  paper  or  instrument  is  necessary.  Hammotid  v.  Hopping,  13 
Wend.  505 ;  Hardin  v.  Kretsinger,  17  Johns.  293 ;  Edwards  v. 
Bonneau,  1  Sandf.  610 ;  Hays  v.  Riddle,  id.  248 ;  Rose  v.  Lewis,  10 
Mich.  483.  So  the  rule  is  the  same  when  the  paper  to  be  proved  is  a 
duplicate  original ;  or  where  the  instrument  is  itself  a  notice,  such  as  a 
notice  to  quit,  or  notice  of  the  dishonor  of  a  bill  or  note. 

When  it  is  shown  that  an  instrument  is  wrongfully  destroyed  by  the 
party  who  made  it,  and  who  wrongfully  obtained  possession  of  it,  parol 
evidence  may  be  given  of  its  contents,  without  any  notice  to  produce 
it  at  the  trial.  SeoU  v.  Pentz,  5  Sandf.  572.  So  if  a  party  is  deprived 
of  the  possession  of  written  instruments  belonging  to  him  by  the  fraud 
of  the  adverse  party,  parol  evidence  of  their  contents  is  admissible. 
Orimes  v.  Kimball,  3  AHen  (Mass.),  518. 

When  it  is  shown  that  a  paper  is  lost,  without  the  fault  of  the  party 
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losing  it,  he  may  give  parol  evidence  of  its  contents.  Livmgston  v. 
Rogers,  1  Caines'  Cases,  xxvii ;  Read  v.  Brookmom,  3  Term  R.  151 ; 
New  York  Gar  Oil  Go.  v.  Richmond,  6  Bosw.  213. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  party  has  voluntarily  destroyed  a  paper  will 
not  preclude  him  from  giving  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  if  the 
circumstances  of  its  destruction  are  consistent  with  an  honest  purpose. 
Riidoljph  V.  Lane,  57  Ind.  115.  But  before  he  can  offer  secondary 
evidence  of  its  contents  he  must  repel  every  inference  of  fraudulent 
design  in  its  destruction.  Blake  v.  Fash,  44  111.  302;  Joannes  v. 
Bennett,  5  Allen  (Mass.),  169.  See  Bagley  v.  McMidkle,  9  Cal.  430. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  in  the  pleadings  that  a  paper  is  lost  to 
enable  a  party  to  giv«  parol  evidence  of  its  contents.  Sy,pervisors  of 
Livingston  v.  White,  30  Barb.  72. 

In  an  action  against  a  county  treasurer  and  the  sureties  in  his  bond, 
it  was  proved  that  a  bond  was  executed ;  that  it  was  delivered  to  the 
county  treasurer  by  the  witness,  as  he  believed,  though  he  was  not 
positive  of  the  fact ;  and  it  was  also  proved  by  the  county  clerk  that 
he  had  searched  for  the  bond  on  several  occasions,  and  could  not  find 
it  in  his  oiBce ;  and  that  he  did  not  recollect  of  having  seen  it  in  his 
office  at  all.  This  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  admit  parol  evidence  of 
its  contents.  lb. 

So  where  proof  was  made  that  a  search  had  been  made  in  the  county 
clerk's  office  for  an  appeal  bond,  which  had  been  delivered  there  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  and  that  it  could  not  be  foimd  in  the  place  where 
such  bonds  were  usually  kept ;  and  it  was  also  shown  that  the  justice 
also  searched  among  all  his  papers  and  could  not  find  it,  this  waa 
held  to  be  sufficient  proof  of  loss  to  admit  parol  evidence  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  bond.  TeaU  v.  Van  MVydk,  10  Barb.  376.  A  clerk's  cer- 
tificate would  be  competent  evidence  of  such  search,  though  the  proof 
might  be  made  by  any  other  person  who  had  made  such  search.  lb. 
See  MandeviUe  v.  Reynolds,  68  N.  T.  528 ;  vol.  1,  p,  135,  §  921, 

The  mere  fact  that  a  written  instrument  is  without  the  State  will  not 
authorize  parol  proof  of  its  contents.  There  must  be  preliminary  proof 
of  some  reasonable  effort  to  procure  the  original.  Shaw  v.  Mason,  10 
Kans.  184;  Wood\.Cullen,  13  Minn.  394;  Garland  \.  Cwnnvngham, 
37  Penn.  St.  228. 

But  when  it  is  shown  that  a  paper  is  in  the  possession  of  a  party  out 
of  the  State,  and  that  the  person  who  has  it  in  possession  refuses  per- 
emptorily to  produce  it,  after  aU  legal  means  for  that  purpose  have 
been  resorted  to,  and  it  is  not  shown  that  the  laws  of  the  State  where 
he  is  win  compel  him  to  produce  it,  although  he  is  examined  as  a  wit- 
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ness  on  a  commission,  this  is  sufficient  to  authorize  parol  evidence  of 
its  contents.     Forrest  v.  Forrest,  6  Duer,  103,  137. 

Parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  the  contents  of  a  letter,  after  it  is 
proved  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  and  that  he  has  refused 
to  produce  it,  after  the  service  of  a  proper  notice  on  him  for  that  pur- 
pose. Sheldon  v.  Wood,  2  Bosw.  269.  So  when  a  paper  was  made 
out  in  duplicate,  and  it  is  shown  that  one  of  the  originals  is  lost  and 
the  other  is  in  the  possession  of  a  party  on  trial  for  an  offense,  a  copy 
of  the  paper  may  be  given  in  evidence,  as  there  is  no  power  in  the 
court  to  compel  the  accused  to  produce  the  paper  as  evidence  against 
himself.     State  v.  Gurnee,  14  Kans.  111. 

In  an  action  by  a  principal  against  his  agent,  for  not  paying  over 
moneys,  parol  evidence  cannot  be  given  of  the  contents  of  a  letter  sent 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  demanding  payment,  without  first 
proving  that  due  notice  had  been  given  to  produce  the  letter  at  the 
trial.      Weeks  v.  Lyon,  18  Barb.  530. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  party  is  not  required  to  produce  papers  at 
the  trial,  unless  previous  notice  has  been  given  requiring  their  produc- 
tion ;  and  the  fact  that  he  has  the  papers  in  court  does  not  operate  to 
dispense  with  the  notice,  unless  the  nature  of  the  case  apprises  him 
that  they  will  be  necessarj'  on  the  trial.  GrimTn  v.  Hamel,  2  Hilt.  434. 
The  object  of  the  notice  is  not  only  to  obtain  the  papers  or  lay  the 
foundation  of  secondary  evidence  of  their  contents,  but  also  to  give  the 
party  notified  an  opportunity  to  procure  testimony  to  support  or  im- 
peach them,  or  to  show  that  no  such  papers  as  those  called  for  ever 
existed.  lb. ;  Rogers  v.  Yam,  Hoesen,  12  Johns.  221 ;  Oorham  v.  Oale, 
7  Cow.  739;  3  Greenleaf's  Ev.,  §  561,  note  2,  and  cases.  But  when  a 
witness,  who  is  intrusted  with  a  written  instrument  executed  by'  the 
parties  to  the  action,  admits  in  court  that  it  is  then  in  his  possession,  he 
must  produce  it;  and  he  cannot  excuse  himself  from  producing  it  on 
the  ground  that  he  has  not  been  served  with  a  subpcena  duces  tecum, 
or  a  notice  to  produce  it.  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  16  Abb.  87.  And 
when  a  party  requires  its  production,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  re- 
quire sUch  production,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  its  materiality 
as  evidence  ;  and  a  refusal,  by  the  justice,  to  comply  with  such  request 
will  be  error,  even  though  it  may  not  then  appear  that  the  paper  is  ma- 
terial evidence.  lb. 

The  general  rules  of  practice  requiring  a  written  notice  to  produce 
papers  has  reference  to  the  preliminary  preparations  for  trial.  The 
reason  of  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  a  notice  given  in  the  presence  and 
hearing  of  the  court,  while  the  trial  is  in  progress,  from  day  to  day ; 
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and  where,  at  a  previous  hearing  before  a  referee,  the  plaintiff  had  given 
the  defendant  verbal  notice  to  produce  certain  bills  and  receipts,  or 
that  parol  evidence  of  their  contents  would  be  given,  this  was  held  to 
be  sufficient  notice.  Kerr  v.  McGuire,  28  How.  28;  S.  C,  28  N.Y.  446. 

The  notice,  when  given,  ought  to  be  served  personally,  whether  it  is 
made  on  the  party  or  his  attorney.  Rathbun  v.  Acker,  18  Barb.  393. 

This  notice  ought  to  be  served  by  making  a  copy  of  it,  and  delivering 
it  personally  to  the  defendant  a  reasonable  time  before  the  trial,  so  that 
he  may  have  time  to  search  for  it  if  necessary,  or  so  that  he  may  have 
a  reasonable  opportunity  to  obtain  his  witnesses  to  testify  in  relation  to 
the  paper  when  produced. 

It  is  best  to  serve  a  written  notice,  so  as  to  avoid  any  question  as  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  notice,  either  in  form  or  in  substance ;  for  if  the 
notice  is  a  written  one,  there  can  be  no  dispute  as  to  what  the  notice 
really  was,  but  merely  as  to  its  effect,  or  as  to  the  time  of  its  service. 

The  notice  ought  to  describe  the  paper  required  in  the  most  par- 
ticular manner  that  can  be  reasonably  done,  so  that  the  party  who  is  re- 
quired to  produce  it  may  have  full  information  of  the  paper  which  he 
is  required  to  produce.  In  most  cases  such  a  descriptiou  can  be  given 
as  will  leave  no  room  for  doubt  as  to  the  paper  desired,  or  for  any  reason- 
able excuse  for  saying  that  the  notice  was  not  sufficiently  specific. 

The  reference  to  a  paper  may  be  to  its  date,  the  names  of  the  parties 
to  it,  the  nature  of  the  paper,  the  object  for  which  it  was  made,  the 
person  who  witnessed  it,  or  the  person  for  whose  benefit  it  was 
executed. 

The  proof  of  the  service  of  the  notice  should  be  made  orally  on  oath 
before  the  justice  who  tries  the  cause,  and  not  by  affidavit,  so  that  the 
party  may  be  cross-examiued.  YiUa/rd  v.  Germer,  1  Sandf.  50.  If  a 
party  insists  that  the  notice  was  not  served  in  time,  he  ought  to  refuse 
to  produce  the  paper,  and  then  object  to  parol  evidence  of  its  contents ; 
for  if  he  produces  the  paper  he  will  waive  the  objection  as  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  notice.  lb. 

The  service  of  a  notice  on  a  party  requiring  him  to  produce  a  paper 
does  not  compel  him  to  produce  it,  like  the  service  of  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum  y  the  only  effect  of  the  notice  is  to  permit  the  introduction  of 
parol  evidence  as  to  the  contents  of  the  paper  in  cases  in  which  due 
notice  has  been  given  to  produce  it,  and  a  refusal  to  do  so.  Edmonstone 
V.  Hartshorn,  19  K  T.  9. 

If  the  paper  is  not  in  the  possession  of  the  party  served,  nor  under 
his  control,  the  service  of  the  notice  will  not  authorize  the  introduction 
of  parol  evidence  of  its  contents ;  as  in  the  case  of  the  service  of  a  notice 
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on  the  plaintiff  to  produce  a  letter  which  was  written  to  his  assignor; 
which  was  held  insufficient.  Chaffee  v.  Cox,  1  Hilt.  79.  The  assignor 
ought  to  be  sabpoenaed  to  produce  the  paper,  in  such  a  case.  lb.  If 
he  has  lost  or  destroyed  it,  then  parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  its 
contents.  lb. 

Two  letters  were  written,  one  immediately  after  the  other,  and  were 
.signed  by  the  same  person,  contained  the  same  words,  and  addresse'd  to 
the  same  person  ;  one  was  sent  to  the  person  addressed,  the  other  re- 
tained by  the  writer  ;  it  was  held  that  each  was  an  original  or  duplicate, 
and  that  the  one  retained  might  be  introduced  in  evidence,  without  a 
notice  to  produce  the  other.     HuVbard  v.  Russell,  24  Barb.  404. 

Before  a  certified  copy  of  a  paper  is  evidence,  or  before  parol  evi- 
dence can  be  given  of  the  contents  of  a  paper,  it  must  be  shown  that 
there  was  an  original  which  was  duly  executed.  Fellows  v.  Hyring, 
23  How.  230 ;  Metoalf  v.  Van  Benthuysen,  8  N.  Y.  424  ;  Hampshire 
V.  Floyd,  39  Texas,  103  ;  Bigdow  v.  Young,  30  Ga.  121.  If  the  lost 
instrument  was  attested  by  a  subscribing  witness  who  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  which  the  evidence  is  to  be  offered,  that 
witness  must  be  called  before  the  contents  of  the  instrument  can  be 
given  in  evidence.    Hewitt  v.  Morris,  5  Jones  &  Sp.  18. 

In  some  cases  the  law  will  presume  the  loss  or  destruction  of  a  writ- 
ten instrument  so  as  to  admit  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents,  with- 
out formal  proof  of  the  preliminary  facts.  Thus  where  promissory 
notes  have  been  surrendered  to  the  maker  upon  payment  in  cash  or  new 
obligations  the  law  presumes  the  destruction  of  the  surrendered  notes, 
and  permits  secondary  evidence  of  their  contents.  Chrysler  v.  Renois, 
43  N.  Y.  209  ;  Jaokson  v.  Root,  18  Johns.  60  ;  Betts  v.  Jackson,  6 
"Wend.  173,  181;   Yoter  v.  8anno,  6  "Watts,  164,  166. 

So  in  an  action  under  the  statute  authorizing  the  purchaser  of  a  lot- 
tery ticket  to  sue  for  and  recover  double  the  sum  paid  with  double 
costs,  it  is  competent  to  prove  the  purchase  of  lottery  tickets  without 
producing  the  tickets  or  accounting  for  their  non-production.  Graver 
V.  Morris,  73  N".  Y.  473  ;  Wilkinson  v.  Gill,  74  id.  63.  As  to  the 
compulsion  of  an  attorney  to  produce  a  paper  belonging  to  his  client, 
see  "  Privileged  Communications." 

The  loss  of  a  paper  may  be  shown  by  the  party  who  owned  it,  if  he 
lost  it ;  or  by  any  other  person  who  may  have  lost  it  or  destroyed  it. 
Since  the  amendment  of  the  law  permitting  parties  to  swear  as  wit- 
nesses for  themselves,  the  statute  authorizing  parties  to  prove  the  loss 
of  papers  becomes  of  little  consequence,  and  no  reference  will  be 
made  to  the  cases  on  that  question.    After  being  sworn,  the  party  is  ex- 
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amined  on  his  own  behaK,  and  he  may  then  be  cross-examined  by  the 
opposite  party. 

Where  a  paper  was  deposited  with  a  third  party  with  instructions  to 
furnish  copies  on  request,  but  not  to  part  with  the  original,  a  copy  of 
the  agreement  may  be  given  in  evidence  after  the  proof  of  the  death  of 
the  custodian,  and  that  the  original  could  not  be  found  among  his 
papers.     Krise  v.  Neason,  66  Penn.  St.  253. 

This  evidence  is  intended  for  the  justice  alone,  to  enable  him  to  de- 
termine whether  parol  or  secondary  evidence  shall  be  admitted.  The 
proof  of  the  loss  of  a  paper  will  be  sufficient,  whenever  it  appears  that 
the  party  has  made  all  due  and  reasonable  search  for  it,  in  those  places 
in  which  it  was  usually  kept,  or  in  which  it  might  reasonably  be  ex- 
pected to  be  found,  if  such  search  is  unsuccessful. 

The  sufficiency  of  the  proof  of  the  loss  of  a  paper  is  a  preliminary 
matter  addressed  to,  and  determined  by,  the  court  exclusively ;  and  its 
sufficiency  is  to  be  passed  on  in  view  of  the  peculiar  features  which 
characterize  each  case  as  it  arises.  Crraham  v.  Ohrystal,  1  Abb.  (N.  S.) 
121. 

The  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  proof  of  loss  and  unavailing 
search  is  so  far  a  matter  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court,  that  there 
must  be  an  admission  of  secondary  evidence  wholly  without  prelimi- 
nary proof  to  authorize  an  appellate  court  to  find  error.  McQullooh  v. 
Hoffman,  73  N.  Y.  615. 

The  question  is  peculiarly  one  for  the  justice,  and  he  will  only  re- 
quire such  proof  as  satisfies  him  that  an  honest  attempt  has  been  made 
to  produce  the  paper,  and  a  failure  to  find  it  after  ;i  reasonable  and 
diligent  effort  for  that  purpose. 

All  that  the  law  requires  as  aground  for  the  admission  of  secondary 
evidence  is  a  reasonable  assurance  that  evidence  of  a  higher  nature  is 
not  withheld  or  suppressed  by  the  party  offering  it.  Clark  v.  Horn- 
leek,  2  Green  (N.  J.),  430. 

The  loss  of  a  paper  may  be  proved  by  presumptive  evidence  as  well 
as  any  other  fact.     Olark  v.  Homheck,  2  Green  (N.  J.),  430. 

Secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  release  may  be  given  after 
the  party  offering  the  evidence  has  testified  that  he  has  not  seen  the 
original  for  four  years ;  that  he  has  made  diligent  search  and  inquiry 
for  it ;  that  when  he  last  saw  it  he  delivered  it  to  one  W.,  and  after 
"W".  has  testified  that  he  did  not  have  it.  Augslury  v.  Flower,  68  N. 
T.  619.  So  where  a  witness  testifies  that  a  letter  is  lost  and  he  does 
not  know  what  has  become  of  it,  a  prima  facie  case  is  made  for  the  in- 
58 
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troduetion  of  parol  evidence  of  its  contents.      Voorhees  v.  Dorr,  51 
Barb.  580  ;  Indianapolis,  etc.,  v.  R.  R.  Co.  Jewett,  16  Ind.  273. 

The  secondary  evidence  being  admitted,  it  becomes  the  province  of 
the  justice  or  jury  to  pass  upon  its  credit  and  weight.  It  takes  the 
place  of  primary  evidence  and  is  entitled  to  the  same  consideration. 
Bagley  v.  MoMiokle,  9  Gal.  430.  The  sufficiency  of  the  preliminary 
proof  is  a  question  for  the  court ;  the  weight  of  the  secondary  evidence 
is  for  the  jury.  The  opposite  party  may  be  sworn  for  the  purpose  of 
rebutting  or  explaining  the  evidence  given,  to  show  the  loss  of  a  paper, 
and  he  will  also  be  liable  to  cross-examination. 

A  paper  produced,  on  notice,  by  the  adverse  party,  must  be  proved 
by  him  who  offers  it,  in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  himself  produced  it, 
unless  the  party  who  produces  it  is  a  party  to  the  instrument,  or  claims 
a  beneficial  interest  under  it. 

A  notice  to  produce  a  paper  need  not  be  given  but  once  ;  and  if  once 
regularly  given,  the  party  on  whom  the  notice  is  served  will  be  bound 
to  produce  the  paper  at  the  trial,  notwithstanding  the  cause  may  be  ad- 
journed several  times  after  such  service.  Jackson  v.  Shearman,  6 
Johns.  19.  And  the  notice,  properly  given  in  a  justice's  court,  will  be 
sufficient  even  if  the  cause  is  removed  to  the  County  Court,  by  appeal, 
and  then  tried  there.  Wilson  v.  Oale,  4  Wend.  623  ;  Real  v.  Moore, 
19  Johns.  337. 

§  9.  Sufficient  to  prove  the  substance  of  tlie  issue.  Another 
general  rule  is,  that  the  substance  only  of  the  issue  needs  to  be  proved. 
This  rule  is  founded  on  the  principles  of  good  sense  and  justice.  If 
a  party  proves  the  substance  of  the  issue,  he  has  proved  a  substan- 
tial ground  of  action,  and  is  entitled  to  his  remedy.  He  will  not  be 
obliged  to  prove  immaterial  averments,  which  might  be  expunged  from 
the  record  without  affecting  his  right  to  recover.  Such  averments 
serve  only  to  incumber  the  record ;  and  the  proof  of  them  would  be 
as  immaterial  as  the  averments  themselves. 

The  old  law  was  quite  strict  as  to  a  variance  between  the  allegations 
in  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence  introduced  to  prove  them.  But 
since  the  enactment  of  the  Code,  variances  are  comparatively  of  little 
importance. 

A  variance  between  an  allegation  in  a  pleading  and  the  proof  must 
be  disregarded  as  immaterial,  unless  the  court  is  satisfied  that  the  ad- 
verse party  has  been  misled  thereby  to  his  prejudice.  Code  of  Civil 
Pro.,  §  2943.  Under  the  Code,  a  liberal  system  of  practice  has  sprung 
up,  which  is  well  illustrated  by  the  cases  reported. 

The  cases  decided  soon  after  the  enactment  of  the  Code  were  some- 
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what  like  the  practice  under  the  old  law,  and  variances  were  regarded 
in  cases  in  which  they  would  now  be  disregarded.  In  one  case  the 
complaint  alleged  that  an  injury  had  resulted  to  the  plaintiff's  cow,  in 
consequence  of  the  neglect  of  the  defendant,  a  railroad  corporation,  in 
not  putting  up  cattle-guards ;  but  the  proof  showed  that  the  injury 
arose  from  a  neglect  to  put  Vi^  fences  ;  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  ma- 
terial and  fatal  variance,  for  which  the  judgment  below  was  reversed. 
PavTcer  v.  Rensselaer  <&s  Saratoga  R.  R.,  16  Barb.  315.  In  another 
case,  the  action  was  for  the  recovery  of  the  price  of  hay  sold ;  the 
answer  alleged  that  the  hay  delivered  "  was  very  poor,  and  of  very 
little  value."  This  allegation  was  held  not  to  authorize  proof  that 
"  the  hay  was  good  for  nothing,  and  that  no  use  could  be  made  of  it 
whatever.' '     Diefmidorff  v.  Qage,  7  Barb.  18. 

The  technical  strictness  of  the  two  cases  just  cited  is  not  now  fol- 
lowed, but  a  much  more  liberal  rule  is  adopted,  both  in  relation  to 
complaints  and  answers,  and  the  proof  offered  in  support  of  them. 
And  iirst,  as  to  complaints.  If  the  complaint  alleges  a  sale  and  deliv. 
ery  of  goods  to  the  defendant,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  the 
goods  were  purchased  "  by  order  of  the  defendant,"  for  a  third  person, 
and  that  the  delivery  of  the  goods  was  made  to  such  third  person. 
Rogers  v.  Yeroiia,  1  Bosw.  417. 

So,  where  a  complaint  describes  a  note  sued  on  as  being  given  by 
"  Orrin  North  "  and  the  note  offered  in  evidence  appears  to  have  been 
made  by  a  firm  of  two  persons  doing  business  under  the  name  of  "  Orin 
North,"  the  note  and  protest  may  properly  be  received  in  evidence. 
BanTc  of  Gooperstown  v.  Woods,  28  N.  Y.  545. 

In  an  action  for  trespass  upon  lands,  the  plaintiff  may  prove  acts  of 
trespass  within  the  time  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  he  may  also 
prove  acts  of  trespass  committed  prior  to  the  time  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, although  this  could  not  have  been  done  under  the  old  practice. 
Relyea  v.  Beamer,  34  Barb.  547.  The  decision  does  not  turn  upon  the 
materiality  of  the  variance  between  the  allegations  in  the  complaint 
and  the  proof,  but  the  question  whether  tlie  opposite  party  has  been 
misled  or  will  be  prejudiced  by  the  admission  of  the  testimony.  lb. 

In  an  action  for  trespass  for  a  forcible  and  Wrongful  taking  of  goods 
from  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  he  need  not  allege  the  ownership 
of  the  goods ;  but  if  he  does  allege  it,  and  the  answer  denies  it,  the  is- 
sue will  be  immaterial,  and  no  proof  need  be  given  by  the  plaintiff  to 
sustain  the  allegation.  Kissam  v.  Roberts,  6  Bosw.  154,  163.  As 
ao-ainst  a  mere  wrong-doer,  possession  is  all  that  need  be  alleged  or 
proved.  lb.     And  if  the  defendant  has  set  up  title  to  the  property  in 
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a  third  person,  he  must,  in  some  manner,  connect  himself  with  it,  to 
constitute  a  legal  defense  to  the  action.  lb. 

A  variance  between  the  complaint  and  the  proof  as  to  the  details  of 
a  fraudulent  conspiracy  and  the  mode  in  which  it  is  carried  out  is  not 
a  failure  of  proof  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code,  if  the  proof  estab- 
lishes such  a  conspiracy  and  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff  consequent  upon 
the  carrying  out  of  the  fraud.  Without  proof  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  court  that  the  defendant  has  been  misled,  the  variance  will  be 
deemed  immaterial  and  no  amendment  of  the  pleading  required. 
Place  V.  MinsUr,  65  N.  Y.  89. 

The  cases  in  which  the  proof  given  on  the  trial  of  common-law  ac- 
tions has  been  held  to  be  a  departure  from  the  entire  scope  and  mean- 
ing of  the  complaint  may  be  arranged  under  two  principal  divisions : 

1.  Where  the  contract  was  framed  in  tort,  and  the  proof  disclosed  a 
contract,  or  vice  versa.  Ransom  v.  Wetmcyre,  39  Barb.  104 ;  Whitoomb 
V.  E%mgerford,  42  K  Y.  17T ;  Saltios  v.  Genin,  3  Bosw.  250. 

2.  Where  the  action  was  framed  either  in  contract  or  tort,  and  the 
proof  was  of  a  different  contract  or  tort.     Place  v.  Minster,  65  N.  Y.  89. 

Thus  if  a  complaint  charges  defendants  as  carriers,  and  the  proof 
shows  that  they  are  forwarders  ;  Hempstead  v.  N".  Y.  Central  P.  P. 
Co.,  28  Barb.  485  ;  or  if  it  charges  the  defendant  as  the  guarantor  of  a 
note,  and  the  proof  is  that  he  indorsed  the  note ;  Covil  v.  Conkling,  4 
Duer,  45 ;  or  if  it  alleges  an  agreement  between  the  defendant  and  a 
third  person,  and  an  assignment  of  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  proof 
shows  a  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  the  action 
must  fail.     Curtiss  v.  Marshall,  8  Bosw.  22. 

In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money  due  for  services  rendered,  the 
complaint  alleged  that  a  specified  sum  was  due  for  services  rendered  at 
a  time  specified ;  the  answer  was  a  general  denial.  On  the  trial  the 
plaintiff  proved  that  he  worked  for  the  defendant  for  six  months,  and 
that  he  was  to  be  paid  one  dollar  a  day.  The  evidence  also  disclosed 
the  fact  that  there  was  a  written  contract  in  existence,  which  the  de- 
fendant offered  in  evidence,  but  it  was  rejected,  because  it  was  inadmis- 
sible under  the  pleadings.  This  was  held  erroneous,  and  the  question 
was  decided  to  be  one  of  evidence  and  not  of  pleading.  Harris  v. 
Stm^y,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  363. 

So  where  the  complaint  claims  to  recover  for  work  and  labor  per- 
formed, and  the  complaint  is  founded  upon  a  special  agreement  only, 
which  is  not  proved,  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  recover  for  services 
rendered,  if  the  proof  authorizes  it,  if  no  objection  is  made  as  to  the 
variance  ;  and  if  an  objection  of  that  kind  is  raised,  the  justice  ought 
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to  allow  an  amendment  of  the  complaint.  Irvine  v.  Wortendyke,  2  E. 
D.  Smith,  374.  So  if  the  action  is  founded  upon  contract,  and  the 
complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant  received  money  as  an  agent  and 
supercargo  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  omits  or  refuses  to  account  and 
pay  over ;  and  the  answer  alleges  that  the  transaction  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  was  a  joint  adventure ;  and  the  court,  jury, 
or  referee,  find  as  a  fact  that  the  answer  is  true,  this  is  not  a  material 
variance,  since  it  establishes  the  substance  of  the  complaint,  which  is  an 
indebtedness  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff;  and,  therefore,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  properly  be  nonsuited,  nor  his  complaint  be  dismissed 
for  that  reason.  Poirer  v.  Fisher,  8  Bosw.  258.  The  fact  that  the 
defendant  was  arrested  in  the  action  as  an  agent  does  not  make  any 
difference  in  the  rule.  lb. 

In  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  false  warranty,  in  the  nature  of  an 
action  for  a  deceit,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  to  prove  fraud  on  the 
part  of  the  seller  of  the  goods ;  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  and  establish  the 
warranty,  and  that  it  is  false.  Fowler  v.  Abrams,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  1. 
If  an  action  is  brought  for  the  recovery  of  the  price  of  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  and  the  complaint  alleges  such  sale  and  delivery,  it  will  be 
sufficient  proof  to  authorize  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff,  if  he  establishes 
by  evidence  that  the  defendant  took  personal  property  belonging  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  converted  it  to  his  own  use  by  selling  it  and  receiving 
the  money  therefor.  The  plaintiff  is  authorized  by  law  to  waive  the  tort, 
and  to  claim  to  recover  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  if  he  elects  to  do 
so.  Marpendvng  v.  Shoemaker,  37  Barb.  271.  To  reject  evidence, 
showing  the  conversion  of  the  property  in  such  a  case,  when  it  is  offered 
by  the  plaintiff,  is  erroneous.  lb.  If,  however,  the  complaint  is  framed 
for  the  recovery  of  money,  in  an  action  upon  contract,  he  will  not  be 
permitted  to  recover  by  proving  a  cause  of  action  for  a,  fraud ;  Fisher 
V.  Fredenhall,  21  Barb.  82;  and  generally,  when  the  complaint  in  an 
action  alleges  facts  showing  a  cause  of  action  in  tort,  no  recovery  can  be 
had  by  proving  on  tlie  trial  a  cause  of  action  in  contract,  Degrww  v. 
Flmore,  50  N.  Y.  1 ;  Barnes  v.  QuigUy,  59  id.  265  ;  Whiteside  v. 
Hyman,  10  Hun,  218  ;  WalUr  v.  Bennett,  16  JST.  T.  250 ;  even  though 
facts  may  be  stated  in  the  complaint,  by  way  of  inducement,  which 
might  sustain  an  action  on  contract.  Barnes  v.  Quigley,  59  N.  Y.  265. 
The  court  will  look  beyond  the  immaterial  averments  in  a  pleading  to 
determine  the  gravamen  of  the  action,  and  having  determined  the 
nature  of  the  action,  as  whether  founded  on  a  tort  or  breach  of  con- 
tract, will  confine  the  plaintiff  to  the  cause  of  action  alleged,  and  will 
not  allow  him  to  change  the  form  of  his  action  on  the  trial  by  reason  of 
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his  having  inserted  in  his  complaint  one  or  more  allegations  irrelevant 
to  the  cause  really  made  by  the  pleading.  Bea/rd  v.  Yates,  2  Hun, 
466 ;  Qrmes  v.  Waite,  59  N.  Y.  156. 

But  the  fact  that  such  irrelevant  allegations  are  inserted  in  the  com- 
plaint will  not  render  it  necessary  or  proper  for  the  plaintiff  to  give 
evidence  sustaining  them  on  the  trial,  nor  will  it  preclude  a  recovery 
on  the  real  cause  of  action  alleged  and  proved.  Smith  t.  Frost,  70  N. 
T.  65;  GreentreeY.  RosenstoGh,Ql  id.  583;  Conaughty  v.  Nichols, 
42  id.  83 ;  Boss  v.  Terry,  63  id.  13 ;  Ledwich  v.  McEim,  53  id.  308  ; 
Graves  v.  Waite,  59  id.  156. 

When  the  complaint  alleges,  as  the  basis  of  the  cause  of  action,  facts 
which  assume  the  legal  transfer  of  property  to  the  defendant,  the  plaint- 
iff cannot  on  the  trial  treat  the  transfer  as  tortious  and  claim  to  recover 
as  for  a  wrongful  conversion  of  the  property.  Lewis  v.  Mott,  36  N.  T. 
395.  It  was  held  that  where  a  complaint  was  so  framed  as  to  charge 
conversion  of  personal  property,  it  would  not  be  sufficient  to  establish 
a  mere  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  which  would  be  a 
different  cause  of  action  ;  and  the  variance  was  held  to  be  fatal,  aud  not 
amendable,  and  a  nonsuit  was  granted.  Moore  v.  MoKiMin,  33  Barb. 
246.  Such  a  case  is  not  a  mere  variance,  but  an  entire  failure  to  prove 
the  cause  of  action.  lb.  The  complaint  need  not  allege  that  an  instru- 
ment sued  on  is  a  sealed  one,  and  if  it  alleges  a  cause  of  action  upon 
contract,  the  proof  of  a  cause  of  action,  by  the  production  of  a  sealed 
instrument,  is  not  a  variance,  nor  was  it  so,  even  under  the  old  practice. 
Smith  V.  Kerr,  3  N.  T.  144 ;  Mosher  v.  Lawrence,  4  Denio,  419. 
"Where  there  is  a  variance  between  some  of  the  allegations  of  a  com- 
plaint and  the  proof,  and  nothing  more  appears,  the  court  has  no  power 
to  nonsuit,  on  the  mere  ground  that  such  variance,  whatever  it  may  be, 
is  material.  Oha/pmam,  v.  Garolin,  3  Bosw.  456.  If  the  variance  ope- 
rates to  mislead  the  defendant,  the  court  must  grant  an  amendment  of 
the  complaint,  upon  such  terms  as  shall  be  just  to  the  defendant,  such 
as  granting  an  adjournment„if  necessary,  besides  the  imposition  of  such 
costs  as  wiU  result  from  granting  the  amendment  and  the  adjourn- 
ment, lb. 

When  it  appears  that  the  defendant  was  not,  and  could  not  have  been, 
misled  by  a  variance  between  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  and  the 
evidence  introduced,  the  variance  may  be  disregarded  without  any 
amendment.  Craig  v.  Ward,  36  Barb.  377 ;  Bdbiett  v.  Young,  51 
id.  466  ;  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  43  How.  380 ;  Place  v.  Minster,  65 
N.  T.  89.  But,  when  all  the  material  allegations  in  the  complaint  are 
denied,  and  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  proving  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
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complaint,  disproves  them,  he  will  not  be  entitled  to  recover,  although 
he  may  have  established  facts  which  would  entitle  him  to  recover  in  an- 
other action  for  a  distinct  cause  of  action,  which  was  entirely  incon- 
sistent with  the  one  set  out  in  the  complaint.  Saltus  v.  Oenin,  3 
Bosw.  260.  In  an  action  to  recover  for  money  paid,  laid  out,  etc.,  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  permitted  to 
introduce  evidence  to  charge  the  defendant  as  indorser  of  a  promissory 
note.  GoUrell  Y.  OonkUn,4:  DxLeVyAih.  The  complaint  maybe  amended 
so  as  to  admit  the  proof.  lb.  The  proper  time  to  object  to  a 
variance  between  the  allegations  in  a  complaint  and  a  paper  offered  in 
evidence  is  when  such  paper  is  offered.  Mosher  v.  La/wrenoe,  4 
Denio,  419. 

An  objection  that  the  case  made  by  the  proof  on  the  trial  varies  from 
the  allegations  in  the  complaint  must  be  distinctly  made  at  the  trial,  in 
the  court  below,  or  it  will  be  waived,  and  will  not  be  heard  on  an 
appeal.    Belknap  v.  Sealey,  14  N.  T.  143 ;  Barnes  v.  Perine,  12  id.  18. 

The  rules  as  to  variances  between  the  evidence  and  the  allegations  in 
the  answer,  are  similar  to  those  in  relation  to  complaints. 

When  the  defense  set  up  in  the  answer  differs,  in  its  entire  scope  and 
meaning  from  the  evidence  introduced  on  the  trial,  the  court  cannot 
treat  it  as  a  mere  variance,  and  disregard  it,  nor  direct  the  answer  to 
be  amended  so  as  to  conform  it  to  the  facts  proved.  Texier  v.  Goui/n, 
5  Duer,  389. 

In  the  case  last  cited,  the  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  as  in- 
dorsee against  one  defendant  as  maker  and  the  other  as  indorser  of  a 
promissory  note.  The  answer  admitted  the  making  and  indorsement 
of  the  note,  but  set  up  that  it  was  without  consideration  ;  and,  also,  that 
it  had  been  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  merely  as  a  collateral  security, 
and  had  been  obtained  by  false  representations.  On  the  trial  the 
defendants  offered,  and  were  permitted  to  show  payment  of  the  note 
by  the  maker,  under  the  objection  of  the  plaintiff ;  and  the  defendants 
had  judgment,  which  was  reversed  on  an  appeal  on  the  ground  that  the 
evidence  was  not  admissible  under  the  allegations  in  the  answer.  The 
rule  now  established  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  is,  that  though  an  answer 
may  set  up  a  defense  defectively,  even  in  a  matter  of  substance,  the 
court  will  not  be  authorized  to  reject  evidence  in  proof  of  the  defense 
at  the  trial.  White  v.  Spencer,  14  N.  T.  247,  250.  If  a  pleading  is 
defective  in  substance,  it  ought  to  be  demurred  to,  and  if  this  is  not 
done,  the  party  pleading  the  defective  matter  will  be  permitted  on  the 
trial  to  establish  it  fully  by  evidence,  since  the  opposite  party  could  not 
be  misled  in  such  a  case.     But  it  must  be  remembered  that  a  defense  in 
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an  answer,  as  distinguished  from  a  counter-claim,  is  not  a  subject 
of  demurrer  in  a  justices'  court,  and  if  it  is  so  defectively  stated  as  to 
furnish  no  answer  to  the  cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  complaint,  if 
taken  as  true,  should  be  treated  as  a  nullitj  on  the  trial,  and  no  evi- 
dence should  be  received  in  its  support.  The  object  of  evidence  is  to 
enable  the  court  or  jury  to  determine  the  issues  raised  by  the  plead- 
ings ;  and  when  none  are  raised,  there  is  nothing  calling  for  evidence 
ou  the  part  of  the  defendant.  See  jpost,  §§  11,  Melevarocy  of  Evi- 
dence. 

A  variance  between  the  allegations  in  the  answer  and  the  evidence 
must  be  disregarded,  unless  the  evidence  varies  in  its  entire  scope  and 
meaning  from  the  defense  set  up.  CoVb  v.  West,  4  Duer,  38.  In  the 
last  case  cited,  the  action  was  for  the  recovery  of  money  claimed  to  be 
due  for  work  and  labor  performed,  and  materials  furnished,  in  repair- 
ing a  building.  The  defense  was  a  general  denial ;  and  a  special 
defense,  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  defendants  to  sup- 
port and  keep  up  the  building  and  earth  on  a  specified  lot,  during  the 
excavations  for  the  cellars  for  adjoining  buildings,  etc.,  and  to  furnish 
all  the  materials  and  do  the  labor  for  the  sum  of  $500,  to  be  paid  when 
the  work  was  completed.  The  evidence  was,  that  the  plaintiff  agreed 
for  $200,  to  keep  up  the  building  in  good  order,  and  to  leave  it  well 
supported.  It  was  also  proved  that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  stop 
the  plaintiff  in  the  work  at  any  time,  by  paying  him  for  what  he  had 
done.  It  was  held  that  the  defense  was  established,  and  that  the  omis- 
sion of  the  allegations  in  the  answer  as  to  the  rigkt  of  the  defendants 
to  stop  the  work  was  immaterial. 

If  an  answer  alleges  a  tender  of  money,  it  will  be  proper  and  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  show  a  waiver  of  the  tender,  as  proof  of  the  averment 
of  the  tender  itself.  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  9  N.  T.  525.  The  cases  cited 
are  sufficient  to  illustrate  the  liberahty  which  the  court  indulges,  in 
relation  to  variances  between  the  evidence  and  the  allegations  in  the 
pleadings.  As  the  practice  now  stands,  there  are  few  cases  in  which  an 
amendment  of  the  pleadings  may  not  properly  be  made,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obviating  the  objection,  and  for  the  furtherance  of  justice.  The 
law  in  relation  to  amendments  will  be  fully  discussed  elsewhere. 

§  10.  Burden  of  proof.  There  are  several  general  rules  which  are 
of  great  use  in  determining  whether  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  will 
have  to  prove  the  issue  on  record.  One  of  the  most  useful  of  these 
rules  is  the  one  which  requires  that  the  point  in  issue  is  to  be  proved 
by  the  party  who  asserts  the  affirmative,  that  is,  the  affirmative  in  sub- 
stance, not  in  mere  form.     Upon  the  party  who  has  to  give  such  proof 
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is  said  to  rest  the  burden  of  proof ;  or,  as  it  is  technically  called,  the 
onus  prohandi.    Johnson  v.  Plowman,  49  Barb.  472. 

"Where  a  warehouseman  takes  goods  upon  storage  for  hire,  he  i.s  an- 
swerable for  their  loss,  or  the  loss  of  any  part  of  them,  where  it 
does  not  arise  from  the  inherent  nature  of  the  goods,  such  as  absorption, 
deterioration  or  like  causes,  unless  he  shows  that  the  loss  occurred 
under  circumstances  which  exonerated  him  from  all  blame ;  or  if  he  can- 
not show  that,  that  he  exercised  a  degree  of  care  in  their  safe-keeping, 
which  repels  any  suspicion  or  presumption  that  the  loss  occurred  through 
his  negligence  or  dishonesty.  Arent  v.  Squire,  1  Daly,  347.  "Where  a 
quantity  of  gin,  in  pipes,  was  stored  with  the  defendant  as  a  warehouse- 
man, and  upon  its  re-delivery  it  appeared  that  there  was  a  considerable 
deficiency  in  the  quantity,  it  was  held  that  the  burden  of  proof  was  on 
the  defendant  to  show  that  the  loss  was  not  ocdasioned  by  his  negli- 
gence or  dishonesty.  lb. 

In  an  action  upon  an  insurance  premium  note,  it  is  incumbent  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  give  some  evidence  of  the  existence  of  losses,  which 
render  an  assessment  upon  the  note  proper.  Jaohson  v.  Roberts,  31  N". 
T.  304. 

In  an  action  against  bankers  or  collecting  agents,  to  recover  damages 
for  their  neglect  to  present  a  note  intrusted  to  them  for  collection,  or 
to  give  notice  of  non-payment  to  the  indorsers,  the  burden  of  proof 
is  on  the  defendants  to  show  the  insolvency  of  the  indorsers,  if  they 
rely  upon  that  fact  as  a  defense.  Goghlan  v.  Dinsrnore,  9  Bosw.  463. 

One  of  the  surest  tests  for  ascertaining  upon  which  side  the  affirma- 
tive really  lies  is,  to  consider  which  party  would  be  successful  if  no 
evidence  at  all  were  given ;  or,  what  amounts  substantially  to  the  same 
thing,  to  examine  whether,  if  the  particular  allegation  to  be  proved  were 
struck  out  of  the  answer  or  other  pleading,  there  would  or  would  not 
be  a  defense  to  the  action,  or  an  answer  to  the  previous  pleading.  In 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money,  alleged  to  have  been  lent  to  the 
defendant,  if  the  answer  contains  a  general  denial  of  the  complaint,  the 
burden  of  proof  will  evidently  be  upon  the  plaintiff.  But,  in  such  a 
case,  if  there  were  no  denial  of  the  loan  of  the  money,  or  of  the  allega- 
tions in  the  complaint,  but  the  defendant  interposed  an  affirmative  de- 
fense alone,  in  which  he  alleges  payment  of  the  money,  the  burden  of 
proof  would  be  on  the  defendant  to  show  payment,  because  the  answer 
admits  the  loan,  and  the  only  question  to  be  tried  is,  whether  it  has  been 
repaid,  and,  on  that  issue,  the  defendant  holds  the  affirmative. 

To  establish,  as  a  defense,  that  a  pre-existing  debt  was  paid  by  the  note 
of  a  third  party,  it  is  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  prove  that  the  note 
59 


466  EVIDENCE. 


Burden  of  proof. 


was  given  to  the  creditor,  and  received  by  him  upon  the  express  agree- 
ment that  it  should  extinguish  the  previous  debt.  Crcme  v.  McDonald^ 
45  Barb.  364. 

There  are  cases  in  which  both  parties  hold  the  affirmative  as  to  the 
issues  to  be  tried,  as,  where  the  plaintiff  sues  for  the  recovery  of  money 
lent,  and  the  defendant  interposes  a  general  denial,  and  also  a  claim  for 
a  set-off.  In  such  a  case  the  plaintiff  would  be  bound  to  prove  his  case ; 
and  if  he  does  so  and  then  rests  his  case,  the  defendant  will  then  be  re- 
quired to  establish  his  set-off  by  evidence  or  it  will  not  be  allowed. 

In  determining  who  is  bound  to  introduce  evidence  to  sustain  his 
side  of  the  case,  it  is  important  to  recollect  that  there  are  cases  in  which 
some  legal  presumption  stands  for  proof  until  it  is  rebutted ;  and  that 
although  the  issue  may,  in  form,  cast  the  affirmative  on  a  party,  yet 
this  legal  presumption  is  still  sufficient  proof,  until  the  presumption 
is  rebutted  by  evidence  on  the  other  side. 

Whenever  the  law  presumes  in  favor  of  the  affirmative,  it  lies  on  the 
party  who  denies  tlie  fact,  to  prove  the  negative.  In  an  action  upon 
a  bill  of  exchange  or  a  promissory  note,  if  the  defendant  answers  that 
there  was  no  consideration  for  it,  he  must  prove  that  fact,  for  the  law 
presumes  a  good  consideration.  Lacey  v.  Forrester,  2  C.  M.  &  E.  59 ; 
Kinsman  v.  Birdsall,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  395. 

So,  where  the  negative  involves  a  criminal  omission  by  the  party,  and 
consequently,  where  the  law,  upon  general  principles,  presumes  his  in- 
nocence, the  affirmative  is  presumed ;  and,  therefore,  when  an  action 
was  brought  against  the  defendant  for  putting  a  dangerous  commodity 
on  board  of  a  vessel,  as  freight,  without  giving  notice  thereof  to  the 
captain  or  other  person  on  board,  whereby  a  loss  ensued,  it  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  that  notice  was  not  given.  Wil- 
liams V.  East  India  Co.,  3  East,  192. 

In  actions  brought  to  recover  damages  for  injiaries  to  the  person, 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  not  only  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant  but  also  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 
Warner  v.  New  York  Central  R.  R.  Co. ,  44  IST.  Y.  465  ;  Currmi  v. 
Warren  Chem,ical  and  Manufacturing  Co.,  36  id.  153. 

How  these  facts  shall  be  proven  and  what  is  sufficient  evidence  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  of  due  care  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  is  another  question.  The  mere  fact  that  an  accident 
occurred  may,  under  the  circumstances  of  a  given  case,  amount  to 
prima  fade  proof  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  with- 
out showing  what  the  particular  negligence  was,  or  in  what  particular 
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lie  failed  to  exercise  due  care.  Feital  v.  Middlesex  R.  E.  Co.,  109 
Mass.  398;  S.  C,  12  Am.  Eep.  Y20  ;  Qa/rpon  v.  London  cfe  Brighton 
R.  R.  Co.,  5  Q.  B.  747  ;  Le  Bwrron  v.  East  Boston  Ferry  Co.,  11  Allen, 
312. 

So  the  proof  given  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  establish  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendant  may,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  ren- 
der other  proof  of  due  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  unnecessary  in 
the  iirst  instance.  It  must  not  be  understood  that  it  is  incumbent  on 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  first  instance,  to  give  evidence  for  the  direct  and 
special  object  of  establishing  due  care  on  his  part.  It  is  enough  if  the 
proof  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  and  the  circumstances  of  the 
injury  establish,  ^T-tma  yotfie,  that  the  injury  was  occasioned  by  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant,  as  such  evidence  would  exclude  the  idea 
of  a  want  of  due  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  contributing  to  the 
injury.  Ordinarily  in  this  class  of  actions,  when  there  has  been  no 
fault  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  fact  will  sufficiently  appear  in 
showing  the  fault  of  the  defendant,  and  that  it  was  the  cause  of  the 
injury  ;  and  when  it  does,  no  further  evidence  on  the  subject  is  neces- 
sary. Button  V.  Hvdson  River  R.R.  Co.,  18  N.  T.  248.  But  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  must  appear 
in  some  way.  Smith  v.  Smith,  2  Pick.  621 ;  Warner  v.  New  York 
Central  R.R.  Co.,  44  K  T.  465;  Lane  v.  Cromhie,  12  Pick.  177; 
Kennard  v.  Burton,  25  Me.  49  ;  Moore  v.  The  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  4 
Zabr.  (N.  J.)  284 ;  Lynch  v.  Nurdin,  1  Ad.  &  El.  (N.  S.)  35  ; 
Gough  V.  Bryan,  2  Mees.  &  Wells.  773  ;  Ma/rtin  v.  Great  Northern 
R.  R.  Co.,  30  Eng.  L.  &  E.  473.  The  particular  mode  of  proof  is  un- 
important. The  evidence  of  the  fact  may  be  direct  and  positive  or 
only  circumstantial.  Button  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  18  N.  T. 
248 ;  Hoffman  v.  Union  Ferry  Co.  of  Brooklyn,  47  id.  176.  Or  it 
may  be  inferred  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  Johnson  v.  Hud- 
son Rimer  R.  R.  Co.,  20  N.  T.  65.  But  it  must  be  shown  in  some  way, 
and  there  will  be  no  presumption  that  a  person  will  exercise  due  care 
to  avoid  an  injury  which  will  take  the  place  of  such  proof.  Warner 
V,  New  York  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  44  N.  Y.  465. 

When  a  loss  has  been  occasioned  by  the  apparent  negligence  of  a 
ferryman  in  providing  safe  and  sufficient  means  to  perform  what  he 
has  undertaken  to  the  public,  the  burden  is  upon  him  to  show  that  the 
accident  was  not  occasioned  by  his  fault.  Wyckoff  v.  Queens  County 
Ferry  Co.,  52  N.  Y.  32. 

In  an  action  against  a  warehouseman  for  damages  arising  out  of  the 
loss  of  goods  intrusted  to  the  defendant  if  it  appears  that  the  goods 
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were  lost  by  a  burglary  committed  upon  the  defendant's  warehouse,  the 
burden  is  on  the  plaintiffs  to  show  affirmatively  that  the  burglary  was 
occasioned  by,  or  was  not  prevented  by  reason  of,  some  negligence  or 
omission  of  due  care  on  tlie  part  of  the  defendant.  Olaflin  v.  Meyer, 
75  N.  Y.  260.  But  when  the  evidence  shows  that  goods  were  delivered 
to  a  warehouseman  and  he  failed  or  refused  to  deliver  them  on  de- 
mand, the  burden  is  on  the  defendant  to  account  for  them  in  some  way 
and  show  that  they  have  been  lost  withoxit  his  fault.  Fairfax  v.  New 
York  Cent,  cfe  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  73  N.  Y.  167 ;  S.  C,  67  id.  11.  The 
distinction  would  seem  to  be  that  when  there  is  a  total  default  to  deliver 
the  goods  bailed  on  demand,  the  onus  of  accounting  for  the  default  lies 
with  the  bailee  ;  otherwise  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have  converted  the 
goods  to  his  own  use,  and  trover  will  lie.  But  when  the  bailee  has 
shown  a  loss,  or  where  the  goods  are  injured,  the  burden  is  on  the 
plaintiff,  as  the  law  will  not  intend  negligence.  Schmidt  v.  Blood,  9 
"Wend.  268.  It  will  be  seen  as  the  result  of  these  authorities  that  the 
burden  is  ordinarily  upon  the  plaintiff  alleging  negligence  to  prove  it 
against  a  warehouseman  who  accounts  for  his  failure  to  deliver  by 
showing  a  destruction  or  loss  from  lire  or  theft.  By  this  it  must  not 
.be  understood  that  a  warehouseman  refusing  to  deliver  goods  can  im- 
pose any  necessity  of  proof  upon  the  owner  by  merely  alleging  as  an 
excuse  that  they  have  been  stolen  or  burned.  These  facts  must  appear 
or  be  proved  with  reasonable  certainty.  Nor  is  there  any  real  shifting 
of  the  burden  of  proof.  The  warehouseman  in  the  absence  of  bad  faith 
is  only  liable  for  negligence.  The  plaintiff  suing  him  for  the  loss  of 
goods  must  in  all  cases  allege  and  prove  negligence.  This  burden  is 
never  shifted  from  him.  If  he  proves  a  demand  upon  the  warehouse- 
man and  his  refusal  to  deliver,  these  facts  unexplained  are  treated  by 
courts  as  friTna  facie  evidence  of  negligence,  but  if,  either  in  the  course 
of  the  plaintiff's  own  proof  or  that  of  the  defendant,  it  appears  that  the 
goods  have  been  lost  by  theft,  the  evidence  must  show  that  the  loss 
arose  from  the  negligence  of  the  warehouseman.  Glaflin  v.  Meyer,  75 
N.  Y.  260. 

In  certain  cases  the  statutes  prohibit  the  bringing  of  an  action  with- 
out leave  of  court  first  obtained.  In  such  cases,  the  plaintiff's  lack  of 
authority  to  sue  is  not  a  matter  of  defense  to  be  pleaded  and  affirmatively 
proved  by  the  defendant,  but  the  burden  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  allege  or 
at  least  to  prove  his  authority  to  sue  in  order  to  maintain  his  action. 
Scofield  V.  Doscher,  72  N.  Y.  491.  The  rule  is  different,  when  the  de- 
fense of  the  statute  of  limitations  or  of  usury  is  interposed.  In  such 
cases  the  burden  is  on  the  defendant  to  allege  and  prove  his  defense. 
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lb.  And  it  is  a  general  ruie  that  a  defendant  wlio  resists  a  recovery 
upon  the  ground  of  the  illegality  of  the  contract  has  the  burden  of 
proof,  there  being  nothing  illegal  upon  its  face.  Bank  of  the  United 
States  V.  Damis,  2  Hill,  451  ;  HoThrooh  v.  Wilson,  4  Bosw.  64.  Where 
the  defense  is  usury,  and  the  contract  sued  upon  is  not  necessarily 
usurious,  the  onus  is  upon  the  party  seeking  to  impeach  it  for  usury  to 
prove  the  guilty  intent,  and  that  the  contract  is  a  cover  for  usury  and 
for  the  loan  of  money  iipon  usury.  Matthews  v.  Cox,  10  N.  Y.  239  ; 
Thmnas  v.  Murray,  3'2  id.  605  ;  Booth  v.  Swezey,  8  id.  280 ;  Smith  v. 
Marvin,  27  id.  137. 

In  actions  by  creditors  against  the  heirs  at  law  and  next  of  kin  of 
deceased  persons  to  recover  the  shares  of  real  and  personal  estate  re- 
ceived by  the  defendants,  which  the  plaintiffs  claim  should  be  applied 
to  the  payment  of  their  claims  against  the  estate,  the  burden  is  on  the 
plaintiffs  to  show  that  their  case  is  within  the  statute,  and  as  a  material 
part  of  their  case  must  show  affirmatively  that  the  action  is  brought 
after  the  expiration  of  three  years  from  the  time  of  granting  letters 
testamentary  or  of  administration.  Selover  v.  Coe,  63  N.  Y.  438. 
This  seems  to  be  the  only  exception  to  the  general  rule  that  the  burden 
of  estabhshing  the  defense  of  the  statute  of  limitations  is  with  the 
party  asserting  it. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  con- 
tract, the  burden  is  on  l;he  plaintiff  to  prove  the  breach  and  amoimt  of 
damages,  and  he  can  recover  only  the  damages  thus  proved.  Quinn 
V.   Van  Pelt,  56  N.  Y.  417. 

So  in  an  action  ex  delicto  for  the  breach  by  an  attorney  of  his  pro- 
fessional duty,  the  burden  rests  upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  amount 
of  damages  lie  has  sustained.     Quinn  v.  Van  Pelt,  56  N.  Y.  417. 

So  wheti  a  person  brings  an  action  to  recover  moneys  paid  under 
protest  to  obtain  the  possession  of  his  goods  from  a  person  who  claims 
a  lien  thereon,  and  refuses  to  deliver  the  same  without  payment  of  the 
lien,  the  burden  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  claim  of  lien  was 
unfounded,  that  he  did  not  owe  the  money  and  that  it  was  unjustly 
extorted  by  duress  of  his  goods.     Briggs  v.  Boyd,  56  N.  Y.  289. 

In  the  absence  of  a  statute  changing  the  rule,  the  legal  presumption 
is  that  all  conveyances  are  made  in  good  faith  and  not  fraudulently, 
and  th«  burden  of  proof  rests  upon  the  party  seeking  to  impeach  the 
convey^ance  for  fraud.     O'Neal  v.  Boone,  82  111.  589. 

It  is  sometimes  important  to  a  defendant  to  insist  tliat  the  burden  of 
proof  is  upon  the  plaintiff,  as  in  the  cases  mentioned,  especially  if  the 
plaintiff  is  nnprcpafod  to  substantiate  the  allegations  by  evidence.     But 
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the  question  generally  arises  upon  the  question  who  shall  have  the 
right  to  begin,  as  it  is  sometimes  termed. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  the  party  who  holds  the  affirmative  of  the 
issue  is  entitled  to  introduce  his  evidence  first,  and  in  reply,  and  he 
has  also  the  right  to  open  the  case  and  to  close  the  argument  in  sum- 
ming up  to  the  court  or  jury.  This  is  frequently  a  matter  of  much 
importance,  and  for  that  reason  the  rules  will  be  further  explained  as 
to  the  right  to  begin. 

Where  the  defendant  holds  the  affirmative  of  all  the  issues  made  in 
the  pleadings,  and  opens  the  case  by  calling  the  first  witnesses,  he  is 
entitled  to  the  closing  address  to  the  jury.  Elwell  v.  Oharnberlam,,  31 
N.  Y.  611. 

In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  if  the  only  defense  interposed 
is  usury,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  begin,  as  a  matter  of  right,  and  to 
refuse  it  is  error.  Huntington  v.  Gonkey,  33  Barb.  218 ;  Ayrault  v. 
Chamberladn,  id.  229.  But  in  actions  in  which  the  claim  is  for  the 
recovery  of  unliquidated  damages,  and  the  plaintiff  has  any  thing  to 
prove  on  the  question  of  damages,  or  otherwise,  he  is  entitled  to  begin, 
lb. ;  Fry  v.  Bennett,  3  Bosw.  200,  233.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery 
of  money,  if  the  only  defense  is  payment,  and  no  evidence  is  given  at 
the  trial,  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  recover  nominal  damages,  but 
nothing  more.  New  York  Dry  Dock  Go.  v.  Mcintosh,  5  Hill,  290. 
In  such  a  case,  if  the  defendant  proves  the  payment  of  any  sum,  the 
plaintiff  will  then  be  bound  to  prove  that  his  demand  exceeds  the  pay- 
ment, unless  that  fact  appears  in  some  other  way.  Boyd  v.  Weeks,  5 
Hill,  393 ;  S.  C,  2  Denio,  321. 

So,  in  an  action  of  trover  for  a  watch,  if  the  answer  does  not  deny 
the  value  of  the  watch,  that  is  not  an  admission  that  the  value  is  that 
stated  in  the  complaint ;  that  is  a  matter  which  must  be  proved  in  such 
a  case,  or  even  in  case  of  a  default  to  answer  at  all.  Gonnoss  v.  Mevr, 
2  E.  D.  Smith,  314.  The  plaintiff  is  sometimes  required  to  prove  a 
negative,  as  we  have  already  seen. 

There  are,  however,  exceptions  to  that  rule,  if  the  matter  to  be 
proved  lies  especially  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and 
where  he  may  show  the  affirmative  very  easily. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  for  selling  spirituous  liquors  without 
a  license,  it  will  be  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  sale  of  such 
liquors,  without  proving  that  the  defendant  had  no  license.  That  evi- 
dence is  a  matter  of  defense,  and  the  defendant  will  be  bound  to  show 
a  valid  license  or  he  will  be  liable  to  the  penalty.  Potter  v.  Deyo, 
19  Wend.  361;  Mayor  of  New  York  v.  Mason,  1  Abb.  344. 
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In  an  action  against  a  defendant  who  sets  up  a  bankrupt's  discharge, 
the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove  any  matter  which  he  claims  invalidates 
it,  since  it  is  presumed  to  be  valid.  Sherwood  v.  Mitchell,  4  Denio, 
435.  The  defendant  would,  however,  be  bound  to  prove  the  discharge 
itself,  like  any  other  affirmative  matter;  but  when  proved  it  would  be 
presumed  valid. 

Whenever  the  pleadings  throw  the  affirmative  of  the  issue  upon  the 
plaintiff,  as  to  any  matter  of  proof,  or  as  to  any  one  of  the  defendants, 
where  there  are  several,  he  will  be  entitled,  to  open  and  close  the  case. 
But  during  the  course  of  a  trial  the  burden  of  pi'oof  appal-ently 
changes  from  side  to  side,  according  to  the  state  of  the  evidence. 

In  an  action  upon  a  note,  if  the  answer  denies  its  existence  or  valid- 
ity, and  then  interposes  a  defense  by  way  of  set-off,  the  burden  of 
proof  will  be  upon  the  plaintiff,  in  the  first  instance.  But  after  the 
proving  of  the  execution  of  the  note,  the  burden  apparently  shifts  to  the 
defendant,  who  must  meet  the  proof  offered,  if  he  wishes  to  rebut  it ;  and 
if  he  relies  upon  his  set-off,  he  must  prove  it.  If  he  proves  the  set-off, 
and  also  gives  e\'idence  as  to  the  execution  or  validity  of  the  note,  the 
burden  of  proof  again  shifts  to  the  plaintiff,  who  may  give  evidence  in 
reply  to  the  matter  of  executing  the  note,  and  also  in  contradiction  or 
by  way  of  avoidance  as  to  the  set-off. 

This  apparent  shifting  of  the  burden  of  proof  during  the  course  of 
the  trial  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  as  to  who  shall  begin  or 
open  and  close  the  case.  If  it  belongs  to  either  party,  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  trial,  the  right  continues  to  the  close  of  the  case. 

But  this  "  shifting "  of  the  burden  of  proof,  as  it  is  termed,  is  ap- 
parent rather  than  actual.  Asa  matter  of  law  the  burden  of  sustain- 
ing the  affirmative  of  an  issue  involved  in  an  action  is  upon  the  party 
alleging  the  facts  constituting  the  issue  and  so  remains  during  the 
trial.  It  often  happens  during  the  progress  of  a  trial  that  a  party 
gives  evidence  sufficient  to  establish,  prima  facie,  his  allegations,  and 
it  is  sometimes  said  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  then  shifted.  All  that 
is  meant  by  this  is  that  there  is  a  necessity  of  evidence  to  answer  the 
prima  facie  case  or  it  will  prevail ;  but  the  burden  of  maintaining 
the  affirmative  of  the  issue  involved  in  the  action  remains  throughout 
the  trial  with  the  party  upon  whom  it  rested  at  the  beginning.  Heine- 
mann  v.  Heard,  62  N.  Y.  448 ;  Lamb  v.  Camden  &  Amboy  R.  R.  <& 
Trans.  Co.,  46  id.  271 ;  Clafflin  v.  Meyer,  75  id.  260. 

Because  a  party  holding  the  affirmative  of  an  issue  introduces  evi- 
dence, which,  uncontradicted,  proves  the  fact  alleged  by  him,  he  is  not 
thereby  relieved  from  the  burden  of  establishing  that  fact  by  the  pre- 
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ponderance  of  all  the  evidence  given  upon  the  issue ;  nor  is  the  other 
party  required  to  satisfy  the  court  or  jury  that  the  fact  was  not  as 
alleged  by  his  adversary.  The  party  holding  the  affirmative  is  still 
bound  to  satisfy  the  court  or  jury  affirmatively  of  the  fact  alleged  by  him 
or  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  verdict.  If  the  evidence  tending  to  establish 
prima  facie,  the  issue  is  contradicted,  explained  away,  or  otiierwise 
neutralized  by  the  adverse  party,  the  party  holding  the  affirmative  must 
produce  further  proof,  or  fail  in  the  case.  It  is  not  enough  that  the 
evidence  given  on  the  issue  caused  the  scales  to  once  turn  in  his  favor 
if  they  are  afterward  evenly  balanced  when  the  testimony  is  all  in.  The 
scales  must  ultvmately  turn  in  his  favor  or  he  cannot  succeed.  lb.  And 
see  Button  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Go.,  18  N.  Y.  248. 

§  11.  Relevancy  of  eyidence.  The  object  of  every  trial  is  to  ascer- 
tain the  truth  of  the  allegations  put  in  issue ;  and  no  evidence  is  ad- 
missible which  does  not  tend  to  prove  or  disprove  such  issues.  It  is 
not  necessary  that  the  evidence  should  bear  directly  upon  the  partic- 
ular matters  in  issue,  for  the  evidence  offered  may  be  relevant  and  ma- 
terial otherwise.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  it  would  be 
offering  evidence  directly  upon  the  issue,  if  a  witness  were  called  to 
prove  the  execution  of  the  note  in  his  presence ;  but  evidence  to  im- 
peach the  character  of  that  witness  would  be  equally  relevant  and  com- 
petent, although  the  evidence  bears  collaterally  upon  the  issue.  Newton 
V.  Harris,  6  N.  Y.  345  ;    Whiting  v.  Oii^,  1  Bosw.  420. 

The  rule  that  no  evidence  is  admissible  which  does  not  tend  to  prove 
or  disprove  the  issue  joined  excludes  all  evidence  of  collateral  facts,  or 
those  which  are  incapable  of  affording  any  reasonable  presumption  or 
inference  as  to  the  principal  fact  or  matter  in  dispute.  Townsend  Man- 
ufacturing Co.  V.  Foster,  51  Barb.  346.  See,  also,  Ja^Jeson  v.  Smith,  7 
Cow.  717;  Elliott  V.  Gibbons,  31  N.  Y.  67.  Evidence  not  material  to 
the  issue  cannot  be  admitted  merely  to  affect  the  question  of  costs. 
Tucker  v.  Stephens,  4  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct."(T.  &  C.)  593. 

After  a  witness  has  stated  what  he  has  seen  and  heard,  which  tended 
to  establish  the  existence  of  a  copartnership,  it  is  competent  to  prove 
by  him,  negatively,  that  he  had  no  knowledge  or  information  to  the 
contrary.  GonMin  v.  Barton,  43  Barb.  435.  Where  individuals  are 
sued  as  partners,  for  goods  sold  to  them  in  their  business  as  hotel-keep- 
ers, and  the  partnership  is  denied,  a  bond,  purporting  to  have  been 
executed  by  both  of  the  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a 
tavern-keeper's  license,  is  admissible  in  evidence  as  tending  to  establish 
a  partnership,  where  it  is  shown  that  one  of  the  defendants  executed 
the  bond  and  the  other  ratified  it  afterward.  lb. 
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In  an  action  to  recover  back  moneys  claimed  to  have  been  paid  to  the 
defendant  on  a  bond  and  mortgage  given  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  the 
court  allowed  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  he  had  the  money  by  which 
payment  might  have  been  made,  as  bearing  on  the  issue  whether  a  pay- 
ment had  in  fact  been  made.  Dishon  v.  Reynolds,  17  Hun,  13Y.  On 
appeal  to  the  General  Term  the  court  affirmed  the  judgment,  holding 
that  while  such  evidence  was  not  very  cogent,  the  fact  was  one  which 
in  the  judgment  of  the  jurors  might  aid  them  in  arriving  at  the  proba- 
ble truth.  Id.  So  in  an  action  to  recover  for  professional  services, 
claimed  to  have  been  rendered  by  an  attorney  for  the  defendant,  the 
defendant  may  show  an  agreement  entered  into  between  himself  and 
another  attorney,  by  which  the  latter  was  employed  for  a  specified  sum 
of  money  to  perform  the  services  for  which  the  plaintiff  claims.  Pome- 
roy  V.  Pierce,  5  Hun,  119.  So  where  an  action  is  brought  to  recover 
the  amount  of  certain  loans  made  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  issue  is  as  to  whether  the  moneys  loaned  had  been  repaid,  evidence 
showing  that  subsequent  loans  of  a  similar  nature  had  been  made  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  and  repaid  by  the  latter  should  be  received  as 
tending  to  raise  a  presumption,,  of  greater  or  less  force,  that  the  older 
claims  had  also  been  paid.     Peed  v.  Smith,.  1  Hun,  263. 

When  it  becomes  important  to  determine  whether  credit  was  given 
to  the  defendant  or  some  other  person  it  is  not  error  to  admit  proof  of 
the  defendant's  solvency.  Moore  v.  Meaehcum,  10  N.  Y.  207.  And  see 
Harris  v.  Wade,  61  id.  630.  But  in  a  later  case  the  court  held  that 
it  was  error  to  receive  evidence  of  the  pecuniary  inability  of  the  son 
upon  the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  gave  credit  to  hira  or  to  the 
father.  Green  v.  Disbrow,  26  JST.  Y.  334,  See  Keeler  v.  Salisbury,  33 
id.  648,  656 ;  Paly  v.  Ericsson,  45  id.  786,  791. 

It  is  frequently  difficult  to  determine  whether  proof  of  a  particular 
fact  offered  in  evidence  will  or  will  not  become  material,  and  in  such 
cases  it  is  quite  usual,  in  practice,  for  the  court  to  give  credit  to  the 
assertion  of  the  counsel  who  tenders  such  evidence,  that  the  fact  will 
turn  out  to  be  material.  The  court,  however,  is  not  bound  to  take  that 
course ;  and  if  the  evidence  is  objected  to  by  the  other  side,  the  court 
may  require  the  counsel  offering  the  evidence  to  show  how  it  will  be- 
come material,  by  stating  what  other  facts  are  proposed  to  be  proved  in 
connection  with  the  offered  evidence.  If  the  party  is  required  thus  to 
show  how  the  evidence  is  material,  he  will  be  bound  to  do  so,  or  the 
evidence  may  be  properly  rejected.  Poy  v.  Targee,  1  Wend.  359 ; 
First  Baptist  Church  of  Brooklyn  v.  Brooklyn  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  23 
How.  448 ;  Van  Buren  v.  Wells,  19  Wend.  203  ;  Adsit  v.  Wilson,  7 
60 
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How.  64  ;  Cass  v.  JVeio  Fork  (&  JVew  Haven  R.  E.,  1  E.  D.  Smith, 
523.  It  is  no  error  to  exclude  evidence  which  when  offered  appears  to 
be  wlioUy  immaterial ;  McOrqih  v.  Bell,  42  How.  182  ;  S.  C,  1  Jones 
&  Sp.  195 ;  and  it  is  no  error  to  admit  testimony  which  was  irrelevant 
at  the  time  of  its  admission,  if  it  is  afterward  made  relevant  and  per- 
tinent by  other  testimony  subsequently  introduced.  Black  v.  Camdeti 
and  Amhoy  R.  R.  and  Transp.  Co.,  45  Barb.  4:0. 

Care  ought  to  be  taken  in  offering  to  prove  propositions.  An  offer 
to  prove  two  connected  facts,  one  of  which  is  relevant  and  one  of 
which  is  irrelevant,  will  justify  the  court  in  rejecting  the  entire  offer. 
Harger  v.  Edmonds,  4  Barb.  256.  So,  too,  in  offering  evidence,  care 
ought  to  be  exercised  as  to  the  manner  of  offering  it.  When  an  offer 
is  made  to  prove  connected  facts  or  propositions,  some  of  which  are  ad- 
missible and  others  of  them  inadmissible,  the  court  may  legally  reject 
the  entire  evidence.  Hosley  v.  Black,  26  How.  9T ;  S.  C,  28  N.  Y. 
438.  In  such  a  case  the  proper  course  would  be  to  offer  each  proposi- 
tion separately.  If  evidence  is  offered  and  it  is  excluded,  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  irrelevant  and  immaterial  at  the  time  of  the  offer, 
such  exclusion  will  not  be  erroneous,  nor  will  the  rule  be  changed  by 
the  fact  that  in  the  subsequent  course  of  the  cause  facts  are  proved 
which  would  have  rendered  the  rejected  evidence  admissible,  if  offered 
after  such  facts  were  proved.  Heroy  v.  Kerr,  8  Bosw.  194.  In  such  a 
case  the  proper  practice  is  to  renew  the  offer  of  such  excluded  evidence 
after  proof  has  been  given  which  renders  it  admissible ;  and  if  it  is 
then  rejected,  it  will  be  error.  lb. 

The  court  can  never  exclude  relevant  testimony  because  it  does  not 
at  once  establish  the  issue  to  which  it  relates.  The  different  links  must 
be  introduced  in  succession.  The  party  against  whom  it  is  introduced 
is  amply  protected  against  any  prejudice,  by  his  right  to  call  upon  the 
court  to  direct  the  jury  to  disregard  it  for  all  purposes,  where  it  is  not, 
prima  facie  evidence  of  any  material  issue.  Murphy  v.  Boker,  28  How. 
251.  In  siich  a  case,  if  the  party  omits  to  call  upon  the  court  to  give 
such  direction,  it  will  not  be  a  valid  ground  of  complaint  that  the  court 
did  not  volunteer  to  warn  the  jury  against  being  misled  by  the  evi- 
dence, nor  will  it  be  a  ground  for  granting  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of 
an  oversight.  lb. 

Evidence  which  is  apparently  irrelevant  may  be  shown  to  be  relevant 
by  either  referring  to  matters  already  proved  in  the  cause,  or  by  a 
statement  of  some  additional  evidence  which  is  offered  to  be  given  in 
connection  with  the  proposed  fact.  It  is  always  proper  to  ascertain  as 
certainly  as  possible  that  the  evidence  offered  is  relevant  and  material 


EVIDEN"CE.  475 


Eelevancy  of  evidence. 


before  it  is  received.  But  there  are  times  when  it  is  not  advisable  to 
apprise  the  witness  about  to  be  examined  of  the  facts  expected  to  be 
proved  by  him  ;  or  the  counsel  himself  may  not  be  sufficiently  advised 
as  to  the  facts ;  these  or  any  other  sufficient  reasons  are  to  be  weighed 
by  the  justice  upon  such  a  question.  But,  in  every  case,  counsel  are 
bound,  if  required,  to  inform  the  court  how  the  evidence  is  relevant, 
so  that  he  may  act  understandingly  in  relation  to  the  admission  of  the 
evidence.  This  may  be  done  by  making  the  statement  in  writing  and 
handing  it  to  the  court. 

Evidence  to  impeach  the  character  of  a  witness  called  by  the  opposite 
party  is  always  relevant ;  so  of  evidence  to  sustain  the  character  of  a 
witness  which  has  been  thus  attacked.  Newton  v.  Harris,  6  N.  Y. 
345.  So,  on  cross-examination,  it  may  be  shown  that  the  witness  is 
hostile  to  the  party  against  whom  he  is  called,  and  that  he  has  made 
statements  indicating  siich  hostility,  and  if  he  denies  making  such  state- 
ments, he  may  be  contradicted  by  other  witnesses.  lb. ;  Sohultz  v. 
Third  Ave.  E.  E.  Co.,  89  N.  Y.  242. 

Evidence  may  be  admissible  as  against  one  of  two  defendants,  but 
not  as  to  the  other ;  in  that  case  the  evidence  must  be  received,  but  it 
must  be  limited  in  its  effect  to  the  defendant  against  whom  it  is  admis- 
sible, and  be  disregarded  by  the  court  and  jury  as  to  the  other.  Black 
v.  Foster,  28  Barb.  387 ;  Fox  v.  Jackson,  8  id.  355.  An  objection  to 
the  evidence  should  not  be  general  in  such  a  case,  but  should  be  limited 
to  the  evidence  improperly  offered.  lb. 

In  an  action  of  replevin  by  a  vendor  against  the  general  assignee  of 
a  fraudulent  vendee,  it  is  competent  to  show  that  the  vendee  made 
fraudulent  repi-esentations  upon  which  he  obtained  the  goods  ;  and  the 
plaintiff  may  also  show  that  the  vendee  obtained  goods  at  other  places 
by  similar  frauds  at  about  the  same  time.  Hall  v.  NayVor,  18  E".  Y. 
588 ;  Vary  v.  Hotailing,  1  Hill,  311,  and  cases ;  King  v.  Phillips, 
8  Bosw.  603  ;  Hathorne  v.  Hodges,  28  N.  Y.  486 ;  Miller  v.  Barber, 
66  id.    558;    VanKleek  y.  Leroy,  4   Abb.  App.  Dec.  479. 

So,  on  the  sale  of  goods  in  which  it  is  alleged  that  there  was  a  fraud, 
in  the  sale,  it  is  competent  to  show  that  the  defrauded  party  subse- 
quently ratified  the  sale  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts.  Bronson 
V.  Wima/)i,  8  N.  Y.  182.  And  his  declarations  to  that  effect  are  proper 
evidence.  lb. 

Evidence  to  prove  that  the  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange  was  ob- 
tained by  false  representations  of  existing  facts  is  relevant,  although 
there  is  no  offer  to  show  that  the  misrepresentations  were  known  to  the 
holder  of  the  bill,  because  such  evidence  would  be  sufficient  to  cast  on 
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the  holder  the  burden  of  proving  a  valuable  consideration.  New  York, 
etc. ,  Bank  v.  Gibson,  5  Duer,  574. 

So,  where  an  action  is  brought  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  a 
personal  injury  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  re- 
sulting in  a  loss  of  services  by  the  plaintiflE  in  his  business,  evidence 
showing  how  much  the  plaintiff  was  earning  from  his  business,  or  real- 
izing from  fixed  wages,  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  is  relevant  and  com- 
petent and  therefore  admissible.  Qrwnt  v.  City  of  Brooklyn  41  Barb.  381. 

In  an  action  against  a  defendant  for  a  breach  of  his  covenant  to  do 
certain  acts,  it  is  not  competent  to  show  tliat  he  was  prevented  by  inev- 
itable accident,  nor  is  evidence  of  excuse  of  non-performance  thereof 
admissible  under  an  answer  alleging  performance.  Oakley  v.  Morton, 
11  N.  T.  26.  But,  in  an  action  against  a  carrier  for  non-delivery  of 
goods  at  a  distant  place,  where  the  plaintiffs  failed  to  give  evidence  of 
the  market  value  of  the  goods  at  the  place  of  delivery,  it  was  held  that 
the  defendant  might  give  in  evidence  their  market  value  at  the  place 
where  they  were  shipped,  and  the  expense  of  transportation,  as  a  proxi- 
mate method  of  ascertaining  the  damages.  Richmond  v.  Bronson, 
5  Denio,  55. 

In  an  action  against  a  railroad  corporation  for  injuries  received  in 
consequence  of  the  negligent  manner  in  which  its  cars  were  run,  it  is 
relevant  to  ask  a  competent  witness  within  what  distance  such  a  train 
as  the  one  in  question  could  be  stopped  with  ordinary  brakes,  on  an 
ascending  grade,  running  at  such  a  rate  of  speed  that  a  man  could  run 
faster  on  foot  than  the  train  was  going  at  the  time.  Mott  v.  Hvdson 
River  R.  R.,  8  Bosw.  345.  See,  also.  Fields.  N.  T.  C.  R.  R.,  32 
K  Y.  339. 

Evidence  which  is  clearly  irrelevant  may  be  excluded  by  the  court  on 
its  own  motion,  even  if  both  parties  are  willing  to  receive  it.  Corning 
V.  Corning,  6  N.  Y.  97;  Cooper  v.  Barber,  24  Wend.  105.  No  court 
is  bound  to  waste  its  time  by  sitting  to  hear  such  evidence.  lb.  Evi- 
dence may  be  competent  to  prove  the  fact  proposed,  and  yet  it  may  be 
irrelevant,  because  the  fact  proposed  is  itself  irrelevant  under  tlie 
issues  made  by  the  pleadings.     Purchase  v.  Mattison,  6  Duer,  587. 

But  relevant  evidence  cannot  properly  be  excluded  because  it  was 
not  noticed  by  counsel  in  opening  the  case  or  defense,  bearing  v. 
Bell,  5  Hill,  291. 

Where  a  judge  excludes  the  whole  defense  upon  the  opening  of  the 
defendant's  counsel,  on  the  ground  that  the  matters  proposed  to  be 
proved  do  not  constitute  any  defense,  a  single  exception  to  such  decis- 
ion is  sufficient.     It  is  not  necessary  for  the  defendant's  counsel  to  re- 
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peat  his  statements,  aad  take  a  separate  riiliug  ou  eack  of  them.  8(im- 
y&r  V.  OkanAers,  44  Barb.  42 ;  43  id.  622.  Evidence  to  contradict 
facts  admitted  by  the  pleadings  is  neither  relevant  nor  competent. 

A  party  who  seeks  to  reverse  a  judgment  on  account  of  the  exclusion 
of  evidence  offered  by  him  must  show  affirmatively  by  his  exceptions, 
case  or  return,  that  the  evidence  was  relevant  at  the  time  when  it  was 
offered  and  excluded.      Van  Amringe  v.  Bamett,  8  Bosw.  358. 

While  it  is  error  to  reject  evidence  which  in  any  degree  tends  to 
prove  the  issue,  Lytle  v.  Erwi/n,  26  How.  491,  yet  if  its  materiality  is 
not  apparent  at  the  time  it  is  offered,  an  offer  must  be  made  in  such 
terms  as  to  leave  no  room  for  doubt  as  to  its  competency  and  materiality 
under  a  proper  definition  of  the  law,  or  a  general  exception  to  its  ex- 
clusion will  not  be  available  unless  it  appears  plainly  that  the  court 
understood  the  ground  which  in  law  might  have  justified  its  reception. 
MoOrath  v.  Bell,  42  How.  182. 

A  judgment  will  not  be  reversed  on  account  of  the  admission  of 
immaterial  evidence  in  nowise  prejudicial  to  the  appellant.  Wattson, 
V.  CampleU,  38  K  T.  153. 

§  12.  Written  evidence.  "Written  instruments  are,  first,  of  a  public 
nature  ;  secondly,  of  a  mixed  nature,  partly  public  and  partly  private  ; 
thirdly,  of  a  private  nature. 

Public  documents,  again,  are  either  judicial ;  or,  secondly,  not  judicial ; 
and,  with  a  view  to  their  means  of  proof,  they  are  either,  first,  of  record  ; 
or,  secondly,  not  of  record.  A  complete  review  of  this  subject  is  not 
consistent  with  the  nature  or  the  plan  of  this  work,  and,  therefore, 
nothing  but  the  most  common  and  most  useful  principles  and  cases  will 
be  noticed. 

The  manner  of  provingt  the  statutes  or  the  common  law  of  other 
states,  nations,  governments  or  territories  is  provided  for  by  the  Code. 
Vol.  1,  p.  140,  §  942. 

"  A  statute  or  joint  resolution  passed  by  the  legislature  of  the  State 
may  be  read  in  evidence  from  a  newspaper,  designated  as  prescribed  by 
law  to  publish  the  same,  until  six  months  after  the  close  of  the  session 
at  which  it  was  passed,  and  at  any  time  from  a  volume  printed  under 
the  direction  of  the  secretary  of  State."     Vol.  1,  p.  138,  §  932. 

A  record  may  be  proved,  either,  first,  by  mere  production,  without 
more;  or,  secondly,  by  eopy.  Copies  of  records  are  either  ex 
emplifications  ;  or,  secondly,  copies  made  by  the  authorized  officer  ;  or, 
thirdly,  sworn  copies.  An  exemplification  is  iinder  the  great  seal,  or 
under  the  seal  of  a  particular  court. 

The  reason  of  permitting  a  copy  to  be  given  in  evidence  in  such  cases 
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is  that  inconvenience  to  the  public  would  result  from  removing  docu- 
ments which  may  be  wanted  in  different  places  at  the  same  time.  When 
any  record  is  exemplified  the  whole  must  be  exemplified,  for  the  construc- 
tion must  be  gathered  from  the  whole  taken  together.  The  seals  of 
every  court  of  record  prove  themselves,  and  are  supposed  to  be  known 
to  all  persons.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  the  law  makes  a  copy  of 
a  record  or  paper  evidence,  when  properly  certified  by  the  clerk  with 
whom  it  is  deposited.  These  cases  will  be  noticed  in  a  proper  place 
hereafter. 

Not  only  records,  but  all  public  documents  which  cannot  be  removed 
from  one  place  to  another,  may  be  proved  by  means  of  a  copy  proved 
on  oath  to  have  been  examined  with  the  original.  This  is  a  deviation 
from  the  general  rule,  that  the  best  evidence  must  always  be  produced, 
but  it  is  permitted  for  the  sake  of  public  convenience. 

The  copy  must  be  one  of  a  complete  record,  for  until  it  becomes  a 
permanent  record  it  is  transferable,  and  the  reason  for  admitting  a  copy 
does  not  apply.  The  copy,  too,  should  be  of  the  whole  record,  or  of  so 
much,  at  least,  as  concerns  the  matter  in  question ;  and,  moreover,  it 
ought  to  be  an  exact  copy,  and,  therefore,  if  it  contains  abbreviations, 
and  the  original  is  written  in  words  at  length,  it  will  not  be  admis- 
sible. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  that  whenever  the  original  is  of  a  public  nature, 
a  sworn  copy  is  evidence,  and  that  whenever  the  thing  to  be  proved 
would  require  no  collateral  proof  upon  its  production,  it  is  provable  by 
a  copy.  But  where  the  document  when  produced  would  require  sup- 
port from  collateral  proof,  it  has  been  thought  that  a  copy  is  not  admis- 
sible, as  in  the  case  of  a  paper  in  which  it  would  be  necessary  to  prove 
the  handwriting  of  a  party  to  such  paper.     . 

When  admissible,  the  copy  must  be  proved  by  one  who  swears  that 
he  has  compared  it  with  the  original,  taken  from  the  proper  place  of 
deposit.  It  was  formerly  thought  sufficient  for  this  purpose,  either  that 
the  witness  should  have  read  the  copy  whilst  another  read  the  original, 
or  vice  versa,ior  it  would  not  be  presumed  that  a  person  willfully  misread 
the  record ;  but  it  has  since  been  determined  that  it  is  not  sufficient  that 
the  witness  holds  the  copy,  while  another  reads  the  record  ;  there  must  be 
a  change  of  hands,  or  the  witness  must  himself  read  the  copy  with  the 
original.  iSlane  Peerage,  6  Q\.&F.24;  Harrison  v.  JBorweU,  10  Sim. 380. 
It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  the  record  should  have  been  read  by  an 
officer  of  the  court.  Oylesv.  Hill,  1  Camp.  471.  But,  before  a  document 
can  be  read  as  a  copy  of  a  record,  it  must  be  proved  that  the  original 
either  came  out  of  the  hands  of  the  officer  of  the  court,  or  from  the 
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proper  place  of  depositing  the  records  of  the  court  of  which  it  purports 
to  be  a  record,  and  the  contents  of  thei  document  itself  cannot  be  re- 
ferred to  in  support  of  such  proof.  AdamtJvwaite  v.  Synge,  1  Stark- 
183.     A  copy  is  never  admissible  where  the  original  is  produced. 

Under  the  Revised  Statutes  a  certificate  of  a  town  or  county  clerk  in 
whose  office  a  chattel  mortgage  is  filed,  stating  that  the  paper  is  a  copy 
of  the  original  mortgage,  is  no  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage, 
nor  that  the  paper  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  the  mortgage 
IS  a  copy.  The  original  mortgage  must  be  produced  and  proved,  or  its 
non-production  accounted  for  so  as  to  avithorize  secondary  evidence. 
The  mortgage  and  its  contents  must  be  proved  by  common-law  evidence. 
Bissell  V.  Fea/roe,  28  N.  Y.  252;  George  v.  Toll,  39  How.  497; 
Sunderlin  v.  Wyman,  10  Hun,  493. 

The  Code  provides  that  a  copy  of  a  paper  filed,  kept,  entered  or  re- 
corded pursuant  to  law  with  a  clerk  of  a  court  of  the  State  or  of  any 
public  body  or  pubhc  board  created  by  authority  of  the  law  of  the 
State  and  having,  pursuant  to  law,  a  seal,  is  evidence,  when  duly  certi- 
fied by  such  clerk,  as  if  the  original  was  produced.  Vol.  1,  p.  138, 
§•933. 

It  also  provides  that  a  copy  of  a  paper  filed  pursuant  to  law  in  the 
office  of  a  town  clerk,  or  a  transcript  from  a  record  kept  therein  pur- 
suant to  law,  certified  by  the  town  clerk,  is  evidence,  with  like  effect 
as  the  original  Id.,  §  934.  But  in  the  light  of  the  construction  given 
to  similar  provisions  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  in  the  cases  above  cited  it 
is  not  at  all  clear  that  a  certificate  of  a  town  or  county  clerk  indorsed 
on  a  copy  of  a  chattel  mortgage  is  evidence  of  any  fact  except  the  fact 
of  filing. 

The  proof  of  the  deeds,  mortgages  and  other  instruments  which  are 
acknowledged  will  be  explained  elsewhere.  See  "  AcJcnowledgmentsy 

The  existence  of  corporations  may  be  shown  by  certified  copies  of 
the  certificate  of  incorporation,  when  such  copy  is  duly  certified  by  the 
clerk  or  officer  with  whom  the  original  is  deposited.  Such  incorpora- 
tions are  very  numerous,  and  are  daily  increasing  in  number,  among 
which  are  railroad  and  steamboat  companies,  banking  associations, 
turnpikes,  plankroads,  building  associations,  gas  companies,  manufactur- 
ino-,  mining,  mechanical  or  chemical  companies,  and  the  like. 

Certificates  of  the  incorporation  of  villages,  or  transcripts  from  the 
record  thereof,  certified  by  the  county  clerk  with  whom  the  originals 
are  filed,  are  presumptive  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated.  2.  E.  S- 
719,  §  80,  5th  ed. 

"Any  act,  ordinance,  resolution,  by-law,  rule  or  proceeding  of  the 


480  ETIDENCE. 


Written  evidence. 


common  council  of  a  city,  or  the  board  of  trustees  of  an  incorporated 
Tillage,  or  of  a  board  of  supervisors  of  any  county  within  this  State,  and 
any  recital  of  occurrences  taking  place  at  the  sessions  of  any  thereof, 
may  be  read  in  evidence  on  any  trial,  examination  or  proceeding, 
whether  civil  or  criminal,  either  from  a  copy  thereof,  certified  by  the 
clerk  of  the  city,  village,  common  council,  or  board  of  supervisors,  or 
from  any  volume  printed  by  authority  of  the  common  council  of  the 
city,  or  boaro  of  supervisors  of  the  county,  or  of  the  board  of  trustees  of 
any  incorporated  village."  Laws  of  1879,  chap.  211,  §  1.  See,  also, 
vol.  1,  p.  139,  §941. 

A  will,  which  has  been  duly  proved  and  admitted  to  probate,  may  be 
proved  by  the  orignal  record,  or  by  an  exemplification  of  it.  "  Every 
will  so  proved  shall  have  a  certificate  of  such  proof  indorsed  thereon, 
signed  by  the  surrogate  and  attested  by  his  seal  of  office,  and  may  be 
read  in  evidence  without  further  proof.  The  record  of  such  will,  made 
as  aforesaid,  and  the  exemplification  of  such  record,  by  the  surrogate  in 
whose  custody  the  same  may  be,  shall  be  received  in  evidence,  and 
shall  be  as  effectual,  in  all  cases,  as  the  original  would  be,  if  pro- 
duced and  proved,  and  may,  in  like  manner,  be  repelled  by  contrary 
proof."     3  E.  L,  140,  §  11,  5th  ed. 

An  exemplification  of  the  record  of  a  will  ought  to  include  the  proofs ; 
and  if  it  does  not  include  the  entire  record,  including  the  proofs, 
it  is  not  admissible  in  evidence.  Morris  v.  Keyes,  1  Hill,  540.  The 
record  is  h\xi  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  authenticity  of  the  original, 
lb.  But  when  the  will  relates  exclusively  to  personal  estate,  and  it  is 
proved  before  a  surrogate  who  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject,  and  he 
adjudges  the  will  to  be  duly  executed,  his  decision  is  conclusive  as  to 
the  execution  thereof,  when  the  question  arises  in  a  collateral  action, 
notwithstanding  it  is  shown  that  there  was  but  a  single  subscribing 
witness  to  the  will.  Vanderpoel  v.  Van  Valkenhurgh,  6  N.  Y.  190, 
199.     See  Matter  of  Last  Will  of  John  Kellum,  50  N.  Y.  298. 

Provision  is  also  made  b}'  law  for  the  proof  of  wills  of  non-residents 
relating  to  lands  in  this  State.  See  Laws  of  1878,  chap.  324 ;  Bromley 
V.  MiUer,  2  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  575  ;  Laws  of  1864,  chap.  311,  as 
amended  by  Laws  of  1872,  chap.  680. 

' '  Any  instrument  except  a  promissory  note,  a  bill  of  exchange,  or  a 
last  will  may  be  acknowledged  or  proved  and  certified  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  law  for  taking  and  certifying  the  acknowledgment  or 
proof  of  a  conveyance  of  real  property  ;  and  thereupon  it  is  eWdence 
as  if  it  was  a  conveyance  of  real  property."  "Vol.  1,  p.  139,  §  937; 
LaMs  of  1833,  chap^.  271,  §  9  ;  3  R.  S.  (5th  ed.)  690,  §  101. 
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A  bond  of  indemnity  given  to  a  sheriff  may  be  proved  in  this  man- 
ner. Cornipbell  v.  Hayt,  23  Barb.  555.  But  when  the  acknowledg- 
ment is  taken  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  or  a  commissioner  of  deeds,  and 
the  instrument  is  to  be  used  as  evidence  out  of  the  county  in  which 
such  justice  or  commissioner  resides,  there  must  be  a  certificate  of  the 
county  clerk  residing  in  the  county  with  such  justice  or  commissioner, 
showing  that  the  latter  was  an  officer  authorized  to  take  acknowledg- 
ments, or  the  instrument  cannot  be  received  in  evidence.  lb.  And  see 
Wood  V.  Weiant,  1  N.  Y.  77. 

County  clerks  and  town  clerks  are  authorized  to  make  certified  copies 
of  many  different  kinds  of  papers,  and  those  copies  are  received  in  evi- 
dence instead  of  the  originals.  The  Revised  Statutes  contained  cer- 
tain provisions  as  to  the  admission  of  such  certified  copies  in  evidence 
which  have  been  substantially  re-enacted  in  tlie  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure. See  3  E.  S.  (5th  ed.)  677,  §§  74-77  ;  Laws  of  1848,  chap.  197, 
§  1.     The  provisions  of  the  Code  are  as  follows  : 

' '  Where  a  transcript,  exemplification  or  certified  copy  of  a  record  or 
other  paper  is  declared  bji  law  to  be  evidence,  and  special  provision  is 
not  made  for  the  form  of  the  certificate,  in  the  particular  case,  the 
person  authorized  to  certify  must  state  in  his  certificate  that  it  has  been 
compared  by  him  with  the  original,  and  that  it  is  a  correct  transcript 
therefrom,  and  of  the  whole  of  the  original."  Code  of  Civil  Pro., 
1967. 

"  If  the  officer,  or  the  court,  body  or  board  in  whose  custody  an 
original  paper  specified  in  the  last  section,  is  required  to  be  by  the  laws 
of  the  State,  or  of  another  State,  or  of  the  United  States,  or  of  a  terri- 
tory thereof,  or  of  a  foreign  country,  has  pursuant  to  those  laws  an 
official  seal,  the  certificate  must  be  attested  by  that  seal.  If  the  certifi 
cate  is  made  by  the  clerk  of  a  county  within  the  State,  it  must  be  at- 
tested by  the  seal  of  the  county."     Id.,  §  958. 

"  The  last  section  does  not  require  the  seal  of  a  court  to  be  affixed  to 
a  certified  copy  of  an  order  or  of  a  paper  filed  therein,  or  entry  made^ 
when  the  copy  is  used 'in  the  same  court  or  before  an  officer  thereof; 
or  in  the  Supreme  Court,  when  it  is  used  in  a  Circuit  Court  or  Court 
of  Oyer  and  Terminer."     Id.,  §  959. 

"  "Where  a  seal  of  a  public  officer  or  of  a  corporation  is  authorized  or 
required  by  law,  it  may  be  impressed  directly  on  the  paper."  Id., 
§960. 
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Oownty  cleric's  cei'iifieate  of  a  copy  of  record,  dtc. 

State  of  New  Yoek,        ] 

FtClton  Cownty  ClerKs  Office,  \ 

Januwry  24,  1865.  j 

I,  Mortimer  Wade,  clerk  of  tlie  county  of  Fulton,  do  hereby  certify 
that  I  have  compared  the  foregoing  copy  of  a  bond  (or  whatever  the 
instrument  may  be),  and  of  the  indorsements  thereupon,  with  the 
original  records  of  the  same  remaining  on  file  in  this  office  (or,  with 
the  originals  now  remaining  on  file  in  this  office),  and  that  the  same  are 
correct  transcripts  tberefrom  and  of  the  whole  of  such  originals. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  caused  the  seal  of  the  County  Court  of 
said  county  to  be  hereunto  affixed,  this  24th  day  of  January,  1865. 

MOETIMEE  WADE.  [l.  s.J 

Town  <:ler1{!s  certificate  of  a  copy  of  paper,  etc. 

State  oe  New  Yoek,  ) 

County  of  Fulton  and  Town  of  Broadalbin.  ] 

I,  Charles  Allen,  town  clerk  of  the  town  of  Broadalbin  aforesaid,  do- 
hereby  certify  that  I  have  compared  the  foregoing  copy  of  a  chattel 
mortgage  (or  other  paper,  describing  it  by  name),  and  of  the  indorse- 
ments thereon,  with  the  original  mortgage  (or  olftier  paper)  now  on 
file  in  this  office,  and  thatthesanjeisa  correct  transcript  of  suchi  original 
chattel  mortgage  (or  other  paper)  and  of  the  said  indorsements,  and  of 
the  whole  of  the  said  originals. 

In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand,  this  24th  day  of 
January,  1865.  CHAELES  ALLEN. 

Where  the  official  character  of  the  clerk  is  not  stated  in  the  body  of 
the  certificate,  as  in  the  preceding  forms,  the  clerk  should  add  his  offi- 
cial title  to  his  name.  When  the  certificate  shows  the  officer's  charac- 
ter, that  will  be  prima  facie  evidence  that  he  is  such  officer.  Thur- 
man  v.  Garnieron,  24  Wend.  87.  But,  if  the  certificate  does  not  show 
the  official  character  of  the  person  who  signs  the  certificate,  that  fact 
may  be  shown  by  other  evidence. 

The  certificate  must  conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute  in 
relation  to  the  matters  which  are  required  to  appear  in  it,  or  it  will  not 
be  sufficient  to  authorize  the  reading  of  the  copy  of  the  certified  paper 
in  evidence.  The  certificate  must  show  that  the  paper  certified  con- 
tains a  copy  of  the  whole  of  the  original ;  it  is  not  enoiigh  to  state  that 
it  is  a  correct  copy. 

Where  proofs  by  certified  copies  of  papers  are  substituted  for  com- 
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mon-law  evidence,  all  the  forms  directed  by  the  statute,  whether  pre- 
limiiiary  or  substantial,  must  be  strictly  complied  with.  Rogers  v. 
Jackson,  19  "Wend.  383,  385. 

A  justice' s  official  certijBLealie  of  a  judgment  is  evidence  for  himself 
equally  with  other  persons.     May»a,rd  v.  Thompson,  8  "Wend.  398. 

It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  the  report  or  certificate  of  an 
officer  is  evidence  only  of  the  facts  which  by  law  he  is  required  or  au- 
thorized to  certify.  Moa/rd  of  Water  Oom.  of  Cohoes  v.  Zamsing,  45 
N.  Y.  19. 

A  copy  of  a  notice  of  mechanic's  hen,  in  which  the  signatures  are 
not  prov«d  or  acknowledged,  is  not,  though  certified  by  the  county  clerkj 
admissible  as  evidence  of  the  due  filing  of  the  proper  notice  of  lien. 
Samson  v.  Buffalo,  JV..  Y.  <&  PMladeilphia  R.  R.  Co.,  2  Hun,  512. 

§  13.  Judicial  documeutts.  Judicial  documents  may  be  divided 
into :  First.  Judgments,  decrees  and  vervdicts  ;  Secondly.  Depositions 
and  inquisitions,  taken  in  the  course  of  legal  proceedings ;  Thirdly. 
Writs,  summonses,  attachmeate,  warrants,  pleadings,  complaints  and 
answers,  .etc.,  which  are  incident  to  legal  proceedings.  With  respect  to 
judgments,  decrees  and  verdicts,  may  ,be  considered  :  First.  Their  ad- 
miesiMlity  and  effect ;  Secondly.  The  means  of  proving  them  ;  Thirdly. 
The  mode  of  answering  such  evidence. 

Judgnieats,  Ferdicts,  etc.  In  treatiag  of  the  admissibility  and 
effect  of  jadgments  and  verdicts,  it  is  important  to  consider,  in  the^s^ 
place,  for  what  purpose  a  judgment  or  verdict  is  offered  in  evidence ; 
whether  with  a  view  to  .establish  the  mere  fact  that  .such  a  verdict  was 
given,  or  such  a  judgment  rendered,  and  those  legal  consequences 
which  flow  from  that  fact ;  or,  sseondih/,  with  a  Adew  to  a  collateral 
purpose ;  that  is,  noft  to  prove  the  mere  :f act  that  such  a  judgment  has 
beem  rendered,  and  so  as  to  let  in  all  the  necessary  legal  consequences 
of  that  judgment,  but  as  a  mediiun  of  proving  some  fact  as  found  by 
the  verdict,  or  upon  the  supposed  existence  of  which  the  judgment  is 
founded.  For,  establishing  the  fact  .that  such  a  verdict  has  been  given, 
such  a  judgment  rendered,  and  all  the  legal  consequences  of  such  a 
judgment,  the  judgment  its.6lf  is  invariably  not  only  admissible  as  the 
proper  legal  evidence  to  prove  the  fact,  but  usually  conclusive  evidence 
for  that  purpose  ;  for  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  .court  has  made  a 
faithful  record  of  its  own  proceedings.  And,  in  the  next  place,  the 
mere  fact  that  such  a  judgment  was  .given  can  never  be  considered  as 
an  act  done  between  third  (per^Bons  or  strangers,  being  a  thii^g  done  by 
public  authority;  neither  can  the  l^gal  consequences  of  such  a  judg- 
ment be  so  considered ;  for,  where  the  Jaw  gives  to  a  judgment  a  par- 


484  EVIDENCE. 


Judgments,  verdicts,  etc. 


ticiilar  operation,  that  operation  is  properly  shown  and  demonstrated 
by  means  of  the  judgment,  which  is  no  more  a  transaction  between 
strangers  and  third  persons  than  the  law  which  gives  it  force. 

But,  with  reference  to  any  fact  upon  whose  existence  the  judgment 
is  founded,  the  proceeding  may  or  may  not  be  a  thing  transacted  be- 
tween strangers  and  third  persons,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  For  instance,  if  B.,  being  indicted,  is  convicted  of  beating  A., 
the  record  of  the  judgment  would  be  incontrovertible  evidence  of  the 
fact  that  B.  had  been  so  convicted ;  it  would  be  conclusively  presumed 
that  the  court  had  kept  a  faithful  record  of  its  own  proceedings.  It 
would  also  be  conclusive,  as  to  all  the  legal  consequences  of  such  con- 
viction. For  instance,  one  of  such  legal  consequences  is,  that  B.  shall 
not  be  punished  a  second  time  for  the  same  offense  ;  and,  consequently, 
the  record  would  be  conclusive,  when  shown  to  the  court,  to  protect 
him  from  a  second  prosecution  for  the  same  offense.  So,  if  B.  had 
been  acquitted,  and  had  brought  an  action  against  A.  for  a  malicious 
prosecution,  it  would  have  been  necessary  to  prove  the  fact  of  acquittal ; 
and  here,  again,  the  record  would  have  been  conclusive  evidence  to 
show  that  fact.  But  next  suppose,  that  upon  B.'s  conviction,  A.  had 
brought  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  assault,  and  had  offered 
to  prove  the  assault  by  the  record  of  conviction,  he  would  then  be 
offering  the  judgment,  not  with  the  view  to  prove  the  mere  fact  of  con- 
viction, or  to  establish  any  legal  consequence  to  be  derived  from  it,  but 
for  a  collateral  purpose  ;  that  is,  to  prove  the  fact  upon  whose  supposed 
existence  the  judgment  was  founded  with  respect  to  such  facts  ;  that  is, 
the  facts  upon  which  such  judgment  professes  to  be  founded,  and  then 
the  judgment  may  or  may  not  be  evidence,  according  to  circumstances, 
considering  the  nature  of  the  facts  themselves,  and  the  parties. 

A  record  is,  in  no  case,  direct  and  positive  evidence  of  any  fact 
which  it  recites,  as  having  been  found  by  a  jury,  or  otherwise  ascer- 
tained ;  it  is  in  the  nature  of  presumptive  evidence  only,  for  even  the 
jury  who  found  the  facts  may  have  acted  upon  mere  presumption,  with- 
out the  aid  of  any  direct  evidence.  If,  therefore,  no  rule  of  policy  in- 
tervened, no  verdict  could  ever  establish  any  more  than  that  the  jury,  in 
the  particular  case,  presumed,  from  some  evidence  or  other,  that  the 
fact  was  true.  But  public  policy  requires  that  limits  should  be  opposed 
to  the  continuance  of  litigation  upon  the  same  subject-matter,  and, 
therefore,  the  law  will  not  permit  a  matter,  which  has  once  been 
solemnly  decided  by  a  com-t  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to  be  again 
brought  into  litigation  between  the  same  parties  or  their  representa- 
tives.    Consequently,  a  judgment  between  the  scmie  parties,  upon  the 
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same  svhjeGt-matter,  is  usually  conclusive,  as  to  private  rights.  Brown 
V.  Mayw,  66  N.  T.  385 ;  Blair  v.  Bartlett,  75  id.  150 ;  Erekder  v. 
RitUr,  62  id.  372 ;  Barr  v.  Bigler,  16  Abb.  177 ;  Maltonner  v.  Dim- 
mioTe,  4  Barb.  566 ;  White  v.  Goatsworth,  6  N.  Y.  137 ;  Smith  v.  Hem- 
street,  54  id.  644 ;  Castle  v.  Noyes,  14  id.  329 ;  Tuska  v.  O'Brien,  68 
id.  446. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  an  elementary  rule  of  law  and  a  principle 
of  justice,  that  no  man  shall  be  bound  by  the  act  or  admission  of  an- 
other to  which  he  was  a  stranger;  and  consequently  no  one  ought  to 
be  bound,  as  to  a  matter  of  private  right,  by  a  judgment  or  a  verdict 
to  which  he  was  not  a  party,  where  he  could  make  no  defense  and 
from  which  could  not  appeal,  and  which  may  have  resulted  from  the 
negligence  of  another  or  may  even  have  been  obtained  by  means  of 
fraud  and  collusion.  Knauth  v.  Bassett,  34  Barb.  31 ;  Yorks  v.  Steele, 
50  id.  397 ;  Elwood  v.  Deifendorf,  5  id.  398 ;  Case  v.  Reeve,  14 
Johns.  81 ;  Castle  v.  Noyes,  14  N.  Y.  329,  335. 

Under  the  old  rules  of  evidence,  such  a  judgment  or  verdict  was  re- 
jected as  evidence,  because  it  might  have  been  founded  upon  the  evi- 
dence of  the  party  who  claims  a  benefit  from  it,  and  he  would  thus  re- 
ceive the  advantage  which  would  result  from  his  evidence,  when  he 
could  not  be  a  witness  in  the  action  in  which  such  judgment  might  be 
offered  as  evidence. 

This  rule  no  longer  exists,  since  either  party  may  be  a  witness,  and 
the  reason  of  the  rule  also  ceases.  But  there  is  another  rule  which 
operates  to  exclude  such  a  verdict  or  judgment,  as  evidence,  on  a  mat- 
ter of  private  right,  which  is  this :  a  person  who  could  have  received  no 
prejudice  from  the  verdict,  had  it  been  given  the  contrary  way,  shall 
not  derive  any  benefit  from  it  when  it  turns  out  to  be  in  his  favor,  and 
because  a  judgment  operates  by  way  of  estoppel,  and  estoppels  must  be 
founded  upon  mutuality. 

The  admissibility  and  effect  of  a  verdict  or  judgment  is  now  to  be 
considered,  with  a  view  to  the  proof  of  the  judgment  itself  as  a  fact 
and  its  legal  oonsequerhoes.  A  judgment  which  was  rendered  by  a  per- 
son who  had  competent  authority  to  do  so  is  evidence  to  protect  him 
against  all  actions  for  any  matter  judicially  done  within  the  scope  of 
that  authority.  For  his  immunity  is  a  legal  consequence  of  his  acting 
m  that  situation,  and  the  judgment  is  offered,  not  to  prove  the  truth 
of  the  facts  upon  which  it  is  founded,  since,  with  a  view  to  such  a  de 
fense,  the  truth  of  those  facts  is  not  material,  but  in  order  to  prove  the 
fact  of  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  competent  authority,  and  so  to  es- 
iablish  the  immunity  of  the  judge,  which  is  a  legal  consequence  of  the 
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judgment.  Horton  ^..Auchmoody,  7  Wend.  200;  Bobbms  v.  Gorham,, 
26  Barb.  586;  S.  C,  25  N.  T.  588;  Mather  v.  Hood,  8  Johns.  44; 
Weaver  v.  Devendorf,  3  Denio,  117. 

There  are  other  cases  in  which  a  judgment  is  allowed  to  operate  ip 
favor  of  one  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  action. 

In  an  action  by  A.  against  a  sheriff  or  a  constable,  for  wrongfully 
and  unlawfully  taking  and  selling  his  goods,  the  defendant  may  give 
in  evidence  a  judgment  against  A.  in  favor  of  B.,  a  third  person,  and 
also  prove  that  he,  the  officer,  by  virtue  of  an  execution  issued  upon 
that  judgment,  seized  the  goods  in  question,  because  they  were  the 
property  of  A.,  and  liable  to  be  sold  on  execxition.  So,  in  an  action 
by  A.  against  a  constable  for  selling  his  goods,  the  officer  may  show  in 
evidence  a  judgment  rendered  against  B.,  and  that  the  property  be- 
longed to  him,  and  that  such  property  was  sold  upon  such  execution. 

A  judgment  on  contract  against  several  partners  is  prima  facie 
evidence  for  one  of  the  partners  against  the  others,  to  prove  their  lia- 
bility to  contribution.  So,  in  an  action  against  a  principal  for  the  neg- 
ligence of  his  agent,  the  recovery  in  the  former  action,  if  there  is  one, 
is  evidence,  in  an  action  by  the  principal  against  the  agent,  not  to  prove 
the  negligence,  but  to  show  the  amount  which  the  principal  has  suffered 
from  such  negligence ;  the  negligence,  however,  must  be  proved  by 
other  evidence  than  the  judgment.  So  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  a 
former  cause,  between  other  parties,  is  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of 
introducing  evidence  to  show  that  a  witness  gave  evidence,  on  such 
former  trial,  which  was  directly  conti*ary  to  what  he  swears  on  the  -- 
present  trial. 

It  has  been  laid  down  by  great  authority,  that,  in  civil  actions,  the 
judgment  of  a  court  of  concurrent  jurisdiction  directly  upon  the 
point  is,  as  a  plea  or  answer,  a  bar,  and  as  evidence,  conclusive  between 
the  same  parties  upon  the  same  matter  directly  in  question,  in  another 
court;  and  that  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  exclusive  jurisdiction  is, 
in  like  manner,  conclusive  upon  the  same  matter,  coming  incidentally 
in  question  in  another  court,  between  the  same  parties,  for  a  different 
purpose.  But  that  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  concurrent  or  exclusive 
jurisdiction  is  not  evidence  of  any  matter  which  comes  collaterally  in 
question,  though  within  their  jurisdiction,  nor  of  any  matter  to  be  in- 
ferred by  argument  from  such  judgment. 

The  principal  position  amounts  to  this :  that  no  matter,  once  litigated 
and  determined  by  a  court  of  competent  authority,  shall  be  brought  a 
second  time  into  controversy  between  the  same  parties. 

It  is  essential,  then,  to  consider  the  five  following  points,  viz. :     The 
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ideatity  of  the  parties ;  the  identity  of  the  matter  litigated ;  the  na- 
ture and  manoer  of  the  adjadication ;  the  appHcaljian  of  the  adjiudica- 
tion  to  the  fact  to.  be  proved ;  and  the  effect  of  the  judgment, 

Mrsty  then,  as  to  the  identity  of  the  parties.  The  general  rule  is, 
that  no  one  can  he  bound  by  a  verdict  or  judgment,  unless  he  was  a 
pasty  to  the  action,  or  is  in  privity  with  the  party,,  or  possesses  the 
power  oi  making  himself  a  party ;  for,  otherwise,  he  has  no  power  of 
cross-examining  the  witnesses,  or  of  adducing  evidence  in  furtherance 
of  his  rights ;,  nor  could  he  challenge,  jurors,  or  appeal  from  the  judg- 
m-eat ;  in  shoirfc,  he  is  deprived  of  the  means  provided  by  law  for  ascer- 
taining truth  and  exelnding  error,  and,  eonsectuently,  it  would  be  re- 
pugnant ta  the  first  principles  of  justice  that  he  should  be  bound  by 
the  result  of  an  inquiry  to  which  he  was  altogether  a  stranger. 

But  one  who  elaims  in  privity  with  another  is  in  the  same  situation, 
with  the  latter,  as  to  any  verdict  or  judgment,  either  for  or  against 
him,  whether  he  claims  as  privy  in  blood  or  estate,  or  as  privy  in 
law.  Accordingly,  the  heir  may  give  in  evidence  a  verdict  for  his 
ancestor;,  and  a  verdict  against  the  ancestor  binds,  the  heir.  But, 
although  a  verdict  and  judgment  is  evidence  for  one  claiming  in  privity 
with  him,  this,  must  be  understood  of  a  claim  acquired  subsequently  to 
the  verdict.  If  a  party,  after  a  verdict,  and  judgment  against  him,, 
SiS^gns  his  interest,  the  assignee  is  bound  by  the  verdict  rendered 
against  such  assignor. 

In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  or  upon  an  account,  if  the  de- 
fense is  payment,  and  there  is  evidence  given,  and  a  verdict  is  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  defendant,  such  verdict  will  be  conclusive  against  any 
person  to  whom  the  plaintiff  subsequently  transfers  the  note  or  ac- 
count. 

If  personal  property  is  sold  with  a  warranty  of  title,  and  an  action 
is  brought  against  the  vendee  by  a  third  person  who  claims  title  to  it, 
such  vendee  should  give  the  vendor  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the 
action,  and  request  him  to  defend  it ;  if  he  defends  the  action  and 
fails,  or  if  he  refuses  to  defend  it,  after  such  notice,  and  the  vendee 
defends  as  well  as  he  is  able,  but  unsuccessfully,  the  verdict  will  be 
conclusive  against  the  vendor,  in  an  action  by  the  vendee  against  him 
for  the  failure  of  the  title,  Brewsier  v.  Counirymcm,  12,  Wend.  446. 
And  the  vendee  is  not  bound  to  appeal  from  the  judgment  rendered 
against  him  in  the  a^jtion  by  such  third  person.  lb.  A  record  of 
recovery  in  a  former  action  is  not  evidence  against  any  but  parties  or 
privies  to  sueh  former  suit. 

If  the  former  judgment  was  recovered  against  a  person  who  was  the 
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servant  of  the  party  against  whom  the  record  is  oflEered  in  evidence,  it 
vsdll  not  be  admissible,  even  though  such  servant  attempted  unsuccess 
fully  to  defend  in  that  character.     Alexander  v.  Taylor,  i  Denio,  302. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  identity  of  the  fact.  It  is  essential  not  only  that 
the  parties  should  be  the  same,  but  that  the  same  fact  should  have 
been  in  issue  in  the  former  action ;  for  if  it  was  not  in  issue  the  court 
or  jury  could  not  have  passed  upon  it ;  nor  could  there  have  been  any 
appear  from  the  judgment  rendered  thereon. 

A  verdict  for  the  same  cause  of  action  between  the  same  parties  is 
absolutely  conclusive.  And  the  cause  of  aotion  is  the  same,  when 
the  same  evidence  will  support  both  actions,  although  the  actions  may 
happen  to  be  different  in  form.  Thus  a  judgment  in  trespass  will 
be  a  bar  to  an  action  of  replevin  for  the  same  goods.  And  a  verdict 
in  trespass  or  trover  will  be  a  bar  to  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived for  the  same  goods.  For  further  explanation,  see  "Former  Re- 
covery^'' etc.,     vol.  2,  p.  735. 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  nature  and  manner  of  the  adjudication.  The  judg- 
ment, decree,  sentence  or  verdict  must  be  directly  upon  the  precise 
point ;  and  it  is  not  evidence  of  any  matter  which  came  collaterally  in 
question,  although  it  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  nor  of  any 
matter  incidentally  cognizable,  nor  of  any  matter  to  be  inferred  by 
argument  from  the  judgment,  as  having  constituted  one  of  the  grounds 
of  the  judgment.  As  to  the  conclusiveness  of  a  former  recovery,  or 
as  to  the  necessity  of  pleading  it,  see  the  title  "■Former  Recovery^''  etc., 
vol.  2,  pp.  657,  735. 

§  14.  Private  documents  or  writings.  Private  writings  and 
entries  may,  with  a  view  to  their  operation  in  evidence,  be  distin- 
guished into  those :  First.  To  which  the  person  against  whom  they 
are  offered  was  party  or  privy.  Second.  Entries  made  by  third  per- 
sons. And  they  may  be  considered,  first,  with  respect  to  their  nature, 
admissibility  and  effect  in  evidence ;  and,  secondly,  with  respect  to  the 
means  of  proof.  Documents  offered  in  evidence  against  one  who  was 
a  party  or  privy  to  them  are  either  under  seal  or  not  under  seal.  All 
documents  to  which  a  person  was  party  or  privy  are  in  general  admis- 
sible in  evidence  against  him,  since  they  operate  as  acknowledgments 
or  admissions  on  his  part,  or  that  of  another  through  whom  he  claims, 
that  the  facts  contained  in  them  are  true,  particularly  if  the  admission 
was  against  the  interest  of  the  party  so  making  it. 

AU  written  contracts  are  made  for  the  express  purpose  of  being 
afterward  used  as  evidence  of  the  contract ;  the  only  difference  between 
sealed  and  parol  contracts  in  this  respect  being  this  —  that  the  former 
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are  more  solemnly  authenticated,  and  not  so  easily  revoked.  So  essen- 
tial is  it  that  the  rights  of  men  should  be  evidenced  by  documents  of 
this  nature,  that  the  law  itself  requires,  in  many  instances,  the  evidences 
of  a  deed  to  notify  and  establish  the  particular  facts,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
conveyance  of  lands,  etc. ;  and  in  many  other  cases  a  written  contract 
or  memorandum  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  agreement,  as  in  the 
case  of  contracts  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  or  new 
promises  to  revive  debts  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  etc. 

As  a  general  rule,  an  admission  under  seal  is  conclusive  upon  the 
obligor,  and  estops  him  from  asserting  or  proving  to  the  contrary. 
Thus  if  the  condition  of  a  bond  recites  that  a  particular  suit  is  depend- 
ing in  a  particular  court,  the  obligor  is  estopped  from  saying  that  there 
is  no  such  suit  there.  So,  if  the  condition  of  a  bond  be  to  perform  the 
covenants  in  a  particular  indenture  or  instrument,  he  is  estopped  from 
saying  that  there  is  no  such  instrument,  etc. 

But,  although  where  a  distinct  statement  of  a  particular  fact  is  made 
in  the  recital  in  a  bond  or  other  instrument  under  seal,  and  a  contract 
is  made  with  reference  thereto,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  parties  bound 
by  that  deed  to  deny  the  recital  in  an  action  upon  it  between  them  • 
and  although  the  same  rule  may  apply  where  the  instrument  is  not 
under  seal,  yet  in  an  action  not  founded  on  the  instrument,  but  wholly 
collateral  to  it,  the  parties  are  not  so  bound,  even  in  an  action  between 
themselves,  but  may  show  the  circumstances  under  which  the  admission 
was  made,  in  order  to  prove  that  it  is  not  entitled  to  weight. 

Under  the  rules  of  pleading  established  by  the  Code,  matters  of  de- 
fense, by  way  of  estoppel,  must  be  pleaded. 

As  to  entries  by  third  persons  against  their  interest,  or  as  to  entries 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  or  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestm,  etc.,  and 
where  they  are  evidence  against  other  persons,  see  ante,  435,  436. 

§  15.  Subscribing  witness.  It  was  at  one  time  an  elementary 
principle,  that  the  execution  of  every  attested  instrument,  whether 
under  seal  or  not,  must  be  proved  by  the  subscribing  witness,  if  he 
could  be  produced,  and  was  capable  of  being  examined.  Jones  v.. 
Underwood,  28  Barb.  481 ;  Barber  v.  Terrell,  54  Ga.  146  ;  Kalmec 
V.  Gerrish,  7  Nev.  31 ;  Hodneth  v.  Smith,  2  Sweeny,  401 ;  S.  C,  41 
How.  190  ;  10  Abb.  (N.  S.)  86.  The  execution  of  a  sealed  agreement 
could  not  be  proved  by  the  evidence  of  one  of  the  parties  who  executed 
it,  if  there  was  a  subscribing  witness ;  Jones  v.  Underwood,  28  Barb^ 
481;  and  the  most  deliberate  acknowledgment  of  a  sealed  instrument, 
if  made  out  of  court,  was  not  sufficient  to  dispense  with  the  calling  of  a 
62 
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subscribing  witness,     t^ox  v.  Heil,  3  Johns.  477 ;  Sen/ry.  t.  Bishop,  2 
Wend.  575. 

But  an  admission  of  a  party  that  lie  executed  a  bill  of  exchange  or 
promissory  note  dispensed  with  the  necessity  of  calling  a  subscribing 
witness  thereto  %  HaU  v.  Phelps,  2  Johns.  451.  See  Palmer'  v.  Mcm- 
ning,  4  Benio,,  131 ;  Shamer  v.  JShle,,  16  Johns.  2^1 ;  Pentz  v.  Wint&t- 
iottom,  5  Denio,  51 ;  Giberton  v.  Ginochio-,  1  Hilt„  218.  And  when  an 
instrument  was  not  under  seal,  and  was  merely  collateral  evidence^  the 
production  of  the  subscribing  witness  was  unmecessary.  Mwrndle-  v. 
Allison,  34  N.  Y.  180,  184 ;  HaU  v.  Phelps,  2  Johns.  451.  The  same 
rule  applied  where  a  person,  present  at  the-  execution  of  an  instrument, 
but  not  then  called  as  an  attesting  witness,  subscribed  it,  as  such,  at  a 
time  subsequent  to  its  execution ;  Hanry  v.  Bishof^.  2  "Wend.  575 ; 
HollenhacTc  v.  P'lemi'ng,  6  Hill,  303,  305 ;  or  where  a  person  put  his 
name  to  the  instrument  as  an  attesting  witness  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  the  parties.  Sherwood  v.  Pratt,  63  Barbv.  137.  So 
where  a  party,  claiming  a  beneficial  interest  under  a  written  instru- 
ment, produced  it  at  the  trial,  under  notice  for  that  purpose,,  he  could 
not  insist  upon  proof  of  its  execution  by  the  subscribing  witness^  or  in 
any  other  manner,  if  the  interest  claimed  was  of  an  abiding  nature  and 
had  reference  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  action.  Belts  v.  Badger, 
12  Johns.  223 ;  Jackson  v.  Kinysley,  17  id.  157. 

The  rules  in  relation  to  proof  of  an  attested  instrument  have  lost 
much  of  their  importance  in  actions  pending  in  a  justice's  court.  The 
statute  now  provides  that  "  Except  in  the  case  of  written  instruments, 
to  the  validity  of  which  a  subscribing  mtness  or  subscribing  witnesses 
is  or  are  necessary,  whenever,  upon  the  trial  of  any  action,  civil  or 
criminal,  or  upon  the  hearing  of  any  judicial  proceeding,,  a  written 
instrument  is  offered  in  evidence,  to  which  there  is  a  subscribing  wit- 
ness, it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  call  such  subscribing  witness,  but  such 
instrument  may  be  proved  in  the  same  manner  as  it  might  be  pioved 
if  there  were  no  subscribing  witness  thereto."  Laws  of  18S3,  ehap. 
195. 

The  instruments,  to  the  validity  of  which  a  subscribing  witness  is 
necessary,  are  wills  and  codicils,  deeds  in  fee,  or  of  a  freehold  estate, 
including  powers  authorizing  the  execution  of  instruments  granting 
such  estates  contained  in  a  deed  or  will ;  and  except  in  the  case  of  wills 
and  codicils,  an  acknowledgment  by  a  party,  duly  certified,  dispenses 
with  the  necessity  of  a  subscribing  witness.  The  statute,  therefore, 
renders  it  unnecessary  to  call  a  subscribing  witness  except  to  prove 
the  execution  of  a  will  or  codicil,  or  of  an  unacknowledged  deed ;  a)id 
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the  cases  are  rare  in  which  either  wills  or  conveyances  of  land  are 
offered  in  evidence  in  a  justice's  court.  In-  the  exeeptioaal  eases  the 
decisions  rendered  before  the  enactment  of  the  statute  quoted  may  be 
of  value. 

Proof  of  the'  execution  of  an  instrument  by  a  subseribing  withes^ 
.  will  be  dispensed  with,  when  such  witness  is  dead,  or  incompetent  tc 
give  evidence  on  account-  of  insanity,  or  when  he  is  out  of  the  country, 
or  is  beyond  the  reach  of  a  subpoena  which  is  issued  by  the  court  in 
which  the  trial  is  had.  Co&k  v.  Husted^  12  Johns.  188;  Teall  v. 
Vam,  Wyck,  10  Barb.  37Y ;  People  .v.  Rowla/nd,  5  id.  449 ;  Hodnett 
V.  Smith,  41  How.  190 ;  S.  C,  2:  Sweeny,.  401 ;  BaUinger  v.  Davis, 
29  Iowa,  512. 

If  the  subscribing  witness  is.  out  of  the  reach  of  a-  subpcBnia,  but  his 
evidence  could  be  talcen  upon  a  commission,  the  party  is  not  required 
to  take  his  evidence  in  this  manner,  but  may  prove  the  instrument  in 
the  same  manner  as  though  there  were  no  subscribing  witness  to  it. 
Ghthb  V.  Edwmds,  2  Moo.,  &  R  300;  Teall  y.  VanWych,  10  Barb. 
377;  People  v.  Howlemdy  5  id.  449.  And  proof  of  the  handwrit- 
ing of  such  subscribing  witness  is  enough  in  such  a  case.  lb. 

In  like  manner  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  attesting  witnesses  may 
be  received,  when  they  cannot  be  found  after  strict  and  diligent  in- 
quiry. But  every  case  upon  this  subject  must  depend  upon  its  own 
pecuhar  circumstances.  The  search  miist  be  diligent,  and  made  in 
good  faith.  Diligent  inquiry  at  the  former  residence  of  the  witness, 
and  information  from  his  former  neighbors  as  to  his  removal  and  place 
of  settlement,  if  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  subpoena,  would  be  a  suffi- 
cient excuse,  because  no  party  could  reasonably  be  required  to  go  farther 
in  pursuit  of  a  witness  under  such  circumstances.  Van  Dyne  v.  Thayre, 
19  Wend.  162,  165.  Proof  that  the  subscribing  witness  himself  in- 
formed a  party  that  his  residence  was  out  of  the  State,  or  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  is  sufficient  evidence  to  dispense  with  his 
testimony.     People  v.  Bowlamd,  5  Barb.  449. 

Absence  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  process  of  the  court  is  suffi- 
cient; it  need  not  be  shown  that  he  is  out  of  the  State,  or  out  of  the 
country,  when  the  action  is  in  a  justice's  court,  if  he  is  beyond  tlie 
reach  of  a  justice's  subpoena.  MoPherson  v.  RaMone,  11  Wend. 
96 ;  Teall  v.  Van  Wyck,  10  Barb.  377. 

The  search  and  inquiry  for  a  siibscribing  witness  should  be  made 
in  proper  season ;  and  where  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  written 
contract,  on  which  the  plaintiff  sued,  were  the  sons  of  the  defendant, 
and  the  plaintiff  made  no  attempt  to  subpoena  them  until  the  day  be- 
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fore  the  trial,  although  such  defendant  and  his  sons  resided  sixteen  miles 
from  the  place  of  trial ;  this  was  held  not  to  be  sufficient  diligence  to 
dispense  with  the  subscribing  witnesses,  notwithstanding  it  appeared 
that  the  defendant  had  told  a  falsehood  to  the  subpoenaing  party,  as  to 
the  absence  of  the  witnesses.  Mills  v.  Twist,  8  Johns.  121.  Due 
diligence,  and  such  as  would  govern  a  prudent  man  in  a  sincere  search  . 
after  a  witness,  must  form  the  standard  in  these  cases.  Information 
derived  from  nobody  knows  whom,  or  belief  taken  up  upon  mere 
conjecture,  is  certainly  not  enough.  Van  Dyne  v.  Thayre,  19  Wend. 
162,  165. 

If  the  party  who  is  required  to  call  a  subscribing  witness,  is  guilty 
of  collusion  in  keeping  him  out  of  the  way,  he  will  have  to  make  a 
clear  case  before  the  attesting  witness  will  be  dispensed  with.  Glarh 
V.  Saunderson,  3  Binn.  195,  198 ;  Crosby  v.  Percy,  1  Taunt.  365. 
So,  on  the  other  hand,  where  it  is  shown  that  the  witness  is  kept  out 
of  the  way  by  the  party  against  whom  his  evidence  is  to  be  given,  this 
will  be  taken  into  the  account  in  determining  whether  the  witness  may 
be  dispensed  with.  Hill  v.  Phillips,  5  Carr.  &  Payne,  356.  And, 
where  a  plaintiff  made  diligent  efforts,  in  due  season,  to  subpoena  a 
subscribing  witness  who  was  a  son  of  the  defendant,  and  who  was 
kept  out  of  the  way  of  the  subpoena  by  the  defendant  or  his  family, 
the  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  prove  the  instrument  without  calling 
such  subscribing  witnesses.  lb  And  see  Burt  v.  Walker,  4  Barn.  & 
Aid.  697. 

An  instrument,  purporting  to  be  attested  by  a  subscribing  witness,  may 
be  proved  as  if  there  were  no  subscribing  witness,  where  the  name  of  a 
fictitious  witness  is  inserted  as  that  of  an  attesting  witness ;  or  where 
the  name  of  the  real  person  has  been  written  upon  the  instrument,  but 
not  by  himself  ;  or  where  the  person  who  has  put  his  name  as  attesting 
witness  did  so  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  parties ;  Sher- 
wood V.  Pratt,  63  Barb.  137 ;  or  where  the  attesting  witness,  on  being 
called,  denies  any  knowledge  of  its  execution.  In  such  case^  the  due 
execution  of  the  instrument  may  be  shown  by  proving  the  handwriting 
of  the  party,  or  by  his  admission,  etc.  So,  if  the  subscribing  witness 
fails  to  establish  the  due  execution  of  the  instrument,  the  party  calling 
him  may  establish  the  fact  by  other  evidence. 

If  the  witness  recognizes  his  signature,  and  says  that  he  has  no 
recollection  of  the  fact  that  it  was  executed  m  his  presence,  but  that, 
on  seeing  his  signature  to  it,  he  has  no  doubt  he  saw  it  executed,  this 
is  sufficient  proof  of  the  execution.  Hall  v.  Luther,  13  Wend  491; 
Crahtree  v.  Clar^,  7  Shep.B37. 


EVIDENCE,  493 

Handwriting. 


If  there  are  several  attesting  witnesses,  the  absence  of  all  must  be 
accounted  for  before  evidence  of  handwriting  can  be  given.  Jackson 
V.  Oager,  6  Cow.  383 ;  Jackson  v.  Ohristmian,  4  Wend.  2Y7.  But  when 
the  absence  of  all  the  attesting  witnesses  is  accounted  for,  it  will  be 
sufficient  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  them. 

If  there  are  several  subscribing  witnesses,  it  is  not  necessary  to  call 
more  than  one,  if  he  can  testify  to  sufficient  facts  to  make  the  proof ; 
but  if  he  cannot  prove  any  of  the  signatures  but  his  own,  the  other 
witnesses,  if  living,  and  competent  to  testify,  and  within  reach  of  a 
subpoena,  must  be  called,  or  their  absence  accounted  for.  Jackson  v. 
Le  Orange,  19  Johns.  386.  Before  the  execution  of  the  instrument  can 
be  established,  by  proving  the  signatures  of  the  subscribing  witnesses, 
their  absence  must  be  duly  accounted  for.  Where  this  is  done,  it  will 
be  sufficient  to  prove  the  signature  of  the  subscribing  witness  alone  ;  it 
is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  the  party.  People  v. 
Rowlamd,  5  Barb.  449  ;  SVuby  v.  Chamiplin,  4  Johns.  461 ;  Lush  v. 
Druse,  4  Wend.  313.  But,  where  proof  of  the  signature  of  the  party 
can  be  made,  it  is  always  best  to  establish  that,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
signature  of  the  attesting  witness.  Jackson  v.  Waldron,  13  Wend.  183, 
184,  197,  198. 

It  is  always  necessary  to  establish  the  identity  of  the  party,  and  to 
show  that  the  person  who  executed  the  instrument  is  the  party  to  the 
action,  or  the  person  to  be  charged.  Identity  of  name  will  generally 
he  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  party  to  the  action  is  the  same  person 
who  executed  the  instrument.  But,  if  it  is  a  long  time  since  the  signa- 
ture was  made,  or  if  the  name  is  a  very  common  one,  and  there  are 
several  persons  of  the  same  name  in  the  vicinity,  some  additional  evi- 
dence of  identity  must  be  given. 

Where  a  written  instrument  is  proved  by  establishing  the  handwrit- 
ing of  a  deceased  witness,  the  opposite  party  may  attack  the  character 
of  such  witness  in  the  same  manner  as  though  he  were  living,  and  had 
testified  at  the  trial.     Losee  v.  Losee,  2  Hill,  609,  612. 

§  16.  Handwriting.  The  simplest  and  most  obvious  proof  of  hand- 
writing is  the  testimony  of  a  witness,  who  saw  the  paper  or  signature 
actually  written.  But  a  great  variety  of  cases  must  continually  occur 
where  such  a  dii-ect  kind  of  evidence  cannot  possibly  be  procured.  The 
writing  may  be  secret  in  its  nature ;  or,  no  person  may  have  been 
present  at  the  time ;  or,  if  a  person  was  present,  he  may  be  dead  or 
unknown.  In  this  deficiency  of  positive  proof,  the  best  evidence  which 
the  nature  of  the  case  admits  is  the  information  of  witnesses  acquainted 
with  the  supposed  writer,  who,  from  seeing  him  write,  have  acquired 
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a  knowledge  of  his  handwriting ;  for,  in  every  person's  manner  of 
writing,  there  is  a  certain  distinct,  prevailing  character,  which  may  be 
discovered  by  observation,  and  when  once  known,  may  he  afterward 
applied  as  a  standard  to  try  any  other  specimen  of  writing  whose  genu- 
ineness is  disputed.  A  witness  may  therefore  be  a^ked,  whether  he  has 
seen  a  particular  person  write ;  and  if  he  answers  in  the  affirmative,  he 
may  further  be  asked  whether  he  believes  the  paper  in  dispute  to  be  in 
his  handwriting.  This  course  of  examination  involves  two  questions : 
First,  whether  the  supposed  writer  is  the  person  of  whom  the  witness 
speaks;  and  secondly,  if  he  is  the  person,  whether  he  wrote  the  paper 
in  dispute.  The  first  is  a  question  of  identity ;  the  second  a  question  of 
judgment  or  a  compaa-ison,  in  the  mind  of  the  witness,  between  the  gen- 
eral standard  and  the  writing  produced.  All  evidence  of  handwriting, 
except  when  the  witness  has  seen  the  document  actually  wiritten,  is  in 
its  nature  comparison.  It  is  the  belief  which  a  witness  entertains  upon 
comparing  the  writing  in  question  wMi  an  exemplar  in  his  mind, 
derived  from  some  previous  knowledge.  This  kind  of  «videnee,  like 
all  probable  evidence,  admits  of  every  possible  degree  from  the  lowest 
presumption  to  the  highest  moral  .certainty.  It  may  be  so  weak  as  to 
be  utterly  unsafe  to  act  Tipon ;  or  so  strong  as,  in  the  mind  of  any  rea- 
sonable man,  to  produce  conviotiam  The  witness  may  have  been  in  the 
constant  hajbit  of  seeing  the  person  write,,  day  after  day,  for  years 
together,  on  common  transactions,  and  in  the  course  of  impartant 
business.  On  the  other  hand,  it  may  be  found,  on  inquiry,  that  he  has 
seen  him  write  only  a  few  words,  many  yeaTs  ago,  or  perhaps  only  once ; 
or,  the  specimens  which  he  saw  may  have  been  slight  and  imperfeet, 
made  in  a  hurry,  at  distant  intervals,  or,  from  some  other  cause,  not  the 
fair  average  specimens  of  his  general  character  or  style  otf  writing,  but 
deviating  from  the  general  form ;  in  which  cases,  the  impression  on  the 
mind  of  the  witness  would  be  imperfeet,  faint  and  inaccurate.  But, 
whatever  degree  of  weight  his  testimony  may  deserve,  which  is  a  ques- 
tion exclusively  for  a  jury,  or  the  justice  sitting  in  their  place,  it  is  an 
estahlished  rule,  that  if  he  has  seen  the  person  write,  he  will  be  compe- 
tent to  speak  to  his  handwriting,  though  he  may  have  seen  him  write 
only  once.  Hammond  v.  yarian,  54  N.  T.  398 ;  Magee  v.  Osbmm, 
32  id.  -669. 

Another  method  of  acquiring  a  knowledge  of  handwriting  is  by 
means  of  a  written  correspondence.  If  a  witness  has  received  letters 
on  Buhjects  of  business,  which  can  be  proved  to  have  been  written  by 
a  pairticular  person,  or  letters  of  isuch  a  nature  as  makes  it  probable  itli at 
they  were  written  by  the  hand  from  which  they  profess  to  come,  he 
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may  be  admitted  to  speak  to  that  person's  handwriting.  Mammond  v. 
Va/rifm,  54  N.  Y.  398. 

It  is  tiniveraally  conceded  that  ^evidence  of  handwriting  may  be 
opinion  merely ;  and  it  is  as  universally  conceded  >that  a  witness  who 
has  either  seen  the  party  write,  or  who,  not  having  seen  him  write,  has 
received  letters  from  him  which  have  been  "acted  upon"  by  him  as 
genuine,  is  competent  to  give  an  opinion  as  to  his  handwriting.  And 
this  competency  isnotafiected  by -the  lack  of  frequency  of  observation, 
lihe  length  of  time  wbich  has  elapsed  since  the  writing  was  seen,  or  the 
alightness  of  the  correspondence,  although  *he  weight  of  the  opinion 
will  of  course  depend  mvtoh  upon  these  circumstances.  JUiles  v.  Loomis, 
75  N.  Y.  288. 

The  opinion  of  the  ordinary  witness  founded  only  upon  a  mental 
comparisom  Cft  the  disputed  writing  with  a  single  signature  seen  by 
him  twenty  years  before  would  be  nvoirth  little,  but  it  would  undoubt- 
edly foe  competeuit.  Miles  v.  Lo&mvs,  75  N.  Y.  :288  ;  Jackson  v.  Van 
Dextaen,  5  J(*hns.  144-;  Eagletcm  v.  Kingston,  8  Ves.  478. 

-If  the  identity  of  ifflie  Avriter  of  the  letters  is  estafbKshedjithe  wiitness 
who  received  them  will  fireqnently  be  able  to  .give  more  satisfactory 
evidence,  than  one  who  has  seen  Aat  person  m  the  act  of  writing  ;  for 
the  latter  may  have  seen  bim  write  buit  seldom.,  and  on  occasions  not 
calculated  to  excite  attention ;  while  the  otlDer  may  have  had  frequent 
opportunities  of  reperusing  the  letters,  and  the  letters  themselves 
having  been  written  on  subjects  of  business,  will  probably  have  more 
consistency,  and  ex'hibit  a  fairer  specimen  of  the  general  character  of 
handwriting.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  witness  should  have  been  a 
colrespondent  of  the  writer,  to  render  him  competent  to  speak  to  hand- 
writing, iif  he  has  seen  specimens  of  his  writing  upon  which  he  has 
acted,  and  which  the  writer  recognized  as  his,  in  the  course  of  business. 

In  tbe  cases  which  have  been  mentioned,  the  proof  of  handwriting 
is  founded  upon  a  knowledge  of  its  general  character.  The  witness  is 
supposed  to  have  formed  a  standard  in  his  mind,  and  with  that  stand- 
ard to  compare  the  writing  in  question. 

Formerly  a  witness  was  not  permitted  to  compare  writings  in  court, 
and  from  that  compariscm,  give  his  opinion  as  evidence  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  genuineness  of  the  signature  in  question  if  the  only  knowl- 
edge he  had  was  founded  upon  such  comparison  of  hands.  Wilson  v. 
KmMtmA,  5  Hill,  182 ;  People  v.  Speoner,  1  Denio,  343 ;  Boyh  v. 
Odl/rrum,  13  Barb.  42.  But  the  courts  have  in  their  later  dedsions 
shown  a  dispogition  to  relax  the  rule,  and  it  is  now  settled  beyond 
question  in  this  'Sta;te  that  vthen  the  -genuineness  of  a  signature  is  in 
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question  in  an  action  experts  in  handwriting  who  have  no  other  knowl- 
edge of  the  handwriting  of  the  person  whose  signature  the  one  in  ques- 
tion purports  to  be,  than  that  derived  by  a  comparison  in  court  of  such 
signature  with  other  signatures  of  the  person  to  instruments  proved 
and  properly  in  evidence,  are  competent  as  witnesses  to  give  their  opin- 
ion, derived  from  such  comparison,  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  dis- 
puted signature,  and  as  to  whether  it  appears  to  be  a  natural  or  simu- 
lated hand.  Miles  v.  Loomis,  75  N.  Y.  288  ;  Goodyear  v.  Vosburghj 
63  Barb.  154  ;  Johnson  v.  Hicks,  1  Lans.  160 ;  Hoe  v.  Boe,  8  Jones  & 
Sp.  1.  See  Hazleton  v.  Union  Bank,  32  "Wis.  34 ;  State  v.  Hastings, 
53  N.  Y.  452  ;  Benedict  v.  Hmt,  53  Ind.  381 ;  Bragg  v.  Oolwell,  19 
Ohio  St.  407 ;  Hynes  v.  McDermott,  82  IST.  Y.  41,  49. 

Where  a  signature  is  alleged  to  be  a  forgery,  the  defendant  cannot 
give  in  evidence  other  instruments  executed  by  him,  to  enable  the  jury 
to  compare  the  signatures  with  the  one  in  question.  Van  Wyck  v.  Mc- 
intosh, 14  N.  Y.  439  ;  Hoyt  v.  Stuart,  3  Bosw.  447.  And  if  a  wit- 
ness has  testified  to  the  genuineness  of  a  signature,  he  cannot,  on  cross- 
examination,  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  him,  be  shown  other 
signatures,  not  in  evidence,  nor  in  issue  in  the  case,  and  be  asked  if  they 
are  genuine,  with  a  view  to  contradicting  him,  if  he  is  mistaken  as  to 
the  genuineness  of  such  irrelevant  papers.  lb.  ;  Bank  of  the  Oommon- 
wealth  V.  Mudgett,  44  N.  Y.  514 ;  Randolph  v.  Loughlin,  48  id.  456  ; 
miis  V.  People,  21  How.  356. 

But  when  a  party  claiming  that  the-  instrument  upon  which  an  ac- 
tion is  brought  is  a  forgery,  at  the  request  of  the  adverse  party  writes 
his  name  in  open  court,  the  signature,  so  acquired,  may  be  put  in  evi- 
dence by  the  party  at  whose  instance  it  was  made,  for  the  purpose 
of  having  it  compared  by  the  court  or  jury  with  the  signature  in  con- 
troversy. Browner  v.  Loomis,  14  Hun,  341 ;  Chandler  v.  LeBa/rron, 
45  Me.  534  ;  Roe  v.  Roe,  8  Jones  &  Sp.  1  ;  Doe  v.  Wilson,  10  Moore's 
Priv.  Council  Cas.  202.  But  see  King  v.  Donahue,  110  Mass.  155. 

In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  it  is  well  settled  that  if 
a  paper  admitted  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  a  party,  or  subscribed  by 
him,  is  in  evidence  for  another  purpose,  the  signature  or  paper  in  ques- 
tion may  be  compared  with  it  by  the  jury.  Moor  v.  United  States,  91 
U.  S.  270  ;  United  States  v.  Chamherlin,  12  Blatchf.  390.  So  in  this 
State  it  held  that,  in  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  where  the  de- 
fense is  forgery,  a  comparison  of  the  handwriting  of  the  note  in  con- 
troversy with  other  genuine  writings  of  the  alleged  maker,  which  have 
been  introduced  in  evidence  in  the  cause,  is  allowable,  for  the  purpose 
of  aiding  the  jury  in  determining,  from  such  comparison,  whether  the 
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alleged  signature  is  genuine.  Dvhoise  v.  Baker,  30  N.  Y.  355  ;  affirm- 
ing S.  C,  40  Barb.  557 ;  Ellis  v.  People,  21  How.  356  ;  Van  Wych  v. 
Mcintosh,  14  N.  Y.  439,  442 ;  Doe  v.  Newton,  5  Ad.  &  El.  514. 

Before  the  statute  of  1880,  it  was  held  that  on  an  issue  as  to  the 
genuineness  of  a  signature,  other  papers  executed  by  the  defendant  and 
conceded  to  be  genuine,  but  which  were  not  properly  in  evidence  for 
other  purposes,  could  not  be  received  in  evidence  or  submitted  to  the 
jury  for  the  purpose  of  comparison  with  the  disputed  signature.  Ean- 
dolph  V.  Lmtghlin,  48  N.  Y.  456.  And  see  Hynes  v.  MoDermott, 
82  id.  41.  That  statute  provides  that  "  comparison  of  a  disputed 
writing,  with  any  writing  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  to  be 
genuine,  shall  be  permitted  to  be  made  by  witnesses  in  all  trials  and 
proceedings,  and  such  writings  and  the  evidence  of  witnesses  respect- 
ing the  same  may  be  submitted  to  the  court  arid  jury  as  evidence  of  the 
genuineness,  or  otherwise,  of  the  writing  in  dispute."  Laws  of  1880, 
chap.  36. 

A  witness  may  be  asked  on  the  trial  whether  a  promissory  note  was 
written  with  the  same  ink,  including  the  body  of  the  instrument  and 
the  signature  ;  or  whether  there  appears  to  be  an  erasure  on  the  note ; 
or  whether  the  erasure  was  made  before  or  after  the  body  of  the  note 
was  written ;  whether  either  of  the  edges  of  the  note  were  cut  edges, 
or  the  ordinary  foolscap  edges.  All  such  questions  are  proper,  because 
they  call  for  facts  which  are  apparent,  and  which  the  party  has  a  right 
to  prove,  if  material.  Dubois  v.  Baker,  40  Barb.  55Y ;  30  N.  Y.  355. 
The  proof  of  such  facts  is  not  proof  of  mere  matter  of  opinion.  lb. 
But  if  the  question,  whether  the  erasure  was  made  before  or  after  the 
body  of  the  note  was  written,  is  a  matter  of  opinion,  it  is  a  question 
upon  which  a  bank  cashier  is  entitled  to  give  an  opinion  as  an  expert. 
lb.  And  where  notes  and  receipts  of  a  party  are  in  evidence  for  other 
purposes  of  the  action,  and  conceded  to  be  genuine,  a  witness  who  is 
an  expert  may  state  in  what  respect  the  character  of  such  notes  and 
receipts  differ  from  the  handwriting  of  another  note,  whose  genu- 
ineness is  questioned.  lb. 

In  an  action  upon  a  bond,  where  there  is  any  competent  conflicting 
evidence  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  defendant's  signature,  the  plaint- 
iff is  entitled  to  have  the  case  go  to  the  jury,  whose  finding  upon  the 
question  will  be  conclusive.  Magee  v.  Osborn,  32  N.  Y.  669.  In  such 
a  case,  if  a  witness  swears  that  he  has  seen  the  defendant  write,  and 
that  he  believes  the  signature  to  the  bond  to  be  genuine,  this  is  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  require  the  case  to  be  given  to  the  jury.  lb. 

§  17.  Alteration  of  written  instruments.  The  law  strictly  guards 
63 
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the  rights  of  parties,  by  prohibiting  au  unauthorized  alteration  of  writ- 
ten instruments.  And,  if  either  of  the  parties  to  such  an  instrument 
makes  a  material  alteration  in  it  after  its  execution  and  delivery,  such 
alteration  will  render  the  instrument  void,  although  there  are  two  ex- 
ceptions to  the  rule :  one  is,  if  the  alteration  was  made  by  th^  consent 
of  the  other  party ;  and  the  other  is,  where  the  alteration  itself  is  an 
immaterial  one,  or  is  one  which  consists  in  merely  supplying  words, 
which  the  la^^  would  intend  in  the  absence  of  any  written  words. 
Erasures  or  alterations  are  sometimes  made  at  or  before  the  execution 
of  an  instrument ;  and  at  other  times  they  are  made  af  tprwaifd  by  eon- 
sent.  Where  such  an  altered  instrument  is  offered  in  evi4ence,  it  is 
sometimes  made  a  question  whether  any  explanation  must  be  made  by 
the  party  offering  it,  as  to  such  alteration,  before  it  can  be  given  in 
evidence.     The  cases  have  not  been  entirely  consistent  upon  this  point. 

It  has  been  held  that  when  a  paper  is  produced  by  a  party,  and  it 
appears  upon  its  face  to  have  been  altered  by  any  interlineation,  erasure^ 
or  blemish,  the  party  producing  it  ought  to  explain  this  appe^irance,  by 
showing  that  the  interlineation,  etc.,  was  made  at  or  before  the  execution 
of  the  instrument,  or  that  it  was  made  afterward  by  consent,  or  that 
it  was  made  by  a  stranger,  or  that  the  alteration  was  an  immaterial 
one,  or  that  it  was  accidentally  done,,  or  that  it  ■w^as  procured  to  be 
done  by  the  f ra^d  of  the  opposite  party.  In  this  State,  the,  p^rty  who 
produces  an  altered  instrument  is  generally  bound  to  explaiu  the  al- 
teration or  erasure,  if  it  is  ia  a  material,  point.  Jacksmk,  v.  Oshopn,  2 
"Wend.,  555  ;  Chappell  v.  Spencer,  23  Barb-  584.  And  this  is  especially 
the  rule  when  the  alteration  is  suspicious,  and  is  besneficial  to  the 
holder.  Tillou  v,  Glimion  &  Essex  Ins.  Co.,  Y  Barb.  564 ;  Adl^ev  Vi 
LedAiwrd/,  8  id.  514;  O'Donnell  v.  Harmon,  3  Daly,  424. 

An  alteration  in  the  date  of  a  promissory  note,  made  by  an  agent  of 
the  maker,  under  a  mistaken  supposition  that  he  had  authority  to  do 
so,  will  not  render  the  note  void,  where  there  is  no  evidence  of  a  fraudu- 
lent intent..      Van  Brunt  v.  Eoff,  35  Barb.  501,. 

In  an  action  upon  a  guaranty  indorsed  upon  the  back  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  prove  the  signature  to  such  guaranty, 
and  if  the  defendant  claims  that  he  is  a  mere  indprser,,  and  entitled  to 
the  rights  of  such  a  party,  he  must  prove  by  some  evidence  that  there 
was  no  guaranty  written  there  at  the  tinae  he  wrote  his  nairie  there,  for 
the  law  will  not  presume  that  the  guaranty  was  written  above  the 
name  without  proper  authpritji     Small  v.  Shan,,  1  Bosw-,  352. 

In  Maybee  v.  Sniffen,  2  E.  D.  Smith,.  1,  10,  the  rule  is  l^d  down 
thus,,  after  a  careful  review  of  the  c^^es, :    "  T|ie  instrument,  with  all 
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the  circumstances  of  its  history,  its  nature,  the  appearance  of  the  altera- 
tion, the  possible  or  probable  motives  to  the  alteration,  or  against  it, 
and  its  effect  upon  the  parties  respectively,  ought  to  be  submitted  to 
the  jury ;  and  the  ooviri  cannot  presume,  from  the  mere  fact  that  an 
alteration  appears  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  (whether  under  seal  or 
otherwise),  that  it  was  made  after  the  signing." 

The  law  does  not  require  that  an  instrument  shall  be  written  through- 
out with  the  same  colored  ink ;  and  the  fact  that  two  kinds  of  ink  of  dif- 
ferent colors  were  used  will  not  of  itself  be  sufficient  to  authorize  a 
court  to  exclude  the  paper  from  the  jury.  Smith  v.  McGowan,  3 
Barb,  404,  406.  So  if  there  is  an  erasure  of  one  name,  and  another 
is  written  upon  it,  that  of  itself  will  not  invalidate  the  instrument, 
though  such  circumstances  may  be  weighed  by  the  jury,  upon  the 
question  of  alteration,  etc.  lb. 

Where  a  paper  is  required  by  law  to  be  filed  in  some  office,  as  with 
the  county  clerk,  and  the  paper  is  so  filed  with  the  clerk,  and  is  pro- 
duced by  him  at  the  trial,  any  alteration  which,  may  appear  will  not  re- 
quire explanation,  since  the  clerk  will  not  be  presumed  to  have  done  it 
and  no  presumption  co.uld  be  indulged  against  the  party  because  it  was 
not  in  his  possession.  Dewy  v.  Mayor  of  New  YorTcy  35  Barb.  264.' 
If  words  are  erased,  it  will  be  sufficient  explanation  if  it  is  shown  that 
it  was  done  before  the  execution  of  the  instrument.  Newelt  v.  Salmons, 
22  Barb.  647. 

The  rules  as  to  alterations  of  vsrritten  instruments  are  the  same 
whether  applied  to  deeds  or  to  other  written  instruments.  If  such  an 
instrument  is  altered  or  destroyed  by  a  stranger  who  had  no  authority 
to  do  so,  the  rights  of  the  parties  will  not  be  affected  by  his  acts.  In 
such  cases  the.  existence  of  the  original  must  be  shown,  and  the  altera- 
tion or  destruction  will  authorize  proof,  as  in  the  case  of  a  lost  paper, 
if  that  kind  of  proof  is  necessary.  The  law  in  relation  to  the  alteration 
of  instruments,  either  by  consent,  without  authority,  has  already  been 
fully  discussed.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  679-694. 

§,  18.  Account  books.  Entries  which  are  made  in  books  of  account 
constitute  a  very  important  branch  of  the  rules  of  evidence.  The 
practice  of  receiving  books  of  account  in  evidence  has  been  long  es- 
tablished, both  in  this  State  and  in  the  other  States  of  the  Union.  And 
they  were  first  admitted  as  evidence,  too,  at  a  time  when  the  parties 
could  not  be  witnesses  in  the  action,  either  for  or  against  themselves. 
In  this  State,  at  that  time,  the  parties  were  not  permitted  to  add  any- 
thing to  the  value  of  the  books,  as  evidence,  by  swearing  to  the  truth 
of  their  contents,  though,  in  some  of  the  other  States,  such  an  oath  was 
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permitted.  Books  of  account  are  clearly  evidence  which  is  manufac- 
tured by  the  party,  and  for  his  own  convenience  and  interest.  They 
have,  therefore,  always  been  received  in  evidence  with  caution,  and 
subject  to  several  important  qualifications. 

It  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  rules  in  relation  to  the  ad- 
mission of  books  of  account  as  evidence  were  established  long  before 
parties  to  an  action  were  allowed  to  be  witnesses.  And  those  rules 
which  were  thus  established  remain  entirely  unchanged  by  the  Code, 
which  permits  parties  to  be  witnesses.  Tomlinson  v.  Borst,  30  Barb. 
42;  Stroud  v.  Tilton,  3  Keyes,  139  ;  Swain  v.  Cheney,  41  N.  H.  232; 
Jackson  v.  Evans,  8  Mich.  476.  And,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  a, 
party  may  be  a  witness  in  his  own  favor,  and  may  thus  be  able  to  es- 
tablish his  case  by  common-law  proof,  yet  he  is  not  obliged  to  do  so, 
but  may  introduce  his  books  of  account  as  evidence,  as  formerly,  pro- 
Added  he  makes  proper  preliminary  proofs  to  authorize  their  reception. 
Tomlmson  v.  Borst,  30  Barb.  42. 

The  leading  case  in  this  State,  in  relation  to  the  admissibility  of  books 
of  account,  as  evidence,  is  Yosburgh  v.  Thayer,  12  Johns.  461,  de- 
cided in  the  year  1815.  In  that  case  it  was  established  that  such  books 
could  be  received  as  evidence,  if  the  owner  of  the  book  proved  the  fol- 
lowing facts : 

1.  That  the  party  had  no  clerk. 

2.  That  some  of  the  articles  charged  had  been  delivered.  - 

3.  That  the  books  produced  are  the  account  books  of  the  party. 

4.  He  must  prove  that  he  keeps  fair  and  honest  accounts,  and  this  proof 
must  be  made  by  those  persons  who  have  dealt  with  him  and  have 
settled  from  those  books. 

The  rule  which  requires  proof  that  a  party  had  no  clerk  has  not 
been  maintained  to  the  fullest  extent ;  and  it  is  questionable  whether 
the  rule  itself  is  not  considerably  shaken.  At  any  rate,  it  must  appear 
that  there  was  a  person  employed  by  the  owner  of  the  books,  who  was 
really  a  clerk  in  the  proper  sense  of  that  term.  A  clerk,  in  the  ordi- 
nary acceptation  of  the  term,  when  applied  to  the  business  of  merchan- 
dising, or  trade  and  commerce,  or  as  employed  by  the  court,  in  the  case 
of  Yosburgh  v.  Thayer,  means  a  person  who  is  employed  as  an  assistant 
in  a  shop  or  store,  for  the  purpose  of  selling  goods  and  keeping  the 
books  of  account  of  his  employer.  A  person  who  is  employed  as  a 
foreman  in  a  business  where  several  assistants  are  also  employed,  but 
who  never  made  any  entries  in  the  books  of  the  party,  is  not  a  clerk, 
within  the  meaning  of  this  rule,  although  as  foreman  he  may  have  de- 
livered to  the  other  party  many  of  the  articles  charged  against  him  in 
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such  books.  Sickles  v.  Mather,  20  "Wend.  72.  The  reason  why  proof 
was  required  that  the  party  kept  no  clerk  was  to  prevent  a  resort  to 
such  evidence  as  books  of  account,  until  it  was  shown  that  the  party  had 
no  common-law  proof  of  the  sales.  But  the  case  just  cited  was  one  in 
which  the  foreman  was  certainly  a  competent  witness,  who  could  have 
proved  the  delivery  of  nearly  or  quite  all  the  articles  charged  on  the 
books,  and  yet  the  court  did  not  require  his  production  as  a  witness, 
because  he  was  not  properly  a  clerk  within  the  ordinary  signification  of 
the  term.  He  was,  however,  a  competent  witness,  who  could  have 
given  common-law  proof  of  the  sales  of  the  property  claimed  to  have 
been  sold.  That  case  shows,  therefore,  that  the  books  of  a  party  will 
not  be  rejected,  merely  because  he  may  happen  to  be  able  to  prove 
his  case  by  common-law  evidence.  So,  too,  the  case  of  Tomlinson  v. 
Borst,  which  has  been  cited,  also  shows  that  books  of  account  are  not 
to  be  rejected,  because  the  party  is  himself  a  competent  witness.  These 
two  cases,  therefore,  establish  the  mere  existence  of  common-law  proof 
of  the  sale  of  property  charged  in  books  of  account,  does  not  require 
the  production  of  such  witnesses  to  authorize  the  admission  of  the 
book  in  evidence  ;  nor  does  their  non-production  render  the  books  in- 
admissible. And  the  rule  as  it  now  stands,  if  it  is  to  be  enforced  by 
the  courts,  merely  requires  proof  that  the  person  offering  the  books  had 
no  clerk,  as  that  term  has  been  already  defined.  See  MoGoldrioh  v- 
Tra/phagen,  88  N.  Y.  337. 

The  original  rule  required  that  proof  must  be  given  that  the  party 
had  no  clerk,  and  that  qualification  has  not  been  expressly  overruled, 
and  therefore  it  is  best  to  observe  it  in  practice,  notwithstanding  it  is 
evident  that  the  reason  of  the  rule  has  been  disregarded,  by  allowing 
such  books  as  evidence,  without  calling  a  party,  or  his  foreman  or 
agent,  if  he  is  not  strictly  a  clerk.     See  Jackson  v.  Evans,  8  Mich.  479. 

Books  of  account  are  admissible  in  evidence  on  the  usual  prelimi- 
nary proof,  though  the  entries  were  made  by  a  deceased  clerk,  if  they 
are  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  party.  Stroud  v.  Tilton,  3  Keyes,  139; 
Bland  v.  Warren,  65  N.  0.  372.  Entries  by  deceased  persons,  made 
in  the  due  course  of  business  and  pursuant  to  their  ordinary  duties,  are 
admissible  in  evidence.  State  v.  Phair,  48  Vt.  366. 

In  Gould  V.  Gonuaay,  69  Barb.  360,  it  was  said  by  Johnson,  J. : 
"  There  is  no  case  or  rule  of  evidence  which  holds  that  the  books  of 
account  of  a  party  are  proper  evidence  to  prove  an  indebtedness  against 
another,  where  such  books  have  not  been  kept  by  the  party  himself, 
but  have  been  kept  by  a  clerk  employed  by  him."  See  Waggeman  v. 
Peters,  22  III.  42. 
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Must  be  matter  of  book  acconnt.  Notwithstanding  books  of  ac- 
count are  admitted  as  evidence,  they  are  not  competent  evidence  upon 
every  subject  for  which  a  party  might  desire  to  use  them. 

A  most  important  rule,  in  relation  to  such  books,  is,  that  the  charges 
contained  in  them  must  relate  to  such  things  as  are  a  matter  of  book 
account,  or  they  are  not  competent  evidence.  To  aid  trade  and  com- 
merce was  the  object  in  view  when  such  books  were  allowed  to  be  used 
as  evidence.  And  this  object  ought,  therefore,  to  be  kept  constantly 
in  view,  whenever  a  question  arises  as  to  the  admissibility  of  books  of 
account,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  indebtedness  of  a  party  charged. 
The  sale  of  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  may  be  proved  by  such 
books ;  but  they  are  not  competent  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  prov- 
ing a  loan  of  money ;  Low  v.  Payne,  4  N.  Y.  247 ;  Case  v.  Potter,  8 
Johns.  211 ;  Vosburgh  v.  Thayer,  12  id.  461 ;  nor  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  the  payment  of  money.  Irvme  v.  WorUndyhe,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  3Y4,  3Y6. 

This  rule  excluding  books  of  account  -as  evidence  of  a  loan  or  pay- 
ment of  money  may  be  subject  to  modification  when  it  is  shown  that 
the  person  offering  the  books  in  evidence  is  engaged  in  a  business  jus- 
tifying charges  for  money  loaned  or  money  paid,  as  for  example,  wher 
he  is  engaged  in  the  business  of  banking  or  receiving  money  on  de 
posit  and  paying  it  out.  Cummins  v.  Hull,  35  Iowa,  253 ;  Veiths  v. 
Hagge,  8  Clarke  (Iowa),  163 ;  Young  v.  Jones,  id.  219.  In  that  case  the 
party  must  show  that  he  is  engaged  in  business  justifying  such  charges, 
lb. 

There  are,  also,  numerous  other  cases  in  which  one  party  may  have 
a  legal  claim  against  another,  but  the  existence  of  which  cannot  be  es- 
tablished by  means  of  books  of  account  as  evidence.  And,  therefore, 
such  books  are  not  competent  evidence  to  prove  the  existence  of  a 
party's  claim  in  such  instances  as  the  following :  Entries  in  books  of 
account  are  not  legal  evidence  to  establish  a  claim  made  by  one  town 
against  another  for  keeping  a  pauper,  when  the  claim  is  founded  on  the 
mere  fact  that  the  latter  town  is  legally  chargeable  with  the  mainte- 
nance of  such  pauper,  and  no  contract  is  proved  between  such  towns. 
But  a  book  containing  an  account  of  the  expenditures  of  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  is  admissible  in  evidence,  in  favor  of  the  town,  to  prove 
the  fact  of  such  expenditures,  where  the  overseer  is  required  by  statute 
to  keep  «uch  account.  Odbot  v.  Walden,  46  Vt.  11.  A  cause  of  ac- 
tion arising  out  of  tort  is  not  a  matter  of  book  account.  Plans  of  an 
architect  for  the  alteration  or  erection  of  a  building  are  not  matters 
properly  chargeable  in  a  book  account.  Sloan  v.  Grvmshaw,  4  Houst. 
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(Del.)  326.  But  charges  for  sawirtg  lumber  are.  {Jonoway  v.  Spioer,  6 
Harr .  (Del.)  425.  A  claim  arising  m^oA  a  bond,  a  bill  of  excllange, 
or  a  promissory  note,  or  an  indebtedness  arisihg  upon  a  special  con- 
tract, is  not  a  matter  of  book  account.  Nor  can  a  party  establish  a 
bailment,  or  an  agency  in  that  manner.  And  so  a  special  agreement 
to  pay  interest,  or  in  relation  to  a  mistake  made  in  a  previous  settle- 
ment, or  special  damages  arising  on  account  of  the  breach  of  a  special 
contract  are  not  a  matter  of  account.  And  so  of  a  claim  against  a 
person  who  is  liable  as  a  guarantor  f br  the  liabilities  of  a  third  persoh 
who  was  primarily  liable ;  or  of  a  claim  for  rent,  or  for  the  use  and  oc- 
cupation of  real  estate. 

The  foregoing  instances  are  sufficient  to  show  the  nature  of  the 
claims  which  are  not  properly  matter^  of  book  account. 

Where  a  person  deposits  money  in  a  bank,  and  the  proper  officers  of 
such  bank  make  entries  of  that  fact  in  the  bank  books,  and  also  in  the 
pass  book  of  such  depositor,  such  entries  will  be  evidence  in  favor  of 
the  depositor,  as  against  the  bank.  J&rmam,  v.  Denniston,  6  N.  Y. 
276.  Arid  if  such  depositor  makes  or  indorses  a  note,  payable  at  such 
bank,  while  the  deposit  remains  there,  and  the  bank  officers  make  en- 
tries in  the  bank  books  which  show  such  note  paid,  such  entries  will  be 
competent  evidence  of  payment,  in  favor  of  the  depositor,  in  any  suit 
which  may  be  subsequently  brought  upon  such  note,  by  any  person  Vho 
has  purchased  the  same  after  it  became  due.  lb.  In  the  absence  of  any 
proof  to  the  contrary,  or  of  su9J)icion  as  to  the  time  of  making  the  en-, 
tries,  they  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  at  the  time  they  bear 
date.  lb. 

The  books  of  account  of  a  bank,  however,  are  not  evidence,  of  them- 
selves, as  against  its  depositors  or  customers,  as  to  fhe  facts  contained 
in  such  booksj  if  there  is  no  evidence  given  by  the*  bank  to  show  the 
truth  of  the  entries  made.      White  y.  Artibler^  8  N".  Y.  170. 

Books  of  a  bank,  not  kept  by  either  party  to  an  action,  nor  relating 
to  transactions  between  them,  'but  referring  only  to  transactions  be- 
tween the  defendant  and  the  bank,  cannot  be  used  as  evidetiee  to  show 
the  amount  of  paiper  which  has  been  discounted  by  the  bank  for  the 
defendant,  and  the  number  of  notes  discounted  and  renewed.  JPer- 
rine  v.  Hatchhis^  58  Barb.  77. 

Entries  in  partnership  books  are  not  evidence  for  one  partner  against 
another  on  an  accounting  between  them:,  unless  it  aptpears,  or  may  be 
presumed,  that  the  latter  not  only  had  access  to  the  books,  but  actually 
inspected  them.  Ta^lcyr  v.  Herriimg^  10  Bosw.  447  ;  Adams  v.  Funh, 
53  111.  219.     Where  the  defendant  was  a  mere  dormant  partner,  who 
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took  no  part  in  conducting  the  business  except  to  give  his  notes  for  its 
liabilities,  and  merely  visited  the  place  of  business  occasionally,  and 
there  was  no  evidence  that  he  ever  looked  at  any  of  the  books,  it  was 
held  that  the  entries  in  the  books  were  not  admissible  against  him  in 
favor  of  his  partner.  Such  entries,  made  by  a  book-keeper  employed 
by  the  partnership,  are  not  admissible,  on  the  ground  of  their  being 
made  by  a  neutral  agent,  unless  it  is  shown  that  the  book-keeper  was 
authorized  by  them  to  determine  with  what,  sums  each  should  be 
charged.  Entries  in  partnership  books  are  prima  facie  evidence  in 
favor  of  one  partner  as  against  another  partner  who  had  access  to  them, 
and  an  opportunity  to  inspect  them,  notwithstanding  he  may  have 
omitted  to  do  so.  Taylor  v.  Herring,  10  Bosw.  447 ;  Fairohild  v. 
Fairchild,  64  JST.  Y.  471.  See  TopUff  v.  Jackson,  12  Gray  (Mass.), 
565.  Book  entries  made  by  one  of  several  partners  are  evidence  against 
them  all  after  a  dissolution.      Walden  v.  Sherbov/rne,  15  Johns.  409. 

After  a  physician  has  proved  an  employment  professionally,  the  en. 
tries,  in  his  books  of  account,  of  the  visits  made  have  always  been  re- 
ceived to  show  the  number  of  visits.  Clarke  v.  8rmth,  46  Barb.  30. 
Such  book  is  evidence  of  nothing  else,  and  for  this  purpose  it  has  not 
been  considered  necessary,  as  in  other  cases,  where  books  are  admitted 
in  evidence,  to  prove  that  he  keeps  correct  books,  or  that  others  have 
settled  by  them.  Id.  32,  per  Ingeaham,  J.  An  objection  that  the  al- 
teration of  the  law,  by  admitting  parties  as  witnesses,  has  rendered 
books  of  account  unnecessary,  as  evidence,  even  though  allowed  in 
other  cases,  would  not  apply  in  a  case  where  the  other  party  is  dead, 
because  in  that  case  he  could  not  testify.  lb.  On  the  other  hand  the 
courts  have  held  that  the  diary  in  which  a  physician  has  entered  his 
visits  is  not  admissible  as  evidence  in  his  favor  unless  he  first  proves 
that  the  entries  wer«  mad&  by  him,  that  he  keeps  correct  books,  and 
that  others  have  settled  with  him  on  the  strength  of  the  entries  therein 
contained.     Knight  v.  Chimmington,  6  Hun,  100. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  a  person's  books  may  be  evidence  against 
him  as  containing  his  written  admissions,  while  they  are  not  evidence 
as  against  the  adverse  party.      Ward  v.  Leitch,  30  Md.  326. 

Not  evidence  of  a  single  charge.  Books  of  accounts  are  not  com- 
petent evidence  in  any  case  where  there  is  but  one  single  claim  or 
charge.  The  object  of  allowing  books  as  evidence  was  to  meet  the  case 
of  furnishing  evidence  of  numerous  transactions.  So,  again,  the  rule 
which  requires  proof  of  the  delivery  of  some  of  the  items  charged  could 
not  be  complied  with  except  by  proving  the  single  item  claimed.  The 
rule  is  the  same  although  there  may  have  been  several  articles  sold,  if 
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there  was  but  one  single  transaction  by  way  of  sale.  If  that  is  the  only 
dealing  between  the  parties,  books  of  account  are  not  competent  evi- 
dence to  prove  such  sale.  Corning  v.  Ashley,  4  Denio,  354.  But 
while  a  tradesman's  books  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  a  single 
item,  they  have  been  admitted  to  prove  one  charge  for  a  lot  of  goods 
purchased  on  different   days.     Le   Franc  v.  Hewitt,  7  Oal.  186. 

Must  prove  some  of  the  items  charged.  The  courts  have  inflexi- 
bly required  an  observance  of  this  rule,  by  requiring  proof  that  there 
was  a  delivery  of  some  of  the  goods  claimed  to  have  been  sold  and 
delivered,  or  of  the  rendition  of  some  of  the  services  charged.  It  is  not 
sufficient  to  prove  that  some  goods  have  been  sold  and  delivered,  or  that 
some  services  have  been  rendered.  The  law  requires  proof  that  some 
of  the  items  charged  have  been  delivered,  or  that  some  of  the  services 
charged  have  been  rendered.  See  Foster  v.  Qoleman,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  85  ; 
Vosburgh  v.  Thayer,  12  Johns.  461;  TomlinsonY.  Borst,  30  Barb. 
42;  Burhe  v.  Wolfe,  6  Jones  &  Sp.  263. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  a  physician,  claimed  to  recover  for  professional 
services  rendered  "  in  April,  1851,  and  continuing  to  1853,"  and  the 
only  proof  of  his  services  was  that  he  attended  the  defendant's  family, 
as  a  physician  once  in  the  year  1849,  it  was  held  that  the  proof  was 
insufficient  to  prove  any  item  in  the  account  sued  upon.  Morrill  v. 
Whitehead,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  239. 

But  after  a  physician  has  proved  an  employment  professionally,  the 
entries  in  his  books  of  account  or  diaries,  in  which  all  his  visits  are  en- 
tered, are  evidence  to  show  the  number  of  visits  made.  Clarke  v. 
Smith,  46  Barb.  30.  And  see  Knight  v.  Oummington,  6  Hun,  100.  So, 
in  an  action  to  recover  upon  an  account  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
there  must  be  proof  of  a  delivery  of  some  of  the  items  charged  in  the 
account.     Conklin  v.  Stamler,  8  Abb.  395 ;  S.  C,  2  Hilt.  422. 

This  rule,  however,  does  not  require  a  party  to  prove  the  largest 
possible  number  of  items  of  his  account ;  and  where  a  mechanic  sued  to 
recover  for  services  rendered,  and  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  it  was 
held  that  proof  of  two  of  the  items  charged  was  sufficient  to  render  the 
books  competent  as  evidence.  Linnell  v.  Sutherland,  11  Wend.  568. 
It  is  always  prudent  to  prove  such  a  number  of  items  as  show  that  there 
is  a  regular  course  of  dealing  between  the  parties,  if  such  evidence  is 
conveniently  attainable.  And  the  greater  the  number  of  items  proved 
the  more  satisfactory  will  the  evidence  be  that  the  account  books  are 
correct. 

In  proving  the  fairness  of  the  books,  by  those  who  have  dealt  with 
their  owner,  it  must  appear  that  the  settlement  related  to  accounts  which 
64 
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were  kept  during  the  period  embraced  in  the  account  between  the 
litigating  parties,  Or,  at  all  events,  to  suCh  accounts  as  existed  before 
the  coinmeneement  of  the  action  in  which  the  books  af-e  offered.  Fos- 
ter V.  OoUmm,,  1  E.  D.  Simith,  85.  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
settlement  should  have  bteen  made  before  the  commencement  of  such 
action  ;  it  vUlX  be  sufficient  if  the  settlement  was  made  at  any  time  be- 
fore the  trial.  lb. 

Manner  of  keeping  books.  The  law  does  not  require  that  books 
of  account  should  be  kept  in  strict  accordance  with  the  most  apjiroved 
system  of  book-keeping.  Public  convenience  and  the  attainment  of 
justice  are  the  gfeat  objects  desited.  Still,  there  are  some  rules  which 
ought  to  be  observed  for  the  purpose  of  securing  those  very  objects. 
The  entries  of  charges  ought  to  be  made  ill  those  books  of  the  party 
which  are  employed  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  entering  his  daily  and 
usual  accounts  with  such  persons  as  deal  with  him.  And  they  oUght  to  . 
be  made  in  conformity  to  the  prevalent  manner  of  keeping  his  books. 

In  some  of  the  other  States  of  the  Union,  it  has  been  held  that  if  the 
accounts  stand  insulated,  as  on  the  front  leaf  of  the  book,  and  not  fall- 
ing into  regular  order  with  other  chafges,  or  if  they  ai'e  kept  on  sepa- 
rate sheets  of  paper  when  the  party  has  books  of  account,  they  will  be 
rejected. 

In  this  State  there  are  no  reported  cases  up5n  such  questiotis.  Of 
course  all  entries  must  be  made  in  those  books  which  the  party  keeps 
as  his  account  books,  or  they  will  not  be  evidence.  But,  in  tlie  very 
nature  of  things,  there  must  be  very  many  informal  bobks  which  are 
kept  with  the  Strictest  integrity,  and  yet  with  all  the  skill  which  the 
owner  of  the  book  possesses.  Bboks  of  accounts  ought  rarely,  if  ever, 
to  be  rejected  merely  on  account  of  defects  of  form,  if  they  cotnply 
with  the  substantial  requirements  of  the  law.  The  principal  point  for 
consideration  is,  whether  the  party  made  the  entries  with  honest  inten- 
tions, and  according  to  the  facts  as  they  actually  transpired.  And, 
though  books  informally  kept  are  not  to  be  commended  as  examples 
for  imitation,  yet,  it  will  be  found  that  dishonest  charges  may  be  dis- 
covered in  bboks  which  are  kept  with  admirable  skill,  neatness  and 
method. 

The  truth  is,  books  may  be  worthy  of  the  most  implicit  tioufldence, 
although  very  informally  kept.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  thdre  may  be 
the  grossest  frauds,  and  the  most  unjust  claims,  found  in  bdoks  which 
are  kept  in  strict  conformity  to  the  rules  which' the  law  prescribes.  It 
IB  alwaiys  "proper  to  Tindcrstand  the  requiretoents  of  the  law  in  relation 
to  books  of  account,  and  to  apply  those  legal  rules  in  such  a  manner  as 
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to  advance  the  interests  of  justicie  as  well  as  those  of  trade  and  com- 
merce. 

The  prestimption  of  law  is  in  favor  of  honesty  and  fair  dealing,  and, 
therefore,  there  is  a  fair  presumption  that  books  are  honestly  kept,  if 
there  is  nothing  in  their  appearance  or  in  the  evidence  in  the  case  which 
destroys  that  presumption.  But,  if  they  are  not  kept  in  conformity 
with  the  rules  which  the  law  prescribes,  or  if  it  is  shown  that  they  are 
false  and  fraudulent,  they  will  not  be  regarded  as  of  any  value  as  evi- 
dence. 

The  rules  of  exclusion  are  quite  limited  in  number,  if  the  prerequisites 
are  proved,  which  entitles  books  to  be  read  in  evidence.  And  many 
of  the  rules  laid  down,  together  with  the  cases  cited,  relate  to  the  credit 
which  ought  to  be  given  to  tliis  kind  of  evidence,  rather  than  to  its 
admissibility  as  e^ddence  for  the  consideration  of  a  court  or  jury. 

CommoQ  to  all  classes  of  business.  As  the  principle  which  admits 
books  of  account  is  the  convenience  of  society,  so  the  rule  will  extend 
to  all  persons  who  fall  within  the  reasons  for  establishing  the  principle. 
And,  therefore,  books  of  account  are  competent  evidence  in  favor  of 
all  persons  whose  business  requires  the  keeping  of  books.  Indeed  it 
would  be  difficult  to  determine  many  oases  against  the  employment  of 
such  books,  upon  the  principle  that  the  person  keeping  them  was  not 
entitled  to  use  such  books  in  the  way  of  keeping  an  account  of  his  busi- 
ness transactions,  provided  he  is.  engaged  in  any  of  the  usual  avocations 
of  life,  in  the  way  of  trade  or  commerce.  Such  books  are  common  to 
the  merchant,  the  manufacturer,  the  mechanic,  the  professional  man, 
the  farmer,  the  day-laborer,  and  to  numerous  other  classes  of  citizens- 
Foster  v.  Coleman^  1  E.  D.  Smith,  85,  89  ;  Siokles  v.  Mather,  20 
Wend.  72,  75 ;  Burleson  v.  Goodman,  32  Texas,  229 ;  LandM  v. 
Turner,  14  Cal.  573.  The  principal  charges  contained  in  such  books 
usually  relate  to  the  sales  of  property,  or  to  the  rendition  of  services. 
When  the  charges  relate  to  the  sale  of  property,  it  must  be  upon  a  sale 
of  personal  property,  for  a  charge  founded  upon  a  sale  of  real  estate 
would  not  be  a  matter  of  book  account.  The  right  to  make  the  charges 
may  arise  upon  an  express  contract  between  the  parties,  or,  in  some 
cases,  it  may  arise  by  implication  of  law.  If  a  person  purchases  articles 
upon  credit,  and  requests  that  they  shall  be  charged  to  his  account ;  or, 
if  he  obtains  them  in  person,  or  by  his  agent,  without  paying  for  them, 
he  authorizes  the  vendor  to  charge  them  in  account. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  the  right  to  charge  must  exist  at  the  time 
of  the  delivery  of  the  property  ;  and  the  right  must  be  certain  and  ab- 
solute, and  not  an  uncertain  right,  dependent   upon  some  contingency 
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for  its  validity.  A  contingent  or  conditional  claim  may  be  valid,  if  it 
Bubsequently  becomes  an  absolute  one ;  but  that  fact  does  not  render 
it  a  proper  item  of  charge,  as  a  matter  of  book  account.  Chai'ges  are 
frequently  and  commonly  made  for  services  rendered.  A.nd  the  ser- 
vices rendered  by  an  attorney  or  counselor  at  law,  or  of  a  physician  or 
surgeon,  are  proper  items  of  book  account.  So  of  services  rendered 
by  the  infant  son  of  the  plaintiff,  or  by  his  apprentice  or  hired  servant. 
So  of  charges  by  a  postmaster  for  postage  due,  or  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace  for  his  fees.  So  of  charges  for  work  done  by  the  month,  at  a 
fixed  price,  and  payable  at  a  future  day  ;  or  for  services  rendered  in 
making  betterments  on  the  defendant's  land,  if  done  at  his  request ;  or 
for  repairs  done  to  a  vessel ;  or  for  the  use  of  horses  and  carriages 
furnished  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request.  Some  of  the 
items  above  specified  carry  the  rule  as  to  the  nature  of  the  claims  which 
may  be  made  a  subject  of  book  account  to  its  extreme  extent,  and 
perhaps  extend  it  beyond  the  rule  adopted  in  this  State. 

Several  instances  in  which  claims  are  not  regarded  proper  subjects 
of  book  account  have  already  been  noticed.  Ante,  502,  503. 

The  true  distinction  between  items  properly  chargeable  as  a  matter 
of  account  and  those  which  are  not  so  is,  to  ascertain  whether  the 
demand  is  one  which  arises  in  the  usual  course  of  trade  or  commerce, 
or  whether  it  is  a  special  and  independent  transaction,  not  in  the  or- 
dinary course  of  trade  or  commercial  dealings.  It  ought  to  be  such 
as  shows  a  course  of  dealing  as  distinguished  from  separate  and  single 
transactions ;  for  one  of  the  reasons  assigned  for  allowuig  books  as 
evidence  at  all  is,  that  the  course  of  dealing  on  credit  shows  the  confi- 
dence of  the  debtor  in  his  creditor  by  permitting  him  to  make  charges. 
Work,  labor  or  services  ought,  as  a  general  rule,  to  be  executed  before 
they  are  chargeable  as  items  of  account. 

Entries,  by  whom  made.  The  entries  ought  to  be  made  by  the 
party  himself ;  but  it  is  not  indispensable  that  it  should  be  done 
by  the  hand  of  the  party  owning  the  books.  He  may  employ  an 
agent  to  do  his  writing,  if  he  cannot  write.  And,  in  such  a  case,  the 
entries  will  be  made  by  himself  as  legally  as  though  he  had  made 
them  with  his  own  hand.  Books  containing  entries  made  in  this 
manner  will  not  be  rejected  in  this  State,  merely  because  there  is  at- 
tainable common- law  proof  of  the  charges,  amie,  500 ;  unless  the  per- 
son making  such  entries  is  strictly  a  clerk,  in  which  case  it  would  be 
advisable  to  call  him  as  a  witness. 

No  clerk.  One  of  the  prerequisites  to  be  established,  before  books 
can  be  received  as  evidence,  is,  that  the  party  keeps  no  clerk.     This 
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fact  may  be  proved  by  the  party  himself ;  or,  it  may  be  substantiated  by 
any  one  who  knows  that  fact.  Any  member  of  the  family,  or  any  near 
neighbor  or  intimate  acqiiaintance,  or  in  short,  any  person  who  is 
familiar  with  the  mode  in  which  the  party  transacts  his  business  in  its 
daily  movements,  may  show  that  no  clerk  is  employed  about  it.  A 
mere  foreman,  who  delivers  goods,  is  not  a  clerk,  within  the  meaning  of 
this  rule.  Sickles  v.  Mather,  20  Wend.  72.  And  the  rule  is  the  same, 
even  though  such  foreman  makes  an  entry  upon  a  slate,  of  the  sales 
which  he  makes,  and  the  owner  of  the  books  subsequently  transcribes 
them  into  his  day  books.  lb.  The  rule  excluding  books  of  account  kept 
by  a  party  who  keeps  a  clerk  applies  only  where  there  is  an  employee 
who  has  something  to  do  with  and  has  knowledge  generally  of  the 
business  of  his  employer  as  to  goods  sold  or  work  done,  so  that  he  can 
testify  on  the  subject.  One  whose  business  is  simply  to  keep  the  books 
is  not  a  clerk  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule.  McQoldrick  v.  Tra/p- 
Jiagen,  88  N".  Y.  334. 

Number  of  witnesses  to  prove  dealings.  It  is  quite  usual  to 
prove  the  fairness  of  the  books  and  the  manner  of  dealing,  by 
calling  two  or  three  or  more  witnesses  who  have  dealt  with  the  owner 
and  settled  from  the  books  in  question.  But,  in  legal  strictness,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  call  so  many  persons.  A  single  witness  who  has  dealt 
with  the  party,  and  has  settled  from  the  books,  will  be  sufficient  proof 
to  render  the  books  competent,  and,  therefore,  admissible  in  evidence. 
Seattle  v.  Qua,  15  Barb.  132  ;  Morrill  v.  Whitehead,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
239,  241. 

But  the  credit  of  a  book  is  dependent  upon  its  character,  and  the 
greater  the  number  of  persons  who  have  found  its  entries  accurate  and 
just,  the  more  reliable  will  such  book  be  as  evidence.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary, nor  is  it  proper  or  usual,  to  call  a  large  number  of  witnesses,  but 
merely  to  prove  by  a  reasonable  number,  say  two  or  three,  that  the 
books  are  of  fair  character.  If  the  character  of  the  books  is  attacked, 
then  a  greater  number  may  be  called  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  it, 
upon  the  same  principle  that  the  character  of  a  witness  is  sustained. 

Credit  for  jury.  When  a  party  offers  to  introduce  his  books  of  ac- 
count as  evidence,  and  he  has  proved  those  preliminaries  which  the 
law  requires,  the  books  will  be  competent  evidence,  if  the  items  of  the 
charges  are  matters  of  book  account.  And  if  due  proof  is  given,  so 
that  the  books  are  admissible,  and  they  are  received  in  evidence  by  the 
court,  such  evidence  cannot  legally  be  disregarded  by  a  court 
or  jury,  any  more  than  a  court  or  jury  can  properly  disregard 
the   evidence   of  a   witness  who  is   not  in  any  manner  impeached; 


510  EVIDENCE. 


Account  books  ~^  Credit,  how  impeached. 


But  there  are  cases  in  which  such  books  bear  suspicious  marks 
upon  their  face,  as  where  material  alterations  appear  in  them, 
and  no  explanation  is  given  in  relation  to  it ;  or  where  the  manner  of 
keeping  the  account  of  a  particular  person  differs  from  that  of  the  gen- 
eral manner  of  keeping  the  book  ;  in  these  and  similar  cases  the  credit 
due  to  the  book  is  for  the  jury  or  a  justice  sitting  in  their  place.  So, 
too,  if  the  books  are  fair  on  their  face  and  the  preliminary  proofs  are 
entirely  sufficient,  yet  if  the  character  of  the  book  is  attacked  by  show- 
ing that  some  of  the  entries  are  false  ox  unfounded ;  or  that  false 
accounts  are  charged  in  the  books  against  other  persons,  who  prove  the 
falsity  of  such  charges,  the  credit  of  the  books  is  a  question  of  fact  which 
is  to  be  settled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  credit  of  a  witness  is  deter- 
mined, for  the  books  are,  in  one  sense,  a  witness.  See  Mutekmscmi  v. 
Market  Bam,k  of  Troy,  48  Barb.  302. 

Credit,  how  impeached.  Any  evidence  is  proper  if  it  legally  shows 
that  the  accounts  are  false  and  fraudulent.  And  if  that  fact  is  estab- 
hshed,  the  books  will  be  entirely  dijsregarded.  So,  too,  if  it  is  clearly 
shown  that  any  of  the  charges  are  false,  an4  that  they  were  intention- 
ally entered  in  the  books  for  the  purpose  of  injustice,  the  jury  may 
disregard  the  whole  book,  if  they  see  proper  to  do  so,  on^  the  principle 
that  a  book  which  is  deliberately  and  intentionally  false  in  some  things 
is  equally  false  as  to  all  the  other  items.  This  need  not  neeessarjly  be 
the  result,  for  the  jury  may,  on  the  entire  evidence  in^the.  case,  allow 
some  of  the  items  and  disregard  others,  if  justice  andtruth  will  thereby 
be  promoted. 

Again,  it  is  competent  to  show  that  mistakes,  exkt  in  tbo'  aecounts, 
as  charged  in  the  books.  And  this  evidence  will  go-  to^  the  credit  of  the 
books,  as  to,  its  reliability  for  accuracy,  although:  the  fairness  of  the 
owner j  or  the  motive  in  making  the  erroneous  charges  ii  not  queS' 
tionedi  A 'witness  who  makes  numerous  mistakes  in  hie  statements 
may  cause  doubts  as  to,  ,his  accuracy,  although  his  integrity  is  unques- 
tioned ;  and  the  same  rule  applies  to  books  of  account- 
There  is  a  distinction  between  attacking  the  credit  of  \)mk&,  by  show- 
ing  that  they  are  false  and  fraudulent,;  or  that  numerous  n@aetake&  exist 
in  them,  and  an  attack,  on  the  generatl  moral  character  of  the  owner  of 
the  books,  for  the  purpose  of  inferring'  that  the  books  are  falaej  if  the 
moral)  character  of  the  owner  is  impeaiOhed.. 

Evidence  to  prove  the  books  false  a©d  fraudulent,  or  erroneous,,  is 
admissible.  But  evidence  to  prove  that  the,  general  moral  character  of 
the  owner  of  the  books  is  bad  is  not  admissible,  when  the  object  of 
offering  the  evidence  is.  to  draw  the  inference,  that  the  books  are  in- 
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competep,t,  or  tha,t  they  are,  unworthy  of  credit;,  because  tlie  morpj,  chaj"- 
acter  of  the  owner  is  bad,  TornMnson.  v.  ^orst,  30  Barb.  42,  46.  Apd 
see  Lame  v.  Mowland,  7  id.  107,  110.  Where  the  question  of,  credv 
bility  has  been  fairly  submitted  to  a  jury,  -upon  competent  evideHiCie 
upou  both  sides,  the  decision  of  the  jury  as  to  the  credit  of  the  bookg 
is  final.     Morrill  v.  Whitehead.,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  239. 

Existence  of  coniinoa-Ia;w  proof  does  not  invalidate.  In  some 
of  the  other  States  it  has  been  held  that  books  of  aQcount  are  not  evi- 
dence as  to  such  items  as  may  be  proved  by  attaiuable  common-law 
evidenqe. 

And  th^ese,  decisions  proceed  upon  the  principle,  that  hookg  of  aqcounl; 
are  not  a  necessary  means  of  proof  where  there  is  common-law  proof, 
wliich  may  be,  introduced.  ThjOse  decisions  are  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  of  the  common  law.  But  that  ru^e  is  npt  adopted  in  this 
State ;  and,  n,o,twithstanding  the  fact  that  the  party  has  a  foreman  who 
has  delivered  the  very  goods  in  question  ;  SioMes  v.  U^ather,  20  Wend. 
72  ;  or  even  in  the  case  of  a  delivery  of  the  goods  by  the  party  himiself, 
who  is  now  a  competent  witness,  in  this  State,  yet  he  need  not  call  his 
foreman,jnor  be  swo^n  hjiiwelf,  for, his  books  are  competent  evidence, 
notwithstanding  his  means  ot  common-law  prpof.  Tomlinson  v. 
Borst,.  30  Ba?b.  42,  46.     And  see  <mtey  500,  501. 

But  entries  made  by  a  clerk  who.  is  alive  and  within  the,  State  must 
be.  pro.ved  by  ths;  cl^rk;  who  m,ade  them.  Oeean  Remh,  v.,  Chrll,  55  N. 
T,  4^Q. 

Where  the  party  ha^,  employed  a,  clerk,  who  is  absen,t  and  out  of  the 
reach  of  a  subpoena  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  his  attendance  as  a 
witness,  the  cases  disagree,  as  to,  tb.e  necessity  of  procuring  his  evidence 
upon  a  commission.  The  absence  of  the  clerk  from  the  jurisdictipn  of 
the  coui;t  is  held  by  some  of  the  cases  to  be  sufficient  to  di^enge  with 
calling  him  as  a  witness,  while  other  cases  deny  this  rule.  If  those 
cases  whioh.  require  th^  evidence  of  the  witness  proceed  oii  the  ground 
that  his  evidence  is  comn^on-law  proof,  and  that  it  must  for  that  rea- 
son be.  addwe^j,  it  is  opposed  to  tljie  principle  adopted  in  thjs  State,  as 
we  have  just  seen.  Of  course  the  death,  or  the  insanity  of  the  clerk 
would  dispense  with  the  rule  requiring  his  production  as  a  witness,  even 
in  those  States  in  which  the  strictest  rule  is  adopted,  OGea/rh  Ba/rjc  v. 
CaM,  9  Him,  239.;  Brewster  Y.Do(me„  2  Hill,  637;  HciUidayY. 
Mq,rtin-ett,,  20  Jphn?.  168  ;  BvAlfiT^.v.,  Wright,  2  Wend.  369  ;  Sheldon 
V,  Benkfim,  4  HUl,  129,  131 ;  Stah.  v.  Phair„  43  Vt.  366  ;  BJ.,aM  v.. 
Warrm,  65  N,  0.  372. 

Evidence  of  value.    Acc0up,t,  hw^s,  8.re  not  merely  evi,dence  of  the 
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sale  and  delivery  of  goods,  but  they  are  also  competent  evidence  of  the 
value  of  the  articles  charged,  or  of  the  personal  or  professional  ser- 
vices which  may  have  been  rendered.  Ducoign  v.  Sohrepj)el,  1  Teates, 
347.  But  such  evidence  is  not  conclusive,  and  the  other  party  is  at 
liberty  to .  show  the  actual  or  true  value.  In  the  absence  of  other 
proof,  the  prices  charged  in  the  books  will  he  prima  facie  evidence  of 
value,  subject  to  such  modifications  in  that  respect  as  the  entire  evi- 
dence in  the  case  may  wari'ant. 

A  plaintiff  who  properly  proves  his  books  in  evidence,  and  shows 
their  fairness  by  those  who  have  dealt  and  settled  with  him  from  them, 
need  not  go  farther  and  show  that  the  prices  charged  are  usual  and 
reasonable.     Bailey  v.  Barnelly,  23  Ga.  582. 

Entries,  when  made.  Books  of  account  are  designed  for  the  regis- 
tration of  transactions  as  they  occur,  and  not  as  entries  of  past  events. 
One  of  the  most  essential  and  valuable  qualities  of  such  books,  and 
one  of  its  superiorities  over  that  of  the  mere  memory  of  individuals 
is,  that  such  entries  will  be  accurate,  because  they  cannot  forget  and 
that  they  will  not  be  liable  to  change  by  the  lapse  of  time.  For  these 
reasons  all  entries  of  sales  or  transactions  ought  to  be  made  daily  and 
immediately  on  their  occurrence  and  completion. 

The  law  does  not  fix  any  precise  instant  at  which  this  shall  be  done, 
and  yet  it  requires  that  there  shall  not  be  any  long  delays  in  the  mat- 
ter, since  such  delays  would  let  in  those  very  mischiefs  which  a  prompt 
entry  would  prevent.  For,  in  the  first  place,  there  might  be  errors  by 
reason  of  inaccuracy  in  recollection,  and  in  the  next  place  it  would 
afford  opportunities  for  changing  the  character  of  the  entries  made,  by 
substituting  one  materially  different  from  the  original. 

The  fact  that  the  entries  were  not  made  at  the  time  when  they  ought 
to  have  been  does  not  destroy  the  competency  of  the  evidence,  but  it 
goes  to  the  credit  of  the  book. 

Where  a  plaintiff  has  offered  his  books  in  evidence  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  test  their  accuracy  by  showing  that  the  entries  were  not  in 
fact  made  at  the  date  claimed.  One  mode  of  doing  this  is  to  show  that 
they  are  not  chronological  in  order  with  the  other  entries  in  the  book, 
or  had  been  interpolated  among  such  entries,  or  bore  on  their  face 
when  compared  with  other  immediately  connected  entries  some  suspi- 
cions of  unfairness  or  bad  faith.     Read  v.  Smithy  1  Hun,  263. 

There  are  instances  in  which  the  greatest  care  does  not  prevent  the 
occurrence  of  mistakes  by  the  omission  to  charge  articles  which  have 
been  sold  and  delivered.  Such  errors  may  be  rectified,  by  making  a 
proper  charge,  which  will  not  invalidate  the  book. 
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So,  too,  there  may  be  errors  in  the  entries,  and  these  may  be  properly 
corrected  ;  but  in  such  a  case,  the  error  ought  to  be  shown  by  evidence,  and 
the  correction  ought  in  the  same  manner  to  be  explained.  Alterations 
and  erasures  do  not  destroy  the  character  of  the  book,  if  they  are 
properly  explained  by  the  evidence  in  the  case ;  and  any  objection  will 
go  to  thfe  credit  rather  than  to  the  competency  of  the  book.  But  if  such 
alterations  or  erasures  are  gross  and  suspicious,  and  no  explanations  are 
given,  the  credit,  if  not  the  competency  of  the  book,  will  be  de- 
stroyed. 

Ordinary  book  in  daily  use.  All  entries  ought  to  be  made  in  those 
books  which  are  kept  for  ordinary  and  daily  use,  in  keeping  the  general 
accounts  of  the  party.  It  is  by  keeping  books  in  that  manner,  that 
they  derive  much  of  the  credit  which  they  obtain.  If  the  general  ac- 
counts of  a  party  are  charged  in  one  book  or  set  of  books,  while  the 
entries  against  some  individual  are  made  in  a  separate  and  distinct, 
book  and  by  itself  alone,  this  fact,  of  itself,  is  a  suspicious  circumstance, 
requiring  explanation.  But,  more  than  this,  such  entries  are  not  com- 
petent evidence,  because  it  is  in  direct  violation  of  that  rule  which  re- 
quires all  charges  to  be  entered  in  those  books  which  the  party  uses  for 
the  purpose  of  keeping  his  general  accounts  with  h  is  customers.  Ante, 
506. 

Accounts  entered  upon  slips  of  paper  or  upon  separate  sheets,  dis- 
tinct  from  the  usual  books  of  account,  cannot  be  received  as  books  of 
account.  It  is  not  necessary  that  such  books  should  be  bound  in  a 
substantial  manner,  nor  need  they  be  bound  at  all.  Many  individuals, 
whose  dealings  are  limited,  make  an  account  book  by  folding  or  stitch- 
ing together  several  sheets  of  paper,  instead  of  procuring  a  more  ex- 
pensive book.  And,  if  they  keep  their  general  accounts  in  such  a  book, 
that  will  be  sufficient  to  render  the  book  competent,  so  far  as  its  form 
is  concerned.  But  it  must,  of  course,  be  proved  in  evidence,  in  the 
same  manner  as  ordinary  books  of  account  are  established. 

Original  entries.  Books  of  account  derive  much  of  their  credit 
from  the  fact  that  they  are  original  entries  of  events  as  they  transpired. 
It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  the  first  entries  should  be  made  in 
the  books  themselves.  For  nothing  is  more  common  tlian  to  make 
mere  temporary  entries  upon  a  slate,  or  upon  sheets  of  paper  with  a 
pencil,  or  in  an  ordinary  blotter  with  a  pen  and  ink,  and  then  to  trans- 
scribe  at  night,  into  the  ordinary  books,  such  charges  as  may  have  thus 
been  entered  during  the  day.  This  practice  is  both  convenient  and 
legal.  Siekles  v.  Mather,  20  Wend.  72.  Such  memoranda  are  mer6 
temporary  entries,  and  the  transcribed  ontries  are  original  entries 
66 


514  EVIDENCE. 


Account  books  —  Ledger  and  day-book. 


-within  the  meaning  of  the  rule.  Stroud  v.  Tilton,  3  Keyes,  139  ; 
McGoldriph  y.  Wilson's  Executor,  IS  Hun,  M3  ;  S.  C,  88  N.  Y.  334 ; 
Whii^y  y.  Sawyer,  11  Gray  (Mass.),  242  ;  Jackson  y.  Evam^,  8  Mich. 
476 ;  Ewart  v.  Morrell,  5  Earring.  (Del.)  126. 

Wlvere  mei;noran<3ia  made  by  a  sawyer  have  been  copied  by  him  from 
boards  and  slips  of  paper  upon  which  they  were  originally  made  into  a 
book,  the  book  will  be  a  bpok  of  original  entry  within  the  rule.  Davi- 
son V.  Powell,  16  How.  467. 

But  when  a  book  is  not  kept  by  the  plaintiff  but  by  his  book-keeper, 
wh(?  ha§  naade  no  sale  cha-rged  but  merely  entered  the  sales  reported  to 
him  by  salesmen,  the  book  so  kept  cannot  be  put  in  evidence  as  a  book 
of  a,ccount.  Oould  v.  Conway,  59  Barb.  355 ;  Thomas  v.  Price,  30 
Md.  483.  But  see  Wilson  v.  Kna^,  70  N.  T.  596 ;  McGoldrich  v- 
Tra^phfigm,  88  id.  334. 

Books  are  usually  kept  by  writing  with  a  pen  and  ink.  But  they 
will  be,  valid,  although  kept  in  pencil-mark,  if  they  are  legible,  and  if 
that  is  the  usual,  mode  of  keeping  the  general  accounts.  Hill  v.  Scoity 
12.  Peun.  St.  168.  If  a  book  contains  entries  which  are  original,  and 
others  not  original,  it  will  be  valid  evidence  as  to  the  original  entries,, 
eyen,  if  not  so  as  to  the  others.  Wollerimel^er.  v.  EetterMnus,  17  Penn. 
St.  389. 

Ledger  and  da^-book.  In  an  extensive  business,  a  ledger- is  always 
a  part  of  a  set  of  books  of  account.  But  in  a  limited  business  there  are 
many  persons  ■vyhose  entire  accounts  are  kept  exclusively  in  the  day- 
book, without,  the  addition  of  a  ledger.  And  in  keeping  their  day- 
bpok  suph  persons  frequently  keep  it  in  the  manner  of  ledger  entries. 
The  name  of  a  person  is  entered  and  the  items  of  his  account  are  entered 
ui).der  that  name  continuously  without  the  intervention  of  any  other 
name  or  account.  In  other  words,  each  item  is  charged  as  it  occurs,, 
by  entering  the  article  with  the  date  of  the  occurrence  or  entry  into 
the  book.  A  ledger  may  be  so  kept  as  to  be  a  book  of  ori^nal  entry. 
MfiOoUvick  V.  Traphagen,  88  N.  T.  334. 

The  names  of  each  of  the  persons  charged  in  the  book  are  thus  en- 
tered separately,  and  the  accounts  of  each  person  kept  separately.  Such 
a  method  has  its  advantages  in  a  small  business,  since  the  account  of 
each  person  is  readily  examined  and  the  items  ascertained,  without  any 
liability  to  overlook  any  of  the  entries  made.  While,  on  the  other 
hand,  if  the  accounts  of  all  persons  are  entered  in  order. o£  time,  and  in- 
discriminately as  to  persons,  it  would  be  laborious  as  well  as  difficult  to 
ascertain  the  state  of;  each,  person's  accounts  if  no  ledger  were  kept. 

But  this  systom  of  entering  each  account  separately  is  objectionable 
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in  one  point  of  view.  It  offers  facilities  for  false  entries,  and  for  the 
perpetration  of  gross  fraixds.  There  may  be  interpolations,  or,  indeed, 
there  may  be  an  entire  new  account  written  np,  without  any  certain 
success  in  detecting  it.  Books  kept  in  this  njanner  are  competent  evi- 
dence when  the  books  of  original  entry  cannot  be  produced ;  Gaul- 
field  V.  Sanders,  17  Oal.  569 ;  but  cannot  be  introduced  in  evidence 
when  the  books  of  original  entry  can  be  produced.      Vilma/r  v.  Schall, 

3  Jones  &  Sp.  67.  A  mere  cash-book,  or  other  book  of  temporary  or 
occasional  entries,  is  not  admissible  in  proof  of  the  charges  therein. 
Katwitz  T.  Wright,  37  Texas,  82.  See  Maine  v.  Ea/rper,  i  Allen, 
201. 

Entire  set  of  books  must  he  introduced.  Where  there  is  but  a 
single  book  of  accounts,  it  will  of  course  be  complete  in  itself,  either 
as  to  charges  or  credits.  But  frequently,  and  perhaps  generally,  the 
accounts  of  parties  are  contained  in  several  books,  each  of  which  may 
be  separate,  or  each  of  which  may  constitute  part  of  a  set  of  books. 

If  a  party  gives  in  evidence  entries  contained  in  one  of  a  set  of  books, 
he  is  bound  to  produce  the  entire  set,  or  no  part  of  the  entries  will  be 
evidence,  provided  the  entries  offered  refer  to  the  other  books, 
or  provided  such  other  books  contain  entries  which  relate  to  the 
entries  offered,  or  if  they  contain  entries  affecting  the  state  of  the 
accounts  between  the  parties.  Pendleton  v.  Weed,  17  J!T.  Y.  72 ; 
Burke  v.  Wolfe,  6'  Jones  &  Sp.  263. 

If,  however,  detached  leaves  of  a  book  contain  allthe  entries  relating 
to  a  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  produce  more.     See  McOhisky  v.  FalTee, 

4  Rob.  87. 

Cliarges  in  gross.  Books  of  account  are  intended  to  keep  a 
correct  statement  of  the  items  of  an  account,  with  the  date,  quantity, 
price,  or  value  of  each  item.  And  for  that  reason,  it  is  a  general  rule, 
that  entries  are  improper  when  made  in  gross  or  by  the  lump.  A  charge 
by  a  mechanic  for  "  one  hundred  and  ninety  days'  work  "  was  held  in- 
admissible. Lynoh's  Ad'r  ads.  Retrie,  1  Nott  &  McCord,  130.  So  a 
charge  by  a  physician,  of  $13,  for  medicines  and  attendance  in  curing  the 
whooping  cough,  was  rejected.  Hughss  v.  Hain^ton,  2  Const.  Rep. 
745. 

This  rule,  however,  is  not  to  be  carried  to  extremes,  for  there  may 
be  instances  in  which  it  is  proper  to  group  together  two  or  more  items. 
A  physician  may  properly  includie  in  one  charge  the  items  of  medicine 
furnished  as  well  as  the  compensation  for  his  visit  on  any  single  ocear- 
sion.  But  a  merchant's  bill  must  be  made  out  differently.  He  can- 
not charge  for  a  bill  of  go6ds  sold  ill  gross,  but  must  give  the  date, 
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articles,  quantity,  value,  or  other  specification  requisite  to  an  accurate 
account. 

Mechanics  and  laborers  have  sometimes  charged  several  days'  labor 
in  one  item,  as  for  instance,  a  week's  work  at  a  specified  price  per  day, 
and  then  carried  out  the  entire  sum  as  an  item.  Such  charges  will  be 
less  frequently  objected  to  now,  because  the  party  will  generally  be  able 
to  prove  the  entire  items,  by  being  sworn  as  a  witness. 

Witness  testifying  from  books.  Where  a  clerk  is  employed 
to  make  entries  in  books  as  a  part  of  his  business,  his  entries  may, 
under  some  circumstances,  become  evidence,  even  when  he  cannot 
recollect  the  transaction  so  entered. 

A  witness  testified  that  certain  entries  and  memoranda  were  made  by 
him  ;  that  it  was  his  uniform  practice  to  make  such  entries  at  the  time 
of  their  occurrence,  and  to  make  them  accurately  as  to  the  facts  ;  that 
he  had  no  doubt  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the  entries  in  question  ;  and  that 
independent  of  the  entries  he  had  no  recollection  of  the  matters  men- 
tioned, nor  could  he  recollect  them  as  a  matter  of  memory,  even  after 
refreshing  his  recollection  by  an  examination  of  the  entries ;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  entries  were  admissible  evidence.  Ba/tik  of  Monroe  v. 
Culver,  2  Hill,  531. 

So  entries  in  a  book  which  the  witness  swears  he  knew  to  be  correct, 
when  made ;  that  he  saw  most  of  the  entries  made,  or  soon  after,  and 
that  the  book  was  the  original,  are  properly  admitted  in  evidence. 
Krom  V.  Levy,  1  Hun,  171. 

On  the  other  hand  when  a  clerk  testifies  that  he  made  a  particular 
entry  in  the  plaintiffs  books,  that  he  had  no  recollection  of  the  facts 
concerning  the  transaction,  and  knew  nothing  of  the  correctness  of  the 
entry  further  than  the  fact  that  he  found  the  entry  in  the  book,  the 
entry  will  not  be  evidence  of  any  thing.  Peck  v.  Ycm  Keller,  15  Hun, 
470.     See  Moore  v.  Meacham,  10  N.  Y.  207. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  in  this  State,  that  where  the  witness  who 
made  the  memorandum  was  unable  to  recollect  the  facts  contained  in  it 
at  the  trial,  but  was  able  to  state  that  he  knew  that  the  memorandum 
stated  what  was  true,  when  he  made  it ;  that  the  memorandum  so  made 
might  be  received  in  connection  with  the  oral  testimony  of  the  witness, 
as  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated.  Merrill  v.  Ithaca  <&  Oswego 
R.  B.  Co.,  16  Wend.  586  ;  Could  v.  Conway,  59  Barb.  355 ;  Guy  v. 
Mead,  22  N.  Y.  462 ;  Gillert  v.  Sage,  57  id.  639 ;  Ma/rcly  v.  ShuUs, 
29  id.  346;  McColdricTc  v.  WUsoti's  Executor,  18  Hun,  445;  S. 
C,  88  K  y.  334. 

But  when  the  witness  making  the  memorandum  had  no  knowledge 
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of  the  fact  except  what  another  told  him,  and  the  one  who  told  him  did 
not  see  the  memorandum  when  it  was  made,  and  cannot  state  that  it 
was  truly  made  at  the  time,  the  memorandum  is  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence. Gordd  V.  Conway,  59  Barb.  355.  See  Downs  v.  N.  Y.  Central 
R.  JR.  Co.,  47  N.  T.  83.  It  is  indispensable  to  entitle  a  memorandum 
to  be  read  that  the  witness  should  verify  the  handwriting  as  his  own. 
This  is  the  foundation  of  such  evidence.  Gilchrist  v.  BrooMyn 
Grocers'  Manufacturing  Association,  59  N.  T.  495.  Such  entries 
cannot  be  made  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  the  witness  is  absent  from 
the  State,  or  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  though  the  rule  is 
otherwise,  if  such  witness  is  dead.  Brewster  v.  Doane,  2  Hill,  537 ; 
Burhe  v.  Wolfe,  6  Jones  &  Sp.  263.  See  Ocean  National  BamJc  v. 
Carll,  55  N.  Y.  440 ;  S.  C.  again,  9  Hun,  239. 

Copy  of  books  not  competent  evidence.  That  books  must  be  kept 
by  making  original  entries  has  been  already  seen.  Ante,  513.  And 
when  entries  are  thus  made  the  original  books  must  themselves  be  in- 
troduced in  evidence.  Copies  of  books  of  account  are  not  admissible 
in  evidence,  if  objected  to  on  that  ground.  McCormick  v.  Mulvihill, 
1  Hilt.  181.  And  where  books  were  proved  by  the  production  of  a 
transcript  of  them,  which  was  objected  to  by  the  other  side,  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed.  lb.  It  is  of  no  consequence  whether  the  transcript 
is  accurate  or  not,  nor  will  it  avail  any  thing  to  prove  the  accuracy  of 
such  transcript,  for  in  no  case  is  it  legal  evidence,  if  duly  objected 
to.  lb.  But,  if  such  evidence  is  offered,  and  it  is  admitted  in  the  court 
below  without  objection,  it  will  not  be  any  ground  of  objection' on  ap- 
peal, that  a  copy  was  used  instead  of  the  original  books.  Pech  v. 
Richmond,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  381.  And  when  entries  in  books  of 
account  are  read  in  evidence  without  objection,  such  evidence  is  com- 
petent to  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  or  to  the  justice  sitting  in  their  place. 
Brahe  v.  Eimhall,  5  Sandf .  237. 

^Books  introduced  cannot  be  withdrawn.  Each  party  is  at  liberty 
to  prove  his  books  in  evidence,  or  not,  as  he  may  choose,  under  ordinary 
circumstances.  But,  if  he  elects  to  introduce  them  as  evidence,  when 
they  are  once  admitted,  the  evidence  becomes  the  property  of  both 
parties,  and  the  books  cannot  be  withdrawn,  nor  the  evidence  rejected, 
without  the  consent  of  the  opposite  party.  Clinton  v.  Rowland,  24 
Barb.  634.    And  see  Vibbard  v.  Staats,  3  Hill,  144. 

Mast  be  received  generally.  Books  of  account,  like  declarations 
generally,  must  be  taken  together.  There  would  be  no  justice  in  per- 
mitting a  party  to  introduce  his  books  to  prove  facts  which  would  aid 
his  side  of  the  cause,  and  at  the  same  time  rejecting  such  items  of  the 
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account  as  would  make  against  him,  and  in  favor  of  the  opposite  party. 
And,  therefore,  such  books  cannot  be  received  in  evidence  when  offered 
conditionally,  by  offering  them  to  prove  certain  specified  matters,  and 
asking,  at  the  same  time,  that  the  opposite  side  should  be  prohibited 
from  using  the  books  for  the  purpose  of  proving  other  matters  which 
are  equally  competent.  Winants  v.  Shermcm,  3  Hill,  74.  They  must 
be  received  altogether,  for  what  they  are  worth,  or  not  at  all.  Tb. 

Whole  contents  evidence.  The  party  who  introduces  his  books 
in  evidence  does  it  subject  to  the  principle  that  the  whole  contents 
of  the  book  are  thereby  introduced  as  evidence,  so  far  as  they  relate  to 
the  state  of  accounts  between  himself  and  the  opposite  party.  Books 
thus  introduced  may  show  matters  which  charge  the  opposite  side,  but 
if  there  are  credits  on  the  book  in  favor  of  the  latter,  such  credits 
must  be  allowed  also.  So  again,  the  rule  is,  that  if  a  party  makes  the 
books  of  his  adversary  evidence  in  his  favor  to  prove  his  credits,  he  is 
bound  to  take  the  whole  account  together,  and  to  admit  the  whole  of 
the  debit  side  of  the  account ;  and  the  rule  is  the  same,  whether  the 
books  are  produced  by  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant.  JBiglow  v.  San- 
ders, 22  Barb.  147, 148 ;  Low  v.  Payne,  4  N.  Y.  247. 

After  a  defendant  has  availed  himself  of  the  plaintiff's  books  of  ac- 
count, for  the  purpose  of  establishing  certain  credits  in  his  favor,  it  is 
competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  read  from  the  same  books,  charges  and 
entries,  which  show  that  those  credits  have  been  exhausted  by  counter 
charges  of  debit,  made  at  about  the  same  time  and  afterward  Dewey 
V.  HotcTikiss,  30  N.  Y.  497.  The  defendant  cannot  use  the  books  to 
establish  credits  in  his  favor,  and  at  the  same  time  deny  to  the  plaintiff 
the  full  benefit  of  the  charges  therein  against  him.  lb.  He  must  take 
the  whole  or  none  ;  and  having  elected  to  put  the  books  in  evidence 
for  his  own  benefit,  he  cannot  afterward  be  permitted  to  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  any  charges  therein  in  his  favor.  lb.  In  such  case,  it 
is  wholly  unimportant  whether  the  whole,  oranyportionof  the  entries, 
are  in  the  handwriting  of  the  plaintiffs.  lb. 

May  waive  books  and  resort  to  common-law  proofs.  The  law  is 
clearly  settled,  that  a  party  may  omit  to  prove  his  books,  and  that  he 
may  siibstantiate  his  claims  by  the  common-law  evidence  of  witnesses. 
But,  if  the  opposite  side  should  call  for  the  production  of  the  books, 
and  offer  to  introduce  them  as  evidence,  the  non-production  would  be 
regarded  as  a  circumstance  showing  that  the  books  contained  evidence 
in  favor  of  the  party  so  calling  for  their  production.  But  the  call  for 
such  books,  or  a  notice  to  produce  them,  ought  to  be  a  reasonable  one, 
and  at  a  time  when  compHance  would  be  a  reasonable  requirement ;  and, 
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in  any  casfe,  tliiB  non-production  of  the  books  will  not  be  ground  of  allow- 
ing any  sum  to  the  party  calling  for  such  books. 

There  are  cases-j  however,  in  which  a  refusal  to  produce  such  books 
will  justify  a  court  or  jury  in  the  indulgence  of  every  reasoiiable  pre- 
sumption against  the  claims  of  such  party.  In  one  case,  the  plaintiff 
owned  one-half  j  and  the  defendant  one-eighth,  of  a  steamer  which  was 
Subsequently  defetrdyed  by  fire.  At  the  time  of  the  loss,  there  was  an 
insurance  in  favor  df  both  i^artiiss,  to  the  amount  of  $3,700.  The  claim 
was  settlbd  with  the  insurance  company  for  $3,300 ;  of  which  sum  the 
defendant  was  to  receive  $750  for  his  shate.  He  rfe'ceiv'ed  the  entire 
amountj  and  was  to  account  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  balance.  After  the 
vessel  was  burnt,  the  plaintiff  sold  his  share  of  the  hulk  to  the  defend- 
ant for  $550  ;  and,  to  recover  this  sum  and  the  balance  Of  the  insurance, 
he  brought  an  action.  It  appeared  that  this  steamer  was  used  for 
towing  vessels;  and  that  the  defendant  actted  as  general  agent  of  herj 
receiving  all  the  moneys  earnedj  and  paying  all  the  current  expense's. 
It  was  clear  that  the  receipts  far  exceeded  the  expenses.  The  plaintiff 
acted  as  captaiuj  and  he  sometimes  certified  as  to  the  correctness  of 
bills  rendered  against  the  boat,  and  in  some  cases  gave  orders  for  their 
payment.  Such  items  constituted  the  current  expenses ;  and  the  de- 
ffendant  claimed   tO  be   allowed  for    several  such  itemsj  allowed    to 


Wm  by  way  of  set-off  or  counter-claim.  But  thfe  defendant  did  not  pro- 
duce the  books  containing  the  entire  account,  nor  show  thfe  transactions 
of  thfe  boat  or  her  earnings.  The  referfee,  who  tried  thfe  bause;  rejectfed 
several  items  thus  claimed  by  the  defendant ;  and,  on  appeal,  the  coul-f 
said :  "  Under  such  circumstances  the  referee  was  justified  in  disregard- 
ing all  such  items,  as  it  is  reasonable  to  infer,  from  the  concealment  of  the 
books  containmg  the  entire  account,  that  they  had  been  paid  out  of  the 
receipts  of  the  boat  which  came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  as  gen- 
eral agent  for  the  owners."     Schenck  v.  Wilson,  2  Hilt.  92,  93. 

License  Iby  person  rendering  service,  etc.  There  are  many  instances 
in  which  it  is  necessary  to  procure  a  license  before  a  person  can  legally 
carry  on  a  business,  or  before  he  can  practice  in  a  profession. 

But  it  is  not  necessary  to  produce  a  license,  in  the  fitst  instatice, 
because  the  law  will  presume,  as  between  party  and  party,  that  a  regu- 
lar license  has  been  procured,  since  it  would  be  illegal  to  omit  to  pro- 
cure it  before  doing  such  business.  MoPherson  v.  Gheadelli,  24  Wend. 
15 ;  Smith  v.  Joyce,  12  Barb.  21 ;  Pearce  v.  Whale,  5  Barn.  &  Ores. 
38;  And  see  Sissons  v.  Dixon,  id.  758 ;  vol.  2,  pp.  714,  716; 

§  19.  Parol  evidence  to  contradict  written  instrument,  etc. 
When  the  opinion  of  a  court  is  desired  in  relation  to  the  legal  construe- 
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tion  of  a  written  instrument,  nothing  more  is  necessary  than  to  lay  that 
instrument  before  the  court.  In  such  a  case  the  instrument  is  to  be 
construed  by  itself  alone,  and  no  question  arises  as  to  the  admissibility 
of  extrinsic  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting,  varying  or  super- 
seding the  instrument. 

Where  an  agreement  is  reduced  to  writing,  its  construction  is  always 
a  matter  of  law  for  the  court.  Chapin  v.  Potter,  1  Hilt.  366  ;  Nash 
V.  JDrisco,  51  Me.  417 ;  Mondnooh  B.  R.  v.  Felt,  52  IST.  H.  379 ; 
Wason  V.  Rowe,  16  Yt.  525  ;  Smith  v,  Faulkner,  12  Gray,  215 ;  State 
V.  Lafaivre,  53  Mo.  470 ;  McAvoy  v.  Long,  13  111.  147.  And  the 
rule  is  the  same,  even  when  the  instrument  has  been  lost,  and  parol  evi- 
dence has  been  given  of  its  contents.  Berviiok  v.  Horsfall,  4  J. 
Scott  (]Sr.  S.),  450. 

But  in  a  justice's  court  a  jury  is  permitted,  as  a  general  rule,  to  de- 
cide questions  of  law,  as  well  as  those  of  fact,  upon  matters  relating  to 
the  merits,  and  not  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence. 

In  construing  a  written  instrument  the  court  will  understand  the 
words  used  in  their  plain,  ordinary  and  proper  sense,  unless  they  have 
generally,  in  respect  to  the  subject-matter,  acquired  a  peculiar  sense, 
distinct  from  the  popular  sense  of  the  words ;  or  unless  the  context 
evidently  points  out  that  they  must,  in  the  particular  instance,  and  in 
order  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  parties,  be  understood  in  some 
other  special  and  peculiar  sense.  Bowber  v.  Leroy,  2  Sandf.  202; 
Rawes  v.  Smith,  12  Me.  429  ;  Mansfield,  etc.,  B.  R.  Go.  v.  Yeeder,  17 
Ohio,  385;  Mc  Williams  v.  Martin,  12  S.  &  K.  260;  Goosey  v. 
Goosey,  48  Miss.  210;  WUmering  v.  McGaughey,ZO  Iowa,  205  J 
Faton  V.  Smith,  20  Pick.  150 ;  Brown  v.  Orland,  36  Me.  376 ; 
Spears  v.  Ward,  48  Ind.  541. 

Another  established  rule  is  that  words  of  common  import  may  be 
construed  out  of  their  ordinary  and  primary  sense,  and  may  have  a 
secondary  sense  assigned  to  them,  if  such  appear  clearly  from  the  con- 
text to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Kelly  v,  Upton,  5 
Duer,  336 ;  Fi/ndley  v.  Findley,  11  Gratt.  (V"a,)  434. 

"Words  of  legal  import  also,  th.ou^  prima  facie  to  be  taken  as  used 
in  their  technical  sense,  and  according  to  their  strict  acceptation,  may 
have  a  different  sense  assigned  to  them,  if  the  instrument  contains  a. 
plain  demonstration  that  the  parties  used  them  in  a  different  sense. 
These  general  rules  in  relation  to  the  construction  of  contracts  have 
been  considered  in  another  part  of  this  work.     Vol.  1,  pp.  240-247. 

What  amounts  to  that  plain  demonstration  must,  in  each  case,  de- 
pend on  the  language  used,  and  the  circumstances  under  which  it  is 
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Tised ;  and  this  is  not  a  question  to  be  determined  by  reference  to  re- 
ported cases,  but  by  a  careful  consideration  of  the  language  and  circum- 
stances in  the  particular  case  under  discussion. 

Courts  also  endeavor,  as  far  as  possible,  to  give  effect  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  to  written  instruments.  But  it  is  a  well-settled  rule 
that  the  intention  of  the  party  is  to  bo  ascertained  from  the  meaning  of 
words  in  the  instrument,  and  from  these  words  alone,  with  the  aid  of 
such  extrinsic  evidence  as  the  law  permits  to  be  used  in  order  to  enable 
a  court  to  discover  the  meaning  of  the  terms  of  the  instrument,  and  to 
apply  them  to  the  particular  facts  of  the  case.  People  v.  Oosper,  3 
Neb.  285;  Mor&y  v.  Eaman,  10  Vt.  567;  GrayY.  Clarh,  11  id- 
683  ;  Hunter  v.  Miller,  6  B.  Monr.  612*. 

General  rule.  It  is  a  general  and  inflexible  rule,  that  whenever 
written  instruments  are  appointed,  either  by  the  requirements  of  law, 
or  by  the  compact  of  the  parties,  to  be  repositories  and  memorials  of 
truth,  any  other  evidence  is  excluded  from  being  used,  either  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  such  instruments,  or  to  contradict  or  alter  them.  Wilson  v. 
Deen,,  7i  N.  Y.  531 ;  Brandon  Manufacturing  Go.  Y.Morse,  48  Yt. 
322  ;  Euse  v.  MoQuade,  52  Mo.  388;  Olarh  v.  New  Yorle  Life  Ins. 
Go.,  1  Lans.  323  ;  Xerr  v.  Kuyhendall,  44  Miss.  13Y ;  Perkins  v. 
Young,  82  Mass.  389  ;  Gooke  v.  Bailey,  42  Miss.  81 ;  Kirk  v.  Rart- 
man,  63  Penn.  St.  97.  This  is  a  matter  both  of  principle  and  of 
policy ;  of  principle,  because  such  instruments  are,  in  their  own  nature 
and  origin,  entitled  to  a  much  higher  degree  of  credit  than  parol  evi- 
dence ;  of  policy,  because  it  would  be  attended  with  great  mischief  if 
those  instruments  upon  which  men's  rights  depended  were  liable 
to  be  impeached  by  loose  collateral  evidence. 

It  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule,  that  oral  evidence  shall  in  no  case 
be  received  as  equivalent  to,  or  as  a  substitute  for,  a  written  instrument, 
where  the  latter  is  required  by  law ;  or  to  give  effect  to  a  written  in- 
strument, which  is  defective  in  any  particular  which  by  law  is  essential 
to  its  validity;  or  to  contradict,  alter  or  va7'y -a.  written  instrument, 
either  appointed  by  law  or  by  the  compact  of  private  parties,  to  be  the 
appropriate  memorial  of  the  particular  facts  which  it  recites ;  for,  by 
doing  so,  oral  testimony  would  be  admitted  in  usurpation  of  a  species 
of  evidence  decidedly  superior  in  degree. 

But  parol  evidence  is  sometimes  admissible  to  defeat  a  written  in- 
strument, on  the  ground  of  fraud,  mistake,  etc. ;  New  York  Exohcmge 
Oo.  V  De  Wolf,  31  N.  Y.  273 ;  Wry  v.  Cutler,  12  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
28  ;  Wharton  v.  Douglass,  76  Penn.  St.  273  ;  Murray  v.  Dake,  46 
Cal.  644 ;   Officer  v.  Howe,  32   Iowa,   142  ;  Monroe  v.   Behrens,  67 
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Peim.  St.  459  ;  or  to  apply  it  to  its  proper  subject-matter ;  Fish  v. 
Hvhba/rd,  21  Wend.  651 ;  Jones  V;  Dcme,  6  Oregon^  188 ;  Read  v. 
Ellis,  68  111.  206  ;  MoPihe  v.  AUmcm,  53  Mo.  551 ;  Meafis  v.  JDe- 
La  Vergne,  50  id.  343  ;  or  to  explain  the  meaning  of  foreign,  local, 
technical  or  family  terms ;  Collender  v.  Dinsmore,  55  K".  T.  200 ; 
Lawrence  v.  Oallagher^  73  id.  613 ;  Succession  of  Ouilldry,  39  La. 
Ann.  495  ;  Hammam,  v.  Keigwin,  39  Texas,  34 ;  Foster  v.  McOraw, 
64  Penn.  St.  464 ;  Bell  v.  Holford,  1  Duer,  58 ;  or  to  show  that  a 
writing  purporting  to  be  a  contract  was  not  in  fact  intended  by  the 
parties  as  such  ;  Grierson  v.  MasOn,  60  N.  Y.  394 ;  Errico  v.  Bf^and^  9 
Hun,  654 ;  Rogers  t.  Madley,  2  Hurlst.  &  Colt.  227 ;  or  to  rebut 
presumptions  arising  intrinsically.  Mussleman  v.  Stoner^  31  Penn. 
St.  265. 

In  these  caseSj  the  parol  evidence  does  not  usurp  the  place  or  arro- 
gate the  authority  of  written  evidence,  but  either  shoWs  that  the  in- 
strument ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  operate  at  aU,  or  is  essential  to 
give  to  the  instrument  its  legal  effect. 

The  extent  to  which  this  principle  operates,  and  the  rules  deducible 
from  it,  will  be  exhibited  in  the  clearest  point  of  view,  by  reference  to 
the  different  purposes  for  which  parol  testimony  can  be  offered  in  re- 
lation to  written  instruments.  Parol  evidence,  in  general,  may  be 
offered  for  three  purposes,  in  relation  to  writteil  evidence  :  First,  in 
opposition  to  written  evidence,  where  it  is  offered  with  a  view  to 
supersede  the  use  of  written  evidence,  and  to  supply  its  place,  or  to 
contradict  it,  or  to  vary  its  effect,  or  wholly  to  subvert  such  evidence, 
by  showing  that  it  has  no  legal  existence  or  no  legal  operation  in  the 
particular  case;  or,  secondly,  it  is  offered  in  aid  of  written  evidence, 
in  order  either  to  establish  a  particular  document,  or  to  apply  it  to  its 
proper  subject-matter,  or  to  explain  it,  or  to  rebut  some  presumption 
which  affects  it,  or  as  secondary  evidence,  where  the  original  is  unat- 
tainable ;  or,  thirdly,  it  is  used  as  original  and  independent  evidence 
to  prove  a  particular  fact,  without  regard  to  written  evidence  of  the 
fact,  not  being  excluded  by  any  rule  of  law. 

In  the  first  place,  parol  evidence  is  never  admissible  to  supersede  the 
use  of  written  evidence,  where  written  proof  is  required  by  the  law. 
Where  the  law,  for  reasons  of  policy,  requires  written  evidence,  to 
admit  oral  testimony  in  its  place  would  be  to  subvert  the  rule  itself. 
The  same  observation  applies  where  the  law  prescribes  a  certain  form 
of  written  evidence  ;  to  allow  a  defect  in  the  instrument  to  be  sup- 
plied by  oral  evidence  would  be,  pro  tanto,  to  dispense  with  the  law. 
Hence,  in  general,  where  the  law  requires  a  formal  written  instrument, 
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if  the  document  ofEered  in  evidence  be  defective,  so  th,at  it  cannot 
operate  without  collateral  aid,  the  defect  cannot  be  supplied  by  oral 
testimony.  See  Stone  v.  Browrvmg,  68  N.  Y.  598,  604  ;  vol.  2,  pp.  239, 
244. 

In  those  cases  in  which  the  statute  of  frauds  requires  a  written  agree- 
ment, and  in  all  other  cases  in  which  the  law  requires  an  agreement  or 
instrument  in  writing,  it  will  be  sufficient,  if  the  agreement  is  contained 
in  several  different  writings,  which,  by  internal  reference,  can  be  con- 
nected together  so  as  to  make  one  entire  instrument,  such  as  is  required 
by  the  law.  But  they  cannot  be  connected  by  mere  oral  testimony, 
nor  can  any  defect  in  the  writing-  be  supplied  by  oral  evidence. 
Brewster  v.  SiZence,  8  IST.  Y.  207  ;  Draper  v.  Snow,  20  id.  331 ;  Dil- 
worth  V.  Bostwick,  1  Sweeny,  581 ;  Passaio  Mamtifacturing  Com- 
pany V.  Hoffman,  3  Daly,  495. 

The  same  principle  applies  in  all  cases  in  which  parties  have,  by 
mutual  agreement,  reduced  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  contract  to 
writing,  which  is  to  be  the  evidence  of  their  agreement,  their  admis- 
sions, and  their  intentions. 

To  admit  oral  evidence  as  a  substitute  for  instruments,  to  which  by 
reason  of  theirsuperior  authority  and  permanent  qualities,  an  exclusive 
iauthority  is  given  by  the  parties,  would  be  to  substitute  the  inferior 
for  the  superior  degree  of  evidence ;  conjecture  for  fact,  and  presump- 
tion for  the  highest  degree  of  legal  authority ;  loose  recollection  and 
uncertainty  of  memory  for  the  most  sure  and  faithful  memorials  which 
human  ingenuity  can  devise  or  the  law  adopt ;  to  introduce  a  danger- 
ous laxity  and  uncertainty  as  to  all  titles  to  property,  which,  instead  of 
depending  on  certain  fixed  and  imalterable  memorials,  would  thus  be 
made  to  depend  upon  the  frail  memories  of  witnesses,  and  be  perpetu- 
aUy  liable  to  be  impeached  by  fraudulent  and  corrupt  practices. 

As  oral  evidence  is  inadmissible  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  an 
omission  in  an  instrument  where  written  evidence  is  required  by  law, 
60  it  is  inadmissible  to  give  any  effect  to  a  written  instrument  which  is 
void  in  law  for  inconsistency,  repugnancy  or  ambiguity  in  its  terms  ; 
for  if  a  meaning  could  be  assigned,  by  the  aid  of  extrinsic  evidence, 
to  that  which  was  apparently  destitute  of  meaning,  or  if  the  same  in- 
strament  could  be  made  to  operate  in  different  ways,  according  to  the 
weight  of  oral  evidence,  it  is  plain  that  its  effect  would  depend,  not 
upon  the  instrument,  but  upon  the  force  of  the  oral  evidence,  and 
thus  the  latter  would  virtually  be  substituted  for  the  former. 

There  is  an  important  distinction  between  ambiguities,  which  are 
apparent  or  patent,  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  and  those  which 
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arice  in  the  wpplication  of  an  instrument  of  clear  and  definite  mean- 
ing to  doubtful  subject-matter.  An  ambiguity  apparent  on  reading  an 
instrument,  is  termed  mnhiguitas  patens,  or  a  patent  ambiguity  y  that 
which  arises  merely  upon  its  application,  ambiguitas  latens,  or  a  latent 
ambiguity.  The  general  rule  is,  that  the  latter  species  of  ambiguity 
may  be  removed  by  means  of  parol  evidence ;  Oole  v.  Wendel,  8 
Johns.  116  ;  Ellice  v.  Britton,  i  Wend.  507  ;  Galen  v.  Brown,  22  N". 
Y.  37 ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  such  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
explain  an  ambiguity  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  instrument.  Bloss- 
burgh,  etc.,  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Tioga  B.  B.  Go.,  1  Keyes,  486 ;  Panton  v. 
Tefft,  22  111.  366  ;  MoJSfair  v.  Toles,  5  Minn.  435. 

By  the  term  '■'■patent  ambiguity"  must  be  understood  an  ambiguity  in- 
herent in  the  words,  and  incapable  of  being  dispelled  either  by  any 
legal  rules  of  construction  applied  to  the  instrument  itself,  or  by  evi- 
dence showing  that  terms  in  themselves,  unmeaning  or  unintelligible, 
are  incapable  of  receiving  a  known  conventional  meaning.  The  great 
principle  on  which  the  rule  is  founded  is,  that  the  intention  of  parties 
should  be  construed,  not  by  vague  evidence  of  their  intentions,  inde- 
pendently of  the  expressions  which  they  have  thought  fit  to  use,  but  by 
the  expressions  theinselves.  Now,  those  expressions  which  are  incapa- 
ble of  any  legal  construction  and  interpretation  by  the  rules  of  art  are 
either  so  because  they  are  in  themselves  unintelligible,  or  because, 
being  intelligible,  they  exhibit  a  plain  and  obvious  uncertainty.  In 
the  first  instance,  the  case  admits  of  two  varieties  ;  the  terms,  though 
at  first  sight  unintelligible,  may  yet  be  capable  of  having  a  meaning 
annexed  to  them  by  extrinsic  evidence,  just  as  if  they  were  written  in 
a  foreign  language,  as  when  mercantile  terms  are  used,  which  amongst 
mercantile  men  bear  a  distinct  and  definite  meaning,  although  others 
do  not  comprehend  them ;  the  term  used  may,  on  the  other  hand,  be 
capable  of  no  distinct  and  definite  interpretation.  Now,  it  is  evident 
that,  to  give  effect  to  an  instrument,  the  terms  of  which,  though 
apparently  ambiguous,  and  yet  capable  of  having  a  distinct  and  definite 
meaning  annexed  to  them,  is  no  violation  of  the  general  principle,  for 
in  such  a  case  effect  is  given,  not  to  any  loose  conjecture  as  to  the  in- 
tent and  meaning  of  the  party,  but  to  the  expressed  meaning ;  and 
that,  on  the  other  hand,  where  either  the  terms  used  are  incapable  of 
any  certain  or  definite  meaning,  or  being  in  themselves  intelligible,  ex- 
hibit a  plain  and  obvious  uncertainty,  and  are  equally  capable  of  differ- 
ent applications,  to  give  an  effect  to  them  by  extrinsic  evidence  as  to 
the  intention  of  the  party,  would  be  to  make  the  supposed  intention 
operate  independently  of  any  definite  expression  of  such  intention. 
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"Qy  patent  ambiguity,  therefore,  miist  be  understood  an  inherent  am- 
biguity, which  cannot  be  removed  either  by  the  ordinary  rule  of  legal 
construction,  or  by  the  application  of  extrinsic  and  explanatory  evidence, 
showing  that  expressions,  p7'ima  facie  unintelligible,  are  yet  capable  of 
conveying  a  certain  and  definite  meaning.  According  to  these  princi- 
ples, parol  evidence  is  never  admissible  to  explain  an  ambiguity  which 
is  not  raised  by  extrinsic  facts.  And  parol  evidence  ought  never  to  be 
allowed  to  create  an  ambiguity  where  none  exists.  Avhurn.Ciiy  Bank 
V.  Leonard,  40  Barb.  119. 

As  oral  evidence  is  inadmissible,  either  as  a  substitute  for  a  written 
instrument,  required  by  law,  or  to  give  effect  and  operation  to  such  an 
instrument,  when  it  is  defective,  it  follows  afortwi,  that  it  is  not  ad- 
missible to  contradAct  or  even  to  vary  any  instrument  to  which  an  ex- 
clusive operation  is  given  by  law,  whether  that  exclusive  quality  results 
from  a  positive  rule  of  law,  or  from  private  compact. 

Where  the  terms  of  an  agreement  are  reduced  to  writing,  the  docu- 
ment itself,  being  constituted  by  the  parties  as  the  expositor  of  their 
intentions,  is  the  only  instrument  of  evidence  in  respect  of  that  agree- 
ment which  the  law  will  recognize,  so  long  as  it  exists,  for  the  purposes 
of  evidence.  If  the  parties  have  contracted  by  deed,  as  the  obligation 
under  seal  imports  greater  deliberation  and  more  solemnity  than  a 
mere  written  agreement  which  is  not  under  seal,  no  evidence,  whether 
oral  or  written,  which  is  not  under  seal,  can  be  admitted  to  contradict 
or  vary  it.  Lynch  v.  McBette,  Y  How.  113.  See  Coe  v.  Hobby,  72  N, 
T.  141 ;  Roe  v.  Conway,  74  id.  201.  In  this  State,  however,  the 
consideration  of  a  sealed  instrument  may  be  inquired  into,  under  some 
circumstances.  Yol.  1,  pp.  129,  188,  210. 

So,  upon  the  principles  already  laid  down,  evidence  is  inadmissible 
to  show  that  there  was  a  parol  agreement  prior  to,  or  contemporary 
with,  the  written  instrument,  and  which  varies  its  terms,  as,  for  instance, 
to  show  that  a  note,  payable  on  a  day  certain,  was  to  be  payable  upon 
a  contingency  only,  or  upon  some  other  day,  or  not  until  the  death  of 
the  maker.  Ely  v.  Kilborn,  5  Denio,  514 ;  Oridley  v.  Doll,  4  N.  Y. 
486 ;  Crater  v.  Binmger,  45  id.  545  ;  McEwan  v.  Ortmam,,  34  Mich. 
325 ;  Holzworth  v.  Koch,  26  Ohio  St.  33 ;  Henderson  v.  Thompson, 
52  Ga.  149 ;  Bissenger  v.  Ouiteman,  6  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  277 ;  Borden  v. 
Peay,  20  Ark.  393 ;  Joyner  v.  Tv/rner,  19  id.  690  ;  SwanTc  v.  Nichols, 
20  Ind.  198;  Shaw  v.  Shaw,  50  Me.  94. 

Where  a  contract  has  been  reduced  to  writing,  nothing  which  is  not 
found  in  the  writing  can  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  contract ;  and, 
therefore,  it  is  not  competent  to  add  to  the  terms  of  such  contract,  by 
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means  of  parol  evidence.  In  such  cases  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the 
parties,  in  expressing  their  intention,  have  expressed  the  whole  of  it, 
subject  to  those  incidents  and  consequences  which  the  law  annexes  to 
the  terms  which  they  have  used.  Munford  v.  McPherson,  1  Johns. 
414 ;  Buckley  v.  Bentley,  48  Barb.  283 ;  Bena/rd  v.  Scmipson,  12  N. 
Y.  561}  Longy.  I^ew  York  Central  R.  B.  Co.,  50  id.  76;  Wilson 
V.  Been,  74  id.  531;  Cteves  v.  Willoughhy,  7  Hill,  83;  Green  v. 
ColVms,^  8©  N.  Y.  246.  So,  too,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  par- 
ties have  expressed  their  actual  intentions ;  and,  therefore,  parol  evi- 
dence cannot  be  given  to  va/ry  the  terms  of  the  written  agreement 
Ball  V.  Slafter,  26  Hun,  353.  Parol  evidence  is  also  inadmissible  for 
the  purpose  of  altering  the  legal  operation  of  an  instrument,  by  evi- 
dence of  an  intention,  to  an  effect,  which  is  not  expressed  in  the  instru- 
ment. 4-oher  V.  Phmrdx,  4  Paige,  305 ;  PhilUps  v.  Siggins,  7 
Lans.  314 ;  Bussell  v.  Groy,  12  Johns.  427  ;  Chamipion  v.  WMte,  5 
Cow.  509  :  Gooh  v.  Eaton,  16  Barb.  439 ;  Swioh  v.  Sea/rs,  1  Hill,  17 ; 
Tymason  v.  Bates,  14  Wend.  671. 

There  are  cases,  however,  in  which  parol  evidence  is  admissible,  for 
the  purpose  of  defeating  the  effect  of  a  written  instrument,  and  the 
rule  admitting  such  evidence  in  these  cases  does  not  at  all  conflict  with 
the  principles  already  discussed. 

Where  parol  evidence  is  offered,  not  for  the  purpose  of  adding  to, 
or  varying,  or  contradicting  the  effect  of  a  written  instrument  of  ad- 
mitted authority  ;  but  where,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  offered,  in  order  to 
disprove  the  legal  existence  of  the  paper,  or  for  the  purpose  of  rebut- 
ting the  operaUon  of  the  instrument,  such  parol  evidence  is  admissible. 
In  such  a  case,  if  the  parol  evidence  is  offered,  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  written  instrument  was  obtained  by  a  fraud,  practiced 
by  the  party  who  seeks  an  advantange  under  it  as  against  the  party 
who  executed  it,  the  parol  evidence  would  not  contradict  the  terms  of 
the  written  instrument,  but  would  merely  show  that  it  is  not  to  be  re- 
garded at  all  as  a  valid  instrument. 

This  would  not  be  a  substitution  of  mere  oral  testimony  in  the  place 
of  written  evidence,  or  preferring  the  weaker  to  the  stronger  evidence, 
but  would  be  merely  showing  that  the  written  instrument  ought  not  t-o 
have  any  operation  whatever ;  and  this  fact  must  nearly  always  be 
established  by  oral  evidence. 

Where  subscriptions  are  made  under  an  agreement  that  they  are  not 
to  be  binding  unless  a  specified  sum  is  subscribed,  the  subscriptions 
must  all  be  made  upon  the  same  conditions,  to  be  binding ;  and  if 
some  of  the  subscriptions  are  made  conditionally  and  confidentiany  for 
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the  purpose  of  making  up  the  required  sum,  this  will  be  a  fraud  upon 
those  who  are  induced  to  subscribe  unconditionally,  and  they  may  show 
by  parol  evidence  that  some  of  the  subscriptions  were  of  this  condi- 
tional and  confidential  character,  and  therefore  fraudulent.  W'.  Y, 
Exohanc/e  Co.  v.  Be  Wolf,  31  N.  Y.  273. 

A  document  purporting  to  be  a  contract,  signed  by  both  parties,  is 
uot  necessarily  so,  and  it  is  competent  for  either  of  the  parties  to  show 
by  parol  evidence  that  it  was  not  their  intention,  in  signing,  that  it 
should  operate  as  a  contract,  and  that  the  real  contract  between  them 
was  not  in  writing.  Hogers  v.  Hadley,  2  Hurlst.  &  Colt,  227.  And 
see  Pfm  v.  Gampbell,  6  Ell.  &  Bla.  370 ;  Grierson  v.  Masori,,  60  N. 
Y.  8,94: ;  Mirico  v.  Brand)  9  Hun,  G54. 

When  the  plaintiffs  ground  of  action  is,  that  the  defendant  induced 
bim  to  enter  into  a  written  contract  by  means  of  a  fraud,  it  will  be  en- 
tirely competent  to  show  such  fraud  by  parol  evidence  of  the  trans- 
action. Eooj>  V.  Sand/y,,  41  Barb.  454.  In  such  a  case,  there  is  no 
merger  of  the  oral  negotiation  in  the  written  instrument.  lb.  And 
where  the  cause  of  action  was  founded  upon  a  fraud  practiced  by  the 
defendant  in  the  sale  of  goods  by  sample,  it  was  held  that  parol  evi- 
dence of  fraudulent  representations  made  during  the  sate  were  compe- 
tent evidence,  notwithstanding  there  was  a  memorandum  of  the  sale  in 
writing,  signed  by  the  defendant  as  vendor,  which  was  silent  as  to  the 
quality  of  the  article  sold.  lb.  And  see  Filhins  v.  Whylam,d,  24  N.  Y. 
338. 

There  is  a  class  of' cases,  too,  in  which  parol  evidence  is  admissible  for 
the  purpose  of  reforming  a  written  contract,  even  when  the  effect  or 
result  of  the  evidence  is  to  contradict,  vary,  or  add  to,  the  terms  of  the 
written  instrument.  But  justices'  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  of  ac- 
tions for  that  purpose.  And  even  in  courts  of  record,  when  the  evi- 
dence iaofered,  it  is  not  admissible  unless  the  pleadings  are  framed  for 
the  very  purpose  of  reforming  such  instrument.  In  such  cases  the 
evidence  is  not  offered  to  contradict  a  vahd  existing  instrument,  but 
merely  to  show  that,  by  accident,  fraud,  surprise  or  mistake,  the  instru- 
ment in  question  has  never  been  constituted  the  actual  depository  of  the 
intention  and  meaning  of  the  parties. 

The  rule  above  stated  excluding  parol  evidence  tending  to  explain, 
modify  or  contradict  written  instruments  applies  to  subsequent  as  well 
as  to  prior  or  cotemporaneous  oral  declarations  of  the  parties.  Mott  v. 
Sichtmyer,  57  N.  Y.  49:  But  the  rule  is  restricted  to  the  parties  and 
their  privies,  and  cannot  be  invoked  by  a  stranger  to,  the  contract. 
(Mman  v.  First  Nabkmdi  Bomk  of  Mmira,  53  N".  Y.  388 ;  Demps&y 
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V.  Kipp,  61  id.  462 ;  Lee  v.  Adsit.  37  id.  78 ;  Hughes  v.  Scmdal, 
25  Texas,  162  ;  VonEman  v.  Stcmchfield,  10  Minn.  255  ;  Hussinan  v. 
Wilke,  50  Oal.  250  ;  Smith  v.  Moynihan,  44  id.  53 ;  MoMaster  v. 
Ins.  Co.  of  North  America,  55  IS.  T.  222 ;  Lowell  Manuf.  Co.  v. 
Safeguard  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  88  id.  591.  The  rule  does  not  apply  to 
strangers  who  have  an  interest  in  knowing  the  real  truth  of  the  case. 
New  Berlin  v.  Norwich,  10  Johns.  229.  But  it  does  apply  to  a 
stranger  claiming  under  one  of  the  parties  to  the  contract.  Selchow  v. 
Styynus,  26  Hun,  145. 

Aiding  written  eridence  by  parol  eridence.  Extrinsic  parol  evi- 
dence is  admissible,  generally,  to  give  effect  to  a  written  instrument,  by 
establishing  its  authenticity,  or  by  applying  it  to  its  proper  subject- 
matter,  and  also  as  auxiliary  to  the  latter  object,  for  the  purpose,  in 
some  instances,  of  explaining  expressions  capable  of  conveying  a  definite 
meaning  by  virtue  of  that  explanation,  and  of  annexing  customa/ry  in- 
cidents;  and  also,  in  other  instances,  for  the  purpose  of  removing  ^e- 
sumptions  arising  from  extrinsic  facts  which  would  otherwise  obstruct 
such  application.  Where  an  instrument  is  not  proved  by  mere  pro- 
duction, it  must,  necessarily,  derive  its  credit  and  authenticity  from 
extrinsic  or  parol  evidence. 

In  the  next  place,  it  is  always,  necessarily,  a  matter  of  extrinsic  evi- 
dence to  apply  the  terms  of  an  instrument  to  a  particular  subject-mat- 
ter, the  existence  of  which  is  also  a  matter  of  proof,  by  parol  evidence. 

A  difficulty  in  this  case  sometimes  occurs,  where,  although  the  terms 
of  the  instrument  are  sufficiently  definite  and  distinct,  yet  the  objects  to 
which  it  is  to  be  applied  are  not  equally  so,  and  where  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  description  applies  at  all  to  the  particular  object  pointed 
out  by  the  evidence,  or  whether  it  is  not  equally  applicable  to  several 
distinct  objects. 

The  illustration  usually  given  of  this  rule  is  that  of  a  description  in 
a  will  of  a  devisee,  or  of  an  estate,  where  it  turns  out  that  there  are 
two  persons  or  two  estates  of  the  same  name  and  description.  The 
same  illustration  is  equally  applicable  to  a  sale  of  personal  property. 
Thus,  if  A.  should  agree,  in  writing,  to  sell  his  horse  to  B. ,  and  there 
are  two  persons  of  the  name  B.,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
show  which  person  was  intended  as  purchaser.  So,  if  A.  agrees  to  sell 
his  bay  horse  to  B.,  and  A.  has  two  bay  horses  at  the  time  of  the  sale, 
parol  evidence  will  be  proper  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  which 
horse  was  sold.  In  such  cases  the  ambiguity  is  latent,  and  it  is  raised 
by  parol  evidence,  and  therefore  it  may  be  explained  and  applied  to 
its  subject  by  such  evidence.     And,  as  an  ambiguity   arising  from  too 
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great  generality  of  description  may  be  removed  by  oral  evidence,  which 
restrains  and  confines,  and  applies  that  description  to  a  single  object, 
although  on  the  mere  comparison  of  the  terms  with  several  objects, 
they  may  be  equally  applicable  to  more  than  one  ;  so  it  is  a  rule,  that 
a  redundant  and  superfluous  description,  which  is  inapplicable  to  an  ob- 
ject weU  ascertained  by  previous  or  subsequent  description,  will  not 
prevent  such  application  by  means  of  parol  evidence. 

"Where  the  description  of  land  conveyed  by  deed  is  vague  and  un- 
certain, parol  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  to  the  real 
boundaries  is  admissible ;  and,  therefore,  parol  evidence  is  admissible, 
not  to  contradict  or  vary  the  deed,  biit  to  identify  the  subject-matter, 
so  as  to  show  what  the  grantor  intended  by  a  grant  of  "  the  west  half 
of  lot  No.  76."  FettU  v.  Shepard,  32  N.  T.  97.  But  if  the  starting 
point  given  by  a  deed  can  be  found,  and  the  lines  can  be  accurately  run 
and  determined  by  the  courses  and  distances  of  the  deed,  the  bound- 
aries must  be  settled  by  their  calls,  and  cannot  be  altered  or  affected  by 
parol  evidence.  Waugh  v.  Waugh,  28  N.  Y.  ^i.  And,  therefore, 
where  a  testator,  owning  two  farms,  adjoining  each  other,  devised  to 
his  son,  J.  W.,  one  of  the  farms,  describing  it  as  "  one  hundred  acres 
of  land  which  formerly  belonged  to  my  brother,  J.  W. ;  "  and  where 
he  also  gave  and  bequeathed  to  his  grandson,  R.  W.,  the  other  farm, 
describing  it  as  "  the  old  homestead  whereon  I  lived  at  the  time  of 
making  my  will,  containing  one  hundred  acres  ;  "  it  was  held  that  the 
latter  words  were  not  in  any  way  descriptive,  or  intended  to  be  descrip- 
tive, of  the  subject  "of  devise;  that  the  descriptions  of  the  two  pieces 
were  definite  and  capable  of  being  exactly  located  by  the  deeds ;  that 
there  was  no  ambiguity,  and,  therefore,  no  necessity  for,  or  any  pro- 
priety in,  resorting  to  parol  proof  of  the  testator's  intentions.  lb. 

Where  a  lease  of  premises  describes  them  as  "Nos.  162  and  164 
Seventh  avenue,"  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  certain 
rear  yard  or  lot  passed  with  the  demise  of  the  two  houses,  upon  the 
principle  that  parol  evidence  is  always  admissible  to  ascertain  the  na- 
ture and  qualities  of  the  subject  to  which  an  instrument  refers.  Gary 
V.  Thompson,  1  Daly,  35.  Upon  the  same  principles,  if  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  instrument  applies  partially  to  each  of  two  persons,  or  to 
two  subject-matters,  but  to  neither  of  them  entirely,  so  that  a  doubt 
arises  which  was  intended,  oral  evidence  is  admissible  to  remove  it. 
For,  as  an  erroneous  and  superfluous  description  will  not  prevent  the 
application  of  the  description  which  in  part  is  certain,  and  as  a  de- 
scription equally  applicable  to  two  persons  or  objects  may  be  ascertained 
and  fixed  by  external  evidence,  it  seems  to  follow,  that  where  the  de- 
67 
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scription,  although  redundant  and  partially  erroneous,  is  still  limited  to 
two  or  more  persons  or  objects,  to  whom  it  is  equally  applicable,  then 
the  generality  may  be  further  limited  by  means  of  extrinsic  evidence. 

Where  terms  are  used  which  are  known  and  understood  by  a  partic. 
ular  class  of  persons,  in  a  certain  special  and  peculiar  sense,  evidence  to 
that  effect  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  applying  the  instrument  to 
its  proper  subject-matter;  and  the  case  seems  to  fall  within  the  same 
consideration  as  if  the  parties,  in  framing  their  contract,  had  made  use 
of  a  foreign  language,  which  courts  are  not  bound  to  understand.  Such 
an  instrument  is  not  on  that  account  void ;  it  is  certain  and  definite  for 
all  legal  purposes,  because  it  can  be  made  so  in  evidence,  through  the 
medium  of  an  interpreter. 

Conformably  with  these  principles,  the  courts  have  long  allowed 
mercantile  instruments  to  be  expounded  according  to  the  usage  and 
custom  of  merchants,  who  have  a  style  and  language  peculiar  to  them- 
selves, of  which  usage  and  custom  are  the  legitimate  interpreters. 

The  legitimate  object  of  extrinsic  evidence  in  such  cases  seems  to  be 
to  explain  terms  which  are  not  intelligible  to  all  who  may  understand 
the  language,  but  which  may,  nevertheless,  have  acquired,  by  custom 
and  usage,  a  known  definite  sense  and  meaning  amongst  a  particular 
class  of  persons,  which  can  be  well  ascertained  by  means  of  the  testi- 
mony of  those  who  are  conversant  with  the  peculiar  use  of  those 
terms.  The  witnesses  for  this  purpose  may  be  considered  sworn  inter- 
preters of  the  mercantile  language  in  which  the  contract  is  written. 
Beyond  this,  however,  ihepyrinciple  does  not  extend ;  merchants  are 
not  prohibited  from  annexing  what  weight  and  value  they  please  to 
words  and  tokens  of  their  own  peculiar  coinage,  as  may  best  suit  their 
own  purposes,  biit  they  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  alter  and  corrupt 
the  sterling  language  of  the  country.  If  they  use  plain  and  ordinary 
terms  and  expressions,  to  which  an  unequivocal  meaning  belongs, 
which  is  intelligible  to  all,  then  it  seems  that,  according  to  the  great 
principle  so  frequently  adverted  to,  plain  sense  and  meaning  ought 
not  to  be  altered  by  evidence  of  a  n>ercantile  understanding  and  usage. 
It  is  clear,  indeed,  that  if  a  contrary  practice  were  to  prevail,  and  be 
carried  to  its  full  extent,  the  effect  would  be  to  render  it  impossible  to 
make  a  special  contract  in  mercantile  affairs,  and  to  compel  all  persons 
imder  all  circumstances,  to  conform  to  the  usage  of  trade ;  the  written 
contract  would  become  a  dead  letter ;  the  questiofn  would  not  be, 
^yhat  is  the  actual  contract,  but  what  is  the  usage ;  and.  the  very  same 
terms  would  denote  different  contracts  as  often  as  mercantile 
fashions   varied.       It   is  clearly   settled,   that   a   general    tipage,  the 
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effect  of  whicli  is  to  control  rules  of  law,  is  inadmissible.  So  of  one 
which  contradicts  a  settled  rule  of  commercial  law.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  is  a  great  variety  of  cases  in  which  the  courts  have  permitted 
evidence  to  be  given,  to  show  the  meaning  of  terms  in  commerce,  and 
the  arts,  oi*  of  words  and  phrases  peculiar  to  mercantile  pursuits.  This 
is  generally  spoken  of  as  proof  of  usage,  although  in  many  cases  it  is 
rather  the  definition  of  technical  language.  Home  v.  Mutual  Safety 
Ins.  Co.,  1  Sandf.  137,  150 ;  Beals  v.  Terry,  2  id.  127. 

This  distinction  is  fully  recognized  by  the  cases  though  often  ovei- 
looked  in  practice ;  and  is  important,  as  a  witness  may  be  entirely 
competent  to  prove,  as  an  expert,  the  meaning  of  a  technical  word  or 
phrase,  who  would  not  be  competent  to  prove  a  usage  in  the  proper 
sense  of  the  term.  Nelson  v.  Sun  Mutnial  Ins.  Co.,  71  N.  Y.  453. 
A  few  cases  may  be  useful,  by  way  of  illustrating  when  sucli  evidende 
is  admissible  and  when  it  is  inadmissible. 

Where  a  sale  was  concluded  by  a  bought  and  sold  note  iti  writing, 
which  contained  all  the  elements  of  the  contract,  the  names  of  the 
partieSj  price,  desdription  of  the  article,  time  of  delivery  and  time  of 
payment,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  competent  to  vary  the  written 
contract  by  asking  a  witness  "  what  conversation  passed  on  the  subject 
of  this  sale  prior  to  the  actual  delivery  to  the  respective  parties  of  the 
sale  note,"  because  the  question  was  too  broad,  as  the  answer  woilld 
have  introduced  matter  both  irrelevant  to  the  Issue  and  improper  in 
itself.  PoUen  v.  Le  Roy<,  80  JST.  Y.  S50 ;  affirming  8.  C,  lO  Bosw.  38. 

Where  a  written  sealed  lease  exists,  it  is  presumed  to  contain  the 
entire  agreement  as  to  the  premises,  and  therefore  parol  evidence  is 
not  admissible  to  prove  a  parol  agreement,  which  was  made  before  the 
written  one,  for  the  pui^ose  of  controlling  or  varying  the  terms  of  the 
sealed  instrument.  Tibhita  v.  Percy,  24  Barb.  39.  This  is  in  accord- 
ance with  the  established  rule  of  laWj  that  a  written  contract  merges 
all  prior  and  contemporaneous  negotiations  and  oral  promises  in  refer- 
ence to  the  same  subject ;  and  that  when  the  terms  of  the  lease  are  in 
writing,  the  rights"  and  duties  of  the  parties  depend  upon  the  terms  or 
legal  intendment  of  the  lease  itself,  or,  as  otherwise  expressed,  that  it  is 
conclusively  presumed  that  the  whole  engagement  of  the  parties,  and  the 
extent  and  manner  of  their  undertaking  are  embraced  in  the  Writing. 
This  rule  has  been  repeatedly  applied  to  cases  where  tenants  have  set 
up  oral  agreements  or  promises  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the  land- 
lord at  the  time  of,  or  before  the  execution  of  the  leas6,  and  as  an  in- 
ducement thereto.  The  alleged  promises  have  in  most  of  the  cases  been 
to  put  the  premises  in  repair,  but  they  have  unif  onnly  been  held  to  have 
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been  merged  in  the  lease.    Wilson  v.  Deen,  74  N.  Y.  631 ;  Cleves  v, 
Willoughly,  7  Hill,  83  ;  8pecMes  v.  Sax,  \  E.  D.  Smith,  223  ;  Howard 
V.  Thomas,  12  Ohio  St.  201 ;  Brigham  v.  Rogers,  17  Mass.  571.     See, 
also,  Johnson  v.  Oppenheim,  55  N.  T.  280,  294. 

But  there  are  cases  in  which  the  courts  will  receive  in  evidence  a 
parol  agreement,  touching  a  subject  not  mentioned  in  the  written  lease 
and  made  for  an  independent  consideration,  paid  by  the  tenant,  not 
stipulated  for  or  referred  to  in  the  lease,  and  sustain  such  prior  agree- 
ment as  a  previous  distinct  collateral  agreement  upon  a  collateral 
and  independent  consideration  which  did  not  merge  in  the  subsequent 
written  contract  of  hiring.  Lewis  v.  Seabury,  74  N.  Y.  409.  See 
ErsTcine  v.  Adeane,  L.  E.,  8  Ch.  App.  756 ;  Morgan  v.  Oriffith,  6 
Exch.  70 ;  Hope  v.  Balen,  58  ]Sr.  T.  380 ;  Babcock  v.  Deford,  14 
Kans.  408 ;  FoIJoy.  Anderson,  16  id.  243. 

In  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage,  given  to  secure  the 
payment  of  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  money  on  a 
specified  day,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing that,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  there 
was  a  verbal  agreement  that  the  money  should  not  be  due  until  a  later 
day.   Hunt  v.  Bloomer,  5  Duer,  302.  See  Adair  v.  Adair,  5  Mich.  204. 

So,  where  a  written  agreement  required  the  delivery  of  the  entire 
quantity  of  certain  articles  sold  before  payment  could  be  demanded, 
it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible  to  show  that  the 
parties  intended  that  each  parcel  should  be  paid  for  on  its  dehvery. 
Baker  v.  Biggins,  21  N.  Y.  397. 

So,  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  in  an  action  upon  it  by  the 
payee,  is  not  entitled  to  show,  bj'^  parol  evidence,  that,  at  a  settlement 
of  accounts  between  the  parties,  upon  which  settlement  the  note  was 
given,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  give  it  up,  if  he  could  not  find  a  receipt 
from  the  defendant  for  the  payment  for  some  property  which  the  de- 
fendant had  let  him  have,  the  parties  differing,  at  the  time  of  giving 
the  note,  as  to  whether  such  property  had  been  paid  for.  Brown  v. 
Hull,  1  Denio,  400. 

So,  where  a  promissory  note  was  given,  upon  the  release  of  the 
payee's  interest  in  his  father's  estate,  upon  a  parol  agreement  between 
the  maker  and  the  payee,  that  if  the  interest  of  other  heirs  of  the  es- 
tate could  not  be  obtained  in  a  specified  manner,  both  the  note  and  the 
release  should  be  void,  and  an  action  was  afterward  brought  upon  the 
note  it  was  held,  that  evidence  of  such  parol  agreement  was  inadmis- 
sible. Hly  V.  Kilhorn,  5  Denio,  514.  In  such  a  case  the  note  and 
the  release  constitute  a  written  agreement,  and  each  instrument  is  the 
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consideration  of  the  other,  and  a  failure  of  the  condition  in  the  parol 
agreement  would  not  be  a  failure  in  the  consideration  of  either.  lb. 

So,  where  a  promissory  note  is  given  for  a  specific  sum,  it  cannot  be 
shown  by  parol  evidence  that,  at  the  time  when  the  note  was  given, 
there  was  a  verbal  agreement  between  the  maker  and  the  payee  that  an 
account  which  the  maker  held  against  the  payee  should  be  deducted. 
Ea/oes  v.  Henderson,  17  Wend.  190. 

Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  control,  explain  or  modify  a  war- 
ranty in  a  policy  of  insurance.  Ripley  v.  uEtna  Ins.  Co.,  30  N.  Y.  136. 

Where  the  promise  contained  in  a  promissory  note  is  absolute,  parol 
evidence  is  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  incorporating  into  the 
contract  a  condition  which  will  affect  or  change  the  character  of  the 
contract  between  the  parties.  Thompson  v.  Hall,  45  Barb.  214; 
Holtzworth  V.  Kooch,  29  Ohio  St.  33 ;  Bissenger  v.  Guiieman,  6 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  277 ;  Swrnik  v.  Nichols,  AdrrHr,  24  Ind.  199. 

An  order  for  the  payment  of  money,  when  in  the  hands  of  the  payee 
or  his  assignee,  is  evidence  in  writing  of  his  title  to  the  payment,  which 
cannot  be  waived  or  contradicted  by  parol  evidence.  Parker  v.  City  of 
Syracuse,  31  IST.  T.  376.  But  it  is  competent  for  parties,  after  such 
order  has  been  delivered  or  assigned,  to  waive  rights  that  have  been 
acquired  thereby,  or  to  modify  them,  which  waiver  or  modification  may 
be  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence.  lb. 

A  contract  of  indorsement  cannot  be  varied  by  oral  testimony.  Bar- 
nard V.  Qaslim.,  23  Minn.  192 ;  Third  National  Bank  v.  Clark,  23 
id.  263 ;  Willse  v.  Whitaker,  22  Hun,  242  ;  Hcmer  v.  Patterson,  84 
Penn.  St.  274 ;  Fassin  v.  Hubbard,  55  N.  Y.  465  ;  Doolittle  v.  Ferry, 
20  Kans.  230 ;  S.  C,  27  Am,  Kep.  166  ;  Charles  v.  Penis,  42  Wis. 
56;  S.  C.  2i  Am.  Eep.  383  ;  Wilson  v.  Black,  6  Blackf.  509  ;  Camp- 
hell  V.  Bobbins,  29  Ind.  271 ;  Bank  of  Albion  v.  Smith,  27  Barb.  489  ; 
Barry  v.  Morse,  3  N.  H.  132 ;  Crocker  v.  Qetchell,  23  Me.  392 ; 
Stubbs  V.  Qoodall,  4  Ga.  106  ;  Buckley  v.  Bentley,  48  Barb.  283 ; 
Goodwin  V.  Davenport,  47  Me.  112.  In  an  action  on  a  note  it  can- 
not be  shown  by  parol  that  the  note  was  not  to  be  paid  in  money. 
Zinville  v.  Holden,  2  McArthur,  329  ;  Clark  v.  Hart,  49  Ala.  86. 
Nor  that  there  was  a  contemporaneous  agreement  to  change  the  sum 
payable ;  Pavidson  v.  Bodley,  27  La.  Ann.  149  ;  nor  that  there  was  an 
agreement  made  when  the  note  was  given  that  it  should  not  be  negoti- 
ated by  the  payee,  X/iox  v.  Clifford,  38  Wis.  651,  but  sliould  remain 
in  his  hands  to  be  paid  out  of  moneys  to  be  received  for  the  maker  and 
not  otherwise ;  Currier  v.  Hale,  8  Allen,  47 ;  nor  that  paper  which 
on  its  face  appears  to  be  payable  generally  was  intended  by  the  parties 
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to  be  payable  at  a  chartered  bank ;  MoLm'en  v.  Marine  Bank  of 
Georgia,  52  Ga.  131.  See,  however,  Coih/rwn,  v.  GiWMiingham,  28  id. 
177 ;  nor  that  the  note  was  to  be  paid  on  a  day  or  on  a  manner  differ- 
ent from  that  specified  in  the  instrument  itself;  Borden  v.  Peroy,  20 
Ark.  293;  nor  that  notwithstanding  it  appears  on  its  face  to  have  been 
given  for  one  purpose,  it  was  in  fact  given  for  a  different  purpose ;  Fay 
V.  Blaohstone,  31  111.  538 ;  nor  that  it  was  intended  for  a  receipt. 
City  Bank  v.  Adams,  45  Me.  455  ;  Billings  v.  Billings,  10  Gush. 
(Mass.)  178. 

In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  warranty,  on  a  sale  of  goods  upon  a 
written  contract,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  sale,  the  vendor's  agent  represented  the  goods  to  be  of  a 
particular  quality.  Harnor  v.  Groves,  15  C.  B.  667.  If  the  action,  how- 
ever, is  founded  upon  a  fraud  in  procuring  such  sale,  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  show  the  fraud,  notwithstanding  the  sale  may  have  been 
reduced  to  writing,  ^ooj?  v.  Handy,  41  Barb.  454.  So,  if  the  contract 
is  a  mere  receipt  for  the  purchase-price  of  goods  sold,  that  will  not  ex- 
clude parol  evidence  of  a  warranty  on  the  sale  of  such  goods  or  prop- 
erty. Filhvns  v.  Whyland,  24  JST.  Y.  338 ;  S.  C,  24  Barb.  379 ;  ante, 
527.  It  has  been  held  that  a  party  who  signs  a  written  contract 
as  principal,  will  not  be  permitted  to  show,  by  parol  evidence,  that  he 
was  the  mere  agent  of  a  third  person,  and  thus  charge  him  as  principal 
when  the  name  of  the  latter  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  in- 
strument. Fenly  v.  Stewart,  6  Sandf.  101 ;  Avhurn  City  Bank  v. 
Leona/rd,  40  Barb.  119.  But,  in  a  recent  case  in  the  Court  of  Appeals, 
it  was  held  that  a  subscription  by  an  agent,  in  his  own  name,  without 
mentioning  the  name  of  the  principal,  was  sufficient  to  charge  the  lat- 
ter ;  that  it  was  valid  under  the  statute  of  frauds  ;  and  that  parol  evi- 
dence was  admissible  to  show  who  was  the  actual  principal.  Dykers  v. 
Townsend,  24  N.  T.  57.  See,  also,  Ooleman  v.  First  National  Bank 
Elmira,  53  id.  388 ;  Ford  v.  Williams,  21  How.  (U.  S.)  207 ;  Big- 
gins V.  Senior,  8  M.  &  W.  834 ;  Short  v.  Spoakman,  2  Bam.  &  Ad. 
962 ;  Taintor  v.  Pendergast,  3  Hill,  72 ;  Gates  v.  Brower,  9  N.  T. 
205  ;  Briggs  v.  Partridge,  64  id.  357,  362.  This  rule  that  parol 
evidence  cannot  be  given  to  contradict  or  vary  a  written  agreement 
does  not  preclude  a  party  who  has  contracted  with  an  agent  from 
maintaining  an  action  against  the  principal  upon  parol  proof  that  the  con- 
tract was  in  fact  made  with  the  principal,  although  the  agency  was  not 
disclosed  by  the  contract  and  was  not  known  to  such  party  at  the  time 
of  making  it.  The  courts  hold  that  such  proof  does  not  contradict 
the  written  contract,  but  merely  superadds  a  liability  against  a  prind- 
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pal  to  that  against  the  agent ;  and  that  it  is  admissible  to  charge  the 
principal  while  it  would  be  inadmissible  to  discharge  the  agent,  and 
that  the  principal  being  a  stranger  to  the  contract  cannot  evoke  the 
rule.  lb.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  445-448. 

It  is  somewhat  difficult  to  reconcile  this  doctrine  with  the  rule  that 
parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  change,  enlarge  or  vary  a  written  con- 
tract, and  the  argument  upon  which  it  is  supported,  savors  of  sub- 
tlety and  refinement.  But  whatever  ground  there  may  have  been  origi 
nally  to  question  the  legal  soundness  of  the  doctrine,  it  is  too  firmly 
established  to  be  overthrown.  Brigga  v.  Partridge,  64  N.  Y.  357,  363. 

There  is  a  well-recognized  exception  to  this  rule  in  case  of  notes  and 
hills  of  exchange,  resting  upon  the  law  merchant.  Persons  dealing 
with  negotiable  instruments  are  presumed  to  take  them  on  the  credit 
of  the  parties  whose  names  appear  upon  them  ;  and  a  person  not  a 
party  cannot  be  charged  upon  proof  that  the  ostensible  party  signed  or 
indorsed  as  his  agent.  Briggs  v.  Partridge,  64  N.  Y.  357  ;  Barker 
y.  Mechanics^  Ins.  Co.,  3  Wend.  94 ;  Pente  r.  Stanton,  10  id.  271 ; 
PeWitt  V.  Walton,  9  N.  Y.  571 ;  Stackpole  v.  Arnold,  11  Mass.  27 ; 
^ast7nan  E.  R.  Go.  v.  Benedict,  5  Gray,  566 ;  Beehham  v.  Prahe,  9 
Mees.  &  Wels.  79.  One  not  a  party  to  a  contract  may  show  that  he  has 
rights  under  it  because  it  was  entered  into  for  his  benefit,  though 
neither  party  to  the  contract  can  show,  for  the  purpose  of  relieving 
himself  from  liability  thereon,  that  one  of  them  was  a  mere  agent  for 
a  third  person.     Stowell  v.  Eldjifed,  39  Wis.  614. 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  person  whose  name  ap- 
pears at  the  head  of  an  invoice  as  vendor  is  not  in  fact  a  contracting 
party.     Holding  v.  Elliott,  5  Hurlst.  &  Norm.  117. 

A  written  contract  executed  between  parties,  not  in  performance  of 
a  distinct  and  separate  provision  of  prior  negotiations  and  agreements 
between  them,  but  covering,  in  its  terms  or  legal  effect,  the  whole 
subject-matter  thereof,  extinguishes  and  supersedes  all  such  prior  ne- 
gotiations and  agreements.  Rena/rd  v.  Bampson,  12  N.  Y.  561 ;  Town- 
send  v.  Fishes,  2  Hilt.  47 ;  Price  v.  McGown,  10  N.  Y.  466.  In  such 
a  case  parol  evidence  of  the  prior  oral  negotiations  are  not  admissible 
in  evidence.  Long  v.  New  Yorh  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  50  IST.  Y.  76 ; 
Pill  V.  Syracuse,  Binghamton  &  If.  Y.  R.  R.  Co.,  73  id.  351 ; 
Cocks  V.  Barker,  49  id.  107 ;  Barker  v.  Bradley,  42  id.  316  ;  Wilson 
V.  Been,  74  id.  531 ;  Peers  y.  Pa/vis,  29  Mo.  184;  Reed  v.  Jones,  8 
Wis.  392.  But  where  the  written  instrument  is  a  mere  part  perform- 
ance of  a  written  contract,  there  is  no  presumption,  in  the  absence  of 
all  proof  on  the  subject,  that  the  prior  contract  is  merged  in  the  snbse- 
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qiient  oue.  Morris  v.  Whitcher,  20  N.  Y.  41 ;  Bellinger  ■  v.  Kitts,  6 
Barb.  274.  And  whether  the  stipulations  contained  in  the  prior  con- 
tract are  merged  in  the  subsequent  one  is  a  question  of  intention,  upon 
which  parol  evidence  is  admissible.  lb. ;  Baker  v.  Bradley,  42  N.  Y. 
316  ;  Hutchins  v.  Hebbard,  34  id.  24. 

Parol  evidence  has  been  received  to  show  a  cotemporaneous  but  distinct 
contract  on  the  same  general  subject-matter,  Dwparquet  v.  Knvhel,  24 
Hun,  653,  654 ;  Lewis  v.  Seahury,  Y4  IST.  Y.  409  ;  Chapin  v.  Bobson, 
78  id.  74  ;  Unger  v.  Jacobs,  7  Hun,  220  ;  as  for  example  an  agree- 
ment by  the  payee  of  a  note  given  for  a  sewing  machine  to  furnish  the 
maker  work  within  a  certain  time,  at  a  certain  price.  Weeks  v.  Med- 
ler,  20  Kans.  57. 

An  executory  contract,  whether  verbal  or  written,  for  the  performance 
of  distinct  and  separate  provisions,  is  not  merged  in,  or  superseded  by  a 
subsequent  written  contract  in  execution  of  a  part  only  of  such  provisions, 
where  there  is  no  other  evidence  than  the  written  agreement  of  an  intent 
that  it  shoiild  be  extinguished.  Wi^eck  v.  Waine,  16!N".Y.  532;  Miller 
V.  Fichthorn,  31  Penn.  St.  252  ;  Creamer  v.  Stephenson,  15  Md.  211 ; 
Keough  v.  McNitt,  6  Minn.  513 ;  Ruggles  v.  Swanwiek,  6  id.  526 ; 
Lewis  V.  Seabury,  74  E.  Y.  409  ;  Weaver  v.  Fletcher,  27  Ark.  510 ; 
Basshor  v.  Forbes,  36  Md,  154  ;  Rarbold  v.  Kuster,  44  Penn.  St. 
392. 

While  a  written  or  a  sealed  instrument  remains  in  full  force,  and  is 
still  executory  and  unbroken  or  unrescinded,  parol  evidence  of  a  parol 
prior  agreement  is  not  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of  varying  the  terms 
of  such  written  agreement.  Lynch  v.  McBeth,  7  How.  113  ;  Nelson 
V.  Sharp,  4  Hill,  584.  But  where  a  written  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods  is  silent  as  to  the  time  of  delivery,  it  is  competent  to  prove  a 
subsequent  oral  agreement,  distinct  from  the  original  contract,  fixing 
the  time  for  delivery.  Orguerre  v.  Luling,  1  Hilt.  383.  And  see 
vol.  2,  p.  680. 

There  are  few  instances,  however,  in  which  written,  and  even  sealed 
instruments,  may  be  varied  or  modified  by  parol  agreements ;  and  in 
such  cases  parol  evidence  may  be  given  to  show  what  the  modification 
was.  If  a  sealed  agreement  fixes  the  time  for  the  performance  of  the 
contract,  there  may  be  a  valid  parol  agreement  extending  the  time  of 
performance.  Flynn  v.  McKeon,  6  Duer,  203  ;  Vasseur  v.  Living- 
ston, 4  id.  285.  And  see  vol.  2,  p.  680.  A  contract  or  covenant  under 
seal  cannot  be  modified  before  breach  by  a  parol  executory  contract. 
Coe  V.  Hobby,  72  K  Y.  141. 

The  holder  of  a  promissory  note  may  treat  all  the  makers  as  princi  - 
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pals,  and  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  in  sucli  a  case,  to  show  that 
such  is  not  their  character ;  but  as  between  the  makers  themselves, 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  shovf  who  are  principal  debtors  and  who 
sureties.     Robison  v.  Lyle,  10  Barb.  512. 

One  of  two  makers  of  a  promissory  note  may  prove  by  parol,  in  an 
action  on  the  note,  that  he  signed  the  note  as  surety,  to  enable  him  to 
interpose  as  a  defense  that  he  was  discharged  by  an  extension  of  time 
given  to  the  principal  with  knowledge  of  the  suretyship.  Hubbard 
V.  Gurney,  64:  N.  Y.  457 ;  Higden  v.  Bailey,  26  Ga.  426 ;  Lime 
Roeh  Bank  v.  MalleU,  34  Me.  547  ;  Crrafton  Bank  v.  Kent,  4  N.  H. 
221 ;  Piper  v.  Newcomer,  25  Iowa,  221 ;  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Smith, 
30  Yt.  14S ;  Brown  v.  Ilaggerty,  26  111.  469  ;  liUey  v.  Gregg,  16  Wis. 
666  ;  Stewart  v.  Parker,  55  Ga.  656. 

Although  parol  evidence  cannot  be  admitted,  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
tradicting or  varying  a  written  instrument,  yet  such  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  explain  the  meaning  of  characters,  marks  and  technical  terms 
used  in  a  particular  business,  and  which  are  unintelligible  to  persons 
not  acquainted  therewith,  where  they  occur  in  a  written  instrument,  and 
the  explanation  is  consistent  with  its  terms.  Dana  v.  Fiedler,  12  N. 
T.  40 ;  S.  C,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  463.  And  where  a  written  contract 
stipulated  for  the  sale  of  "  one  hundred  and  fifty  casks  of  one  ton  each, 
best  madder,  12^,"  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  competent  and 
admissible  to  prove  that  among  dealers  in  the  article,  these  figures 
meant  12J  cents  a  poimd.  lb.  See  Barnard  v.  Kellogg,  10  Wall.  383 ; 
Robinson  v.  United  States,  13  id.  363  ;  Oollender  v.  Dinsmore,  55  IST. 
Y.  200,  206.  So  where  the  term  "  port-risk  "  was  used  in  a  policy  of 
insurance  it  was  held  that  it  was  a  technical  term,  the  meaning  of  which 
might  be  proved  by  experts  in  the  business  of  marine  insurance. 
Nelson  v.  Sun  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  71  N.  Y.  453. 

So  where  a  certificate  of  deposit  given  by  a  banker  stated  that  the 
plaintiff  had  deposited  a  specified  sum  in  "Ills,  cy.,"  it  was  held  that 
parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  tlie  meaning  of  these  words 
or  letters  was  "  Illinois  currency.' '     IluTbert  v.   Carver,   37  Barb.  62. 

So  where  grain  was  deposited  in  a  store,  and  a  memorandum  or 
certificate  was  given,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  grain  in  store 
"  on  freight,"  it  was  held,  in  an  action  on  the  certificate,  that  the  de- 
fendant might  show,  by  parol  evidence,  that  it  was  the  custom,  at  the 
place  where  the  grain  was  delivered,  and  had  been  for  forty  years,  to 
pay  for  grain  left  on  freight,  after  the  owner  had  ordered  it  to  be 
freighted,  and  not  before ;  that  this  custom  was  known  to  the  plaintiff  ; 
and  that  he  himself  liad  been  in  the  habit,  for  many  years,  of  leaving 
68 
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grain  at  that  place,  to  be  freighted  upon  the  same  terms.  Outwater  v. 
Nelson,  20  Barb.  29. 

So  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  conversion  of  a  quantity 
of  grain,  the  following  instrument,  sighed  by  defendant,  was  put  in 

evidence,  by  the  plaintiff :     "  Received,  Oct.  19,  1847,  from ,  by 

D.  Gary, ,  forty-three  and  forty-seven  sixtieths   bushels  wheat,  at 

per  bushel,"  and  the  plaintiff  also  ofEei-ed  parol  evidence,  to  show 

that  the  transaction  was  a  bailment  instead  of  a  sale  of  the  grain,  and 
the  evidence  was  held  admissible,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  itself 
was  so  ambiguous  as  not  to  import  a  contract  of  any  description,  and 
that  it  stood  on  the  same  footing  as  any  other  receipt,  and  that  it  might, 
therefore,  be  explained  like  any  other  receipt.  Sheldon  v.  Peck,  13 
Barb.  317. 

Every  demise  between  landlord  and  tenant,  in  respect  to  matters  on 
which  the  parties  are  silent,  is  open  to  explanation  by  the  general  cus- 
tom and  usage  of  the  country  or  of  the  district  where  the  laud  lies, 
because  every  person  is  supposed  to  be  cognizant  of  the  custom,  and  to 
contract  with  a  tacit  reference  to  it.  Mangum  v.  Farrington,  1  Daly, 
236  ;  Wilcox  v.  Wood,  9  Wend.  346 ;  Wigglesworth  v.  DalUson,  1 
Doug.  201 ;  S.  C,  Smith's  Lead.  Gas.  300. 

When  terms  of  art  are  used  in  a  written  contract,  and  they  have  a 
definite  meaning,  known  to  those  engaged  in  the  particular  business  re- 
ferred to,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  what  that  meaning  is, 
when  it  is  not  plain  on  the  face  of  the  agreement.  Stroud  v.  Frith, 
11  Barb.  300.  And  where  a  master  covenanted  to  teach  an  apprentice 
the  business  of  a  *'  cabinet  and  mahogany  door-maker,"  and  an  action  was 
brought  against  the  master  for  not  performing  his  covenant,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  entitled  to  show,  by  parol  evidence,  that  such  business  in- 
cluded nothing  more  than  the  making  of  doors  of  mahogany  and  orna- 
mental woods.  lb.  But  although  parol  evidence  is  admissible,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  the  meaning  of  these  terms,  it  is  not  admissible  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  what  the  parties  agreed  to  do,  except  so  far  as 
the  explanation  of  the  terms  has  that  effect.  lb. 

Where  the  language  employed  in  a  written  contract  leaves  the  mean- 
ing of  such  contract  in  doubt,  evidence  of  extrinsic  facts  is  admissible 
to  aid  in  removing  the  doubt.     Moore  v.  Meacham,  10  N.  T.  208. 

So  in  construing  a  written  instrument,  the  court  may  look  to  anteced- 
ent and  surrounding  facts  and  circumstances  to  ascertain  its  meaning. 
Blossom  V.  Griffin,  13  N.  Y.  569. 

It  is  a  sound  rule  in  the  construction  of  contracts,  that  where  the 
language  is  clear,  unequivocal  and  unambiguous,  the  contract  is  to  be 
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interpreted  by  its  owu  language,  and  eourts  are  not  at  liberty  to  look  at 
extrinsio  circumstances  surrounding  the  transaction,  or  elsewhere,  for 
reasons  to  ascertain  its  intent ;  the  understanding  of  the  parties  must  be 
deemed  to  be  that  which  their  own  written  agreement  declares.  Spring- 
steen V.  Sampson,  32  N.  Y.  703.  But  where  a  literal  performance  is 
impossible,  or  impracticable,  or  where  the  language  is  ambiguous,  or 
susceptible  of  more  than  one  construction,  or  is  vague,  or  general,  or 
inappropriate  to  express  the  true  intent,  extraneous  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  explain,  and  an  antecedent  parol  agreement  may  be  received  to 
point  to  the  intent  of  the  parties.  lb.  And  see  Dodge  v.  Gardiner, 
31  N.  T.  239  ;  Gollende7'  v.  Dinamore,  55  id.  200 ;  Attorney-Oeneral 
V.  Shore,  11  Simons,  616. 

And,  where  the  defendants  were  doing  business,  both  as  forwarders 
and  carriers,  and  they  agreed  orally  to  transport  merchandise,  which 
was  to  be  delivered  from  time  to  time,  and  subsequently,  on  receiving 
a  portion  thereof,  to  be  transported  pursuant  to  the  oral  contract,  they 
executed  a  written  instrument,  stating  that  the  property  was  received 
*  to  be  forwarded,"  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  of  the  oral  agree- 
ment was  admissible,  to  aid  in  determining  whether  the  defendants 
were  liable  as  carriers,  or  merely  as  forwarders,  in  a  case  where  the 
goods  were  consumed  by  fire  while  in  the  defendants'  hands.  Blossom 
V.  Griffin,  13  N.  Y.  569. 

Parol  evidence  is  always  admissible  to  apply  a  written  contract  to 
the  facts,  or  to  show  the  extrinsic  facts  to  which  the  contract  relates 
and  its  practical  execution  in  reference  to  such  facts.  Spencer  v. 
Bahcoek,  22  Barb.  326.  In  a  contest  between  an  attaching  creditor 
and  a  mortgagee  of  personal  property,  where  the  mortgage  described 
the  property  as  "  eleven  thousand  feet  of  pine  lumber,  of  various  thick- 
nesses, now  in  the  shop  of  the  mortgagor,"  in  a  specified  building,  and 
where  it  was  shown  that  but  one-fifth  part  of  the  property  was  in  the 
building  specified,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  it  was 
held  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  property 
mortgaged  was  a  quantity  of  lumber  which  the  mortgagor  had  just  be^ 
fore  purchased  ;  that  a  part  only  of  it  had  been  delivered,  and  that  the 
remainder  was  still  in  the  possession  of  the  vendor.  Galen  v.  Brown, 
22  N.  Y.  37. 

It  has  been  seen  that  parol  evidence  may  be  given  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  an  absolute  bill  of  sale  was  intended  as  a  mortgage. 
But  when  it  is  once  shown  that  the  instrument  is  a  mortgage,  .it  is  no 
more  liable  to  be  varied  or  contradicted  by  parol  evidence  than  any 
other  written  instrument.     And,  therefore,  where  a  mortgage  was  dated 
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the  11th  day  of  March,  1837,  and  payable  by  "  the  tenth  day  of  Ma/rch, 
eighteen  hwndred  and  thirty"  which  was  an  impossible  time,  and, 
therefore,  in  legal  effect,  payable  immediately ;  it  was  held,  that  as 
between  the  parties,  parol  evidence  was  not  admissible  to  show  that 
the  mortgage  was  intended  to  be  made  payable  on  the  10th  day  of 
March,  1838;  and  that  the  word  ''eight"  was  inadvertently  omitted. 
Fuller  V.  Acher,  1  Hill,  473.  It  would  be  otherwise  as  between  the 
mortgagee  and  a  judgment  creditor  assailing  the  mortgage  as  fraudu- 
lenti  The  mortgagee  for  the  purpose  of  repelling  the  fraud,  may 
show  the  day  of  payment  intended,  and  that  the  error  occurred  through 
the  inadvertence  of  the  draftsman.  lb. 

Parol  evidence  that  the  sum  specified  in  the  condition  of  the  mort- 
gage exceeds  the  amount  of  the  debt  justly  due  to  the  mortgagee  is  in- 
admissible ;  if  a  larger  sum  than  is  really  due  has  been  inserted,  the 
mistake  can  be  corrected  only  in  equity.  Patohin  v.  Pierce,  12  Wend. 
61. 

An  assignment  of  a  mortgage,  absolute  in  its  terms,  cannot  be  con- 
tradicted by  parol  evidence  showing  that  it  was  given  and  executed 
with  the  intention  of  merely  discharging  the  mortgage  from  the  lien 
which  the  assignors  had  on  the  property  mentioned  therein.  TyUr  v. 
Taylor,  8  Barb.  585.  The  principle  authorizing  strangers  to  give 
parol  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  varying  the  terms  of  an  instrument, 
cannot  be  applied  to  such  a  case,  without  also  offering  to  show  that  the 
assignment  was,  by  fraud,  made  to  read  differently  from  the  actual 
agreement  between  the  parties,  to  accomplish  some  covert  purpose, 
lb. 

Parol  proof  of  extrinsic  circumstances  may  be  given  to  apply  a  de- 
scription to  its  subject-matter  ;  and  if  it  appears  that  the  description  is 
in  some  respects  erroneous,  those  facts  may  be  rejected,  and  what  is 
left,  if  sufficient  of  itself,  alone  be  regarded.  Podge  v.  Potter,  18 
Barb.  193.  A  chattel  mortgage  recited  an  indebtedness  of  the  mort- 
gagor to  the  mortgagee  in  the  sum  of  $2,809.41,  the  amount  of  two 
promissory  notes  made  by  the  mortgagor  and  indorsed  by  the  mortgagee, 
which  the  latter  had  taken  up  and  paid,  and  for  indorsement  of  an- 
other note  to  K.,  for  $1,000 ;  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  might  be 
received  to  show  that  another  note,  for  $600,  made  by  the  mortgagor, 
was  one  of  the  notes  referred  to  in,  and  secured  by  the  mortgage,  al- 
though such  note  was  not  indorsed  by  the  mortgagee  ;  it  appearing 
that  the  note  was  payable  to  the  order  of  one  B.,  who  indorsed  the 
same,  and  that  it  was  discounted  by  the  mortgagee.  lb.  It  was  also 
held,  that  a  paper,  upon  which  a  computation  of  the  amount  of  these 
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notes  was  made,  at  the  time  of  executing  the  mortgage,  was  one  of  the 
extrinsic  circumstances  admissible  upon  the  question  of  identity.  lb. 

When  a  chattel  mortgage  described,  among  other  property  mortgaged, 
"  one  four-horse  post  coach  called  '  Steuben,'  and  another  called  '  May- 
day,' at  H.,  employed  in  staging,"  it  appearing  that  the  mortgagor,  at 
the  time  the  mortgage  was  executed,  owned  and  possessed  only  two 
four-horse  post  coaches,  one  called  "  Conhocton,"  and  the  other  called 
" Mayday,"  and  that  there  was  no  coach  called  "Steuben"  at  H.,  or 
employed  in  staging  there,  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  admis- 
sible, to  show  that  the  coach  named  Conhocton  was  intended  to  be  in- 
cluded in  the  mortgage,  instead  of  the  Steuben.  Dodge  v.  Potter^  18 
Barb.  194 

But,  although  parol  evidence  is  admissible  in  many  cases,  to  determine 
and  define  the  subject-matter  of  a  contract,  when  such  evidence  is  ex- 
planatory, yet  it  is  never  admissible  when  it  is  contradictory.  Bell  v. 
Holford,  1  Duer,  58. 

Parol  evidence  of  a  custom  cannot  be  received  to  subvert  a  positive 
unambiguous  contract.  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Bissell,  12  'N.  Y.  615  ; 
CoUender  v.  Binsmore,  55  id.  200. 

Where  persons  have  entered  into  a  written  contract  to  furnish  ma- 
terial and  do  the  plastering  on  a  certain  building  at  so  much  per  square 
yard,  they  may  prove  in  an  action  to  recover  the  contract  price,  a  well- 
settled  custom  of  plasterers  in  their  locality  to  charge  for  the  full  sur- 
face of  the  walls  without  deductions  for  cornices,  baseboards,  or  open- 
ings for  doors  or  windows.      Wallis  v.  Bailey,  49  N.  Y.  464. 

Custom  and  usage  is  resorted  to  only  to  ascertain  and  explain  the 
meaning  and  intention  of  the  parties  to  a  contract  when  the  same  could 
not  be  ascertained  without  extrinsic  evidence,  but  never  to  contravene 
the  express  stipulations;  and  if  there  is  no  uncertainty  as  to  the  terms 
of  a  contract,  usage  cannot  be  proved  to  contradict  or  qualify  its  pro- 
visions. Moron  v.  Brather,  23  Wall.  492 ;  Oollender  v.  Binsmore,  55 
N.  Y.  200 ;  Barnard  v.  Kellogg,  10  Wall.  383 ;  Bradley  v.  Wheeler, 
44  N.Y.  495  ;  Wheeler  v.  Nevibold,  16  id.  392.  In  matters  as  to  which 
the  contract  is  silent,  custom  and  usage  may  be  resorted  to  for  the  pur- 
pose of  annexing  incidents  to  it.  Ratten  v.  Warren,  1  Mees.  &  Wels. 
466 ;  Wigglesworth  v.  Dcdlison,  1  Douglas,  201.  But  the  incident 
sought  to  be  annexed  to  the  contract  must  not  be  inconsistent  with  its 
express  terms  or  any  necessary  implication  from  those  terms.  Oollen- 
der V.  Dvnamore,  65  N.  Y.  200,  209.  Usage  is  sometimes  admissible 
to  add  to  or  explain,  but  never  to  vary  or  contradict,  either  expressly 
or  by  implication,  the  terms  of  a  written  instrument  or  the  fair  and 


542  EVIDENCE. 


Aiding  written  evidence  by  parol  evidence. 


legal  import  of  a  contract.  Allen  v.  Dyhers,  3  Hill,  593 ;  Hilton  v. 
Lock^  5  id.  437 ;  Magee  v.  Atkinson,  2  Mees.  &  "Wels,  442 ;  Adamis 
V.  Wordley,  1  id.  374 ;  Vail  v.  Etce,  5  N.  Y.  155;  Hone  v.  Mutual 
Safety  Ins.  Co.,  1  Sandf .  137. 

Where  a  policy  of  life  insurance  provides  that  it  may  be  continued 
from  year  to  year,  upon  payment  of  the  premium  on  or  before  speci- 
fied days,  the  payment  must  be  thus  made  or  the  policy  will  not  be 
continued ;  and  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  a  usage  or 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  insurer  to  receive  payment  after  the  day 
specified.     Howell  v.  Knickerbocker  Life  Ins.  Co.,  19  Abb.  217. 

So  a  prospectus,  distributed  by  a  life  insurance  company,  and  import- 
ing that  it  was  careful  to  prevent  forfeitures,  is  not  admissible  to  vary 
or  control  an  express  provision  in  a  policy  for  life,  which  determined 
a  policy  upon  a  failure  to  pay  the  premium  on  the  first  day  of  each 
succeeding  year.  Buse  v.  Mutual  Benefit  Life  Ins.  Co.,  23  N.Y.  516. 
But  see  10  id.  653. 

No  usage  can  control  established  rules  of  law ;  and  no  local  usage  in 
a  particular  trade  or  business  can  control  or  affect  the  rights  of  parties. 
Higgins  v.  Moore,  34  N.  T.  417 ;  Emery  v.  Dunbar,  1  Daly,  408.  There 
may  be  cases,  however,in  which  the  parties  are  familiar  with  a  usage^  and 
may  have  long  dealt  with  reference  to  it ;  and  in  such  a  case,  it  may 
sometimes  be  a  question  of  fact  whether  the  parties  did  not  deal  upon 
the  terms  that  the  custom  should  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  contract. 

Where  a  warrant,  issued  by  the  supervisors  of  a  county  for  the  col- 
lection of  taxes,  is  signed  by  the  proper  ofiBcers,  though  not  describing 
themselves  as  supervisors,  it  may,  whenever  it  is  important  to  do  so, 
be  shown  by  parol  evidence  that  such  persons,  so  signing  the  warrant, 
were  supervisors.     Sheldon  v.   Yan  Buskirk,  2  N.  Y.  473. 

Where  there  are  several  causes  of  actions  embraced  in  the  same  com- 
plaint, and  the  recovery  appears  to  be  general,  parol  evidence  is  compe- 
tent to  show  upon  which  cause  or  causes  of  action  specified  the  trial  was 
had  and  judgment  obtained.  /S;fec?ma?i  v.  PafcAm,  34  Barb.  218.  Such 
evidence  does  not  contradict  the  record,  unless  the  party  is  permitted  to 
show  that  the  judgment  was  rendered  upon  a  cause  of  action  not  speci- 
fied in  the  complaint.     lb. 

The  consideration  clause  in  a  deed  or  other  written  instrument,  is 
generally  open  to  explanation  by  parol  proof.  J/'  Crea  v.  Pwrmort, 
16  Wend.  460  ;  Shephard  v.  Little,  14  Johns.  210  ;  Bowen  v.  Bell,  20 
id.  338;  Earl  v.  Crane,  6  Duer,  564;  Kinney  v.  Whiten,  44 
Conn.  262  ;  Smith  v.  Sergent,  67  Barb.  243  ;  Wade  v.  Ca/rter,  76  N. 
C.  171 ;  McConnell  v.  Brayner,  63  Mo.  461 ;  Holmes^  Appeal,  7 
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Penn.  St.  279 ;  McDill  v.  Gunn,  43  Ind.  315 ;  Eebbwrd  v.  Haughicm, 
10  N.  Y.  54 ;  Bingham  v.  Weiderwax,  1  id.  509 ;  Battle  v.  Rochester 
City  Bank,  3  id.  88. 

If  a  deed  recites  that  the  consideration  is  money,  it  is  competent  to 
show,  by  parol  evidence,  that  the  consideration  was  not  money,  but 
iron  of  a  specified  quantity,  and  valued  at  a  stipulated  price.  J/'  Crea 
V.  Pv/rmwt^  16  Wend.  460.     And  see  Adams  v.  Hull,  2  Denio,  306. 

So,  where  a  bill  of  goods  is  sold,  and  a  bill  of  sale  expressing  a  pe- 
cuniary consideration  is  made  out  and  delivered  with  the  goods,  this 
will  not  prevent  the  introduction  of  parol  evidence  to  show  that 
the  consideration  was  not  wholly  pecuniary,  but  consisted  in  a 
special  agreement  instead,  and  that  it  had  been  broken,  to  the  damage 
of  the  party  seeking  to  show  such  fact.     £^arle  v.  Crane,  6  Duer,  564. 

So,  where  a  chattel  mortgage  states  the  consideration  to  be  $1,000, 
in  money  advanced  by  the  mortgagee  to  the  mortgagor,  and  the  con- 
sideration is  attacked  by  the  mortgagor,  or  his  assignees  or  creditors, 
on  the  ground  that  no  money  was  advanced,  the  mortgagee,  for  the 
purpose  of  sustaining  his  mortgage,  may  show,  by  oral  evidence,  that 
the  real  consideration  was  a  note  for  $1,000,  made  by  the  mortgagor 
and  indorsed  by  the  mortgagee,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  that  amount 
of  money  for  the  mortgagor's  accommodation ;  that  there  was  a  failure 
to  raise  the  money  upon  that  note,  and  that  two  notes,  of  $600  each, 
were  substituted  in  its  place,  upon  which  the  money  was  obtained,  and 
that  the  mortgagee  has  paid  such  notes.  MoKinsten'  ^.Bahcook,  26  N.  Y. 
378.  And,  in  such  a  case,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  the 
mortgagee  indorsed  the  two  $600  notes,  in  reliance  upon  the  mortgage 
as  a  security  therefor,  and  that  it  was  the  object  of  the  mortgage  to 
secure  any  such  substituted  liabilities.  lb.  So,  a  promissory  note  or 
other  written  promise,  given  for  the  payment  of  money,  may  be  shown 
to  be  of  no  value,  and  that  no  action  is  maintainable  thereon,  because 
the  consideration  is  fraudulent,  and  the  fraud  may  be  established  by 
parol  evidence.  Stewart  v.  Ahrenfeldt,  4  Denio,  189.  So,  where  a 
contract  is  ambiguous  on  its  face,  and  it  may  include  or  cover  either  a 
legal  or  an  illegal  consideration,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  S'how 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  whether  it  was  the  legal  or  illegal  con- 
sideration that  was  relied  on  in  the  writing.  Brown  v.  Brown,  34 
Barb.  633.  The  object  of  the  evidence,  in  such  a  case,  is  not  to  con- 
tradict the  instrument,  but  to  apply  it  to  the  subject  intended.  lb. 

Wheire  the  terms  of  a  written  contract  are  definite,  and  free  from  any 
ambiguity,  parol  evidence  of  the  subsequent  acts  of  the  parties  is  not 
admissible,    for  the  purpose  of   giving  construction  to  the  contract. 
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Giles  V.  OomstoGk,,  dN.  Y.  271 ;  Lowher  v.  Le  Roy,  2  Sandf.  202, 
Where  the  terms  are  ambiguous  see  French  v.  Carhart,  1  JST.  Y.  96; 
Chapmam,  v.  Bluck,  4  Bing.  N".  C.  187 ;  Stokes  v.  Beohnagel,  6  Jones 
&  Sp.  368. 

Where  a  bill  of  lading  acknowledges  the  receipt  of  a  cargo  of  grain 
from  A.,  A.  is  competent  to  show  by  parol  evidence  that  the  grain 
actually  belonged  to  B.,  and  that  A.  was  merely  his  agent,  having  no 
interest  whatever  in  the  grain.  Ide  v.  Sadler,  18  Barb.  32.  And  see 
ScovUl  V.  Griffith,  12  N.  Y.  509 ;  Highy  v.  N.  Y.  <&  HaHem  E.  R., 
3  Bosw.  497. 

Where  the  evidence  in  a  case  shows  both  a  written  and  a  verbal  au- 
thority to  a  person  to  act  as  attorney,  proof  of  a  search  for  the  written 
power,  and  of  an  inability  to  find  it,  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  in- 
troduction of  parol  proof  of  its  contents.  Barhk  of  North  America 
V.  Ernbury,  33  Barb.  323.  So  parol  proof  of  notice  of  the  non-pay- 
ment of  a  bill,  note,  or  check  may  be  given,  although  the  notice  was 
in  writing,  and  the  defendant  has  not  been  called  on  to  produce  it  at 
the  trial ;  and  the  rule  is  the  same,  whether  the  notice  was  given  by  a 
public  notary  or  by  a  private  person.  Scott  v.  Betts,  HiU  &  Denio, 
363. 

In  construing  a  written  contract  the  court  will,  if  possible,  so  read 
it  as  to  efEectuate  the  intention  of  the  parties  rather  than  to  defeat  it. 
Sbratton  v.  Pettit,  16  C.  B.  420  ;  Walker  v.  Tucker,  70  111.  527 ; 
People  V.  Gasper,  3  Neb.  285 ;  Morey  v.  Hamen,  10  Yt.  567 ;  Cooke 
V.  Barr,  39  Conn.  296. 

And  it  will  interpret  or  construe  a  promise  in  the  sense  in  which  the 
promisor  knew  that  the  promisee  imderstood  it.  Barlow  v.  Scott,  24 
N.  Y.  40 ;  White  v.  Hoyt,  73  id.  505,  511 ;  Hoffman  v.  ^trm  Ins.  Co., 
32  id.  405 ;  Johnson  v.  Hathorn,  2  Abb.  App.  Dec.  465 ;  Mowatt  v. 
Londesborough,  3  Ell.  &  B.  307 ;  Potter  v.  Ontario  Ins.  Co.,  5  Hill, 
147.     See  Noonan  v.  Bradley,  9  Wall.  394. 

But,  as  general  rule,  the  intention  must  be  collected  from  the  face 
of  the  written  instrument  itself.  Kelly  v.  Upton,  5  Duer,  336 ; 
Baker  Y.  Higgins,'^!  N.  Y.  397;  Morey  v.  Eaman^  10  Vt.  567;- 
Gray  v.  Clark,  11  id.  583 ;  Hunter  v.  Miller,  6  B.  Monr.  612.  And 
if  the  language  of  the  contract  is  plain  and  unequivocal  it  must  be 
carried  into  efEect  according  to  its  plain  meaning,  and  parol  evidence 
cannot  be  admitted  to  show  that  a  difEerent  meaning  was  intended. 
Curtiss  V.  Howell,  39  N.  Y.  211 ;  Kiniball  v.  Brawner,  47  Mo.  398  ; 
Warren  v.  Jones,  51  Me.  146. 

And  if  the  plaintiff  complains  upon  an  instrument  in  writing,  the 
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defendant  cannot,  in  pleading,  rely  upon  oral  matter,  which  introduces 
a  qualification  of  the  contract  sued  on,  or  which  shows  that  it  was  made 
subject  to  a  condition  which  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  it.  Com- 
ham  V.  Bwrry,  15  C.  B.  597 ;  Eosley  v.  Black,  26  How.  97 ;  S.  C, 
28  N.  Y.  438.     And  see  ante,  525. 

But  it  may  be  shown  that  the  instrument  was  not  to  take  effect  as 
an  agreement  until  it  was  approved  by  some  particiilar  person,  and  that 
such  approval  has  not  been  given  ;  Pym  v.  Campbell,  6  Ell.  &  Bla. 
570 ;  or  it  may  be  shown  that  the  instrument  was  not  to  be  obligatory 
on  the  party  sued  until  another  person  signed  it  above  his  signature, 
^nd  that  this  has'not  been  done.  Miller  v.  Oamhie,  4  Barb.  146 ; 
Ely  V.  Kilhorn,  6'  Denio,  514  ;  vol.  1,  p.  760.  The  facts  surrotmding 
"the  transaction  may,  however,  be  such  as  to  estop  the  party  from  intro- 
ducing such  a  defense.     Dair  v.  United  States,  16  Wall.  1. 

In  an  action  against  the  defendant  for  not  transferring  a  farm,  he 
"pleaded  that  the  agreement  sued  on  was  made  subject  to  the  condition 
that  it  should  be  null  and  void  if  one  S.  should  not,  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  the  making  of  the  agreement,  consent  and  agree  to  the  trans- 
fer of  the  farm  to  the  plaintiff  ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  defendant 
might  prove  this  oral  contemporaneous  agreement  by  parol  evidence, 
because  such  oral  agreement  merely  operated  in  suspension  of  the  written 
agreement,  and  not  in  defeasance  of  it.  Wallis  v.  Littell,  11  J.  Scott 
<N,  S.),  369;  Murray  v.  Earl  of  Stair,  2  Barn.  &  Ores.  82  ;  Furness  v. 
Meek,  3  Hurlst.  &  Norm.  907. 

It  may  also  be  shown  that  an  instrument  on  its  face  purporting  to  be 
a  contract  was  not  in  fact  intended  by  the  parties  as  such.  Grierson 
V.  Mason,  60  K  T.  394. 

Where  general  words  are  used  in  an  agreement,  they  will  be  so  re- 
stricted as  to  subserve  the  intentions  of  the  parties.  Coddi/ngton  v- 
DoAjis,  3  Denio,  17 ;  S.  C,  1  N.  Y.  186  ;  Vav^hn  v.  PorUr,  16  Vt. 
266 ;  Baxter  v.  State,  9  Wis.  38,  45  ;  Torrance  v.  McDougald,  12 
Ga.  526. 

And  where  a  written  instrument  has  no  date,  parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  show  that  it  was  not  intended  to  operate  from  its  delivery, 
but  from  a  future  uncertain  period.  Davis  v.  Jones,  17  C.  B.  625. 
So,  too,  contracts  must  always  be  construed  in  reference  to  the  subject- 
matter  to  which  they  relate,  and  in  the  light  of  the  contemporaneous 
facts  and  circumstances.  And,  therefore,  extrinsic  evidence  of  the 
circumstances  existing  at  the  time  of  its  execution  is  always  admissible, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  the  instrument,  but  to  aid  in  its 
interpretation.     Phelps  v.  Bostvoick,  22  Barb.  314  ;  Dodge  v.  Gardiner 
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31  N.  Y.  239 ;  Share  v.  Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  655,  569 ;  Dent  v. 
North  Americcun  Steamship  Co.,  49  N.  Y.  390  ;  Bose  v.  Roberts,  9 
Minn.  119  ;  Hurley  v.  Brown,  98  Mass.  545  ;  Field  v.  Sohriher,  14 
Iowa,  119 ;  MoCleary  v.  Edwards,  27  Barb.  239 ;  Mumford  v.  Oet- 
ting,  7  C.  B.  (N".  S.)  305. 

And  parol  evidence  is  also  admissible,  to  show  that  a  bond  for  the 
payment  of  money,  absolute  in  its  terms,  was  delivered,  under  an  agree- 
ment by  which  it  was  to  be  held  by  the  obligee  as  a  collateral  security 
for  the  debt  of  third  parties,  and  that  it  was  to  be  canceled  upon  his 
obtaining  payment  from  them.  Chester  v.  Banh  of  Kingston,  16  IST. 
Y.  336  ;  Nichols  v.  Smith,  42  Barb.  381. 

§  20.  Parol  proof  as  original  and  independent  eyidence.  It  has 
already  been  seen,  ante,  519,  how  far  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
contradict,  vary,  or  wholly  suivert  a  written  instrument,  as  well  as 
how  far  it  is  admissible  to  establish,  explain  and  support  written  evi- 
dence ;  and  it  now  remains,  in  the  third  place,  to  consider  in  what 
cases  parol  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible,  to  prove  a  fact,  by  virtue 
of  its  own  weight  or  authority,  notwithstanding  the  casual  existence 
or  use  of  collateral  written  evidence  to  prove  or  disprove  the  same 
fact.  "What  has  been  already  said  supplies,  indeed,  a  sufficient  test  j 
for  it  seems  that  the  mere  circumstance  that  a  written  instrument 
exists,  which  may  be  made  evidence  of  a  particular  transaction,  does 
not  exclude  oral  testimony  either  to  prove  or  disprove  the  fact,  unless 
that  written  instrument  be  by  law,  or  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  con- 
stituted the  authentic  and  sole  medium  of  proving  that  fact. 

To  illustrate,  suppose  that  a  valid  oral  contract  is  made  by  two  per- 
sons, in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  and  suppose,  further,  that  one  of 
those  witnesses  should  reduce  to  writing  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
such  writing  would  not  be  of  a  higher  nature  than  the  oral  evidence  of 
the  other  witnesses,  so  as  to  exclude  their  oral  testimony,  because  the 
writing  in  such  a  case  was  not  the  act  of  the  parties,  nor  was  it  agreed 
that  the  writing  should  be  the  only  legal  evidence  of  the  terms  of  the 
contract. 

A  written  memorandum  made  in  the  manner  supposed  might  be 
more  satisfactory  evidence  as  to  its  accuracy,  especially  after  the  lapse 
of  a  long  time,  but  that  fact  does  not  affect  the  competency  of  the  oral 
evidence  of  the  other  witnesses,  although  a  court  or  jury  might  give 
greater  credit  to  the  written  evidence  in  a  case  of  conflicting  evidence 
between  the  oral  statements  and  those  reduced  to  writing. 

The  drawers  of  a  di-af t  interposed  the  defense  of  usury,  on  the  ground 
that  the  draft  was  an  accommodation  draft  in  the  hands  of  the  acceptors. 
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whose  agents  transferred  it  to  the  plaintiff  at  a  usurious  rate  of  dis- 
count ;  but  it  was  held  that  the  books  of  such  agents  were  not  com- 
petent evidence  to  show  the  amount  of  the  discount,  or  the  other  facts 
showing  the  transaction  to  be  usurious,  even  though  such  facts  appeared 
in  the  books,  because  the  proof  was  not  such  as  could  be  made  by  en- 
tries in  the  books  of  third  persons,  but  must  be  made  by  living  wit- 
nesses or  other  legal  proof.  Ghurchmmh  v.  Lewis,  34  N.  T.  444.  But 
see  Met/ropolitan  Nat.  Bcmk  v.  Hale,  28  Hun,  341. 

The  importance  of  the  subject  renders  it  desirable  further  to  con- 
sider, first,  in  what  instances  written  instruments  are  of  an  exclusive 
nature  ;  and  secondly,  with  respect  to  what  parties  and  to  what  facts. 

In  the  first  place  written  evidence  has  an  exclusive  operation  in  every 
instance  in  which  such  evidence  is  required,  by  virtue  of  legislative 
enactments,  such  as  the  case  of  wills,  deeds  and  mortgages  of  real  estate, 
contracts  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  etc.,  etc. 

In  the  second  place  written  evidence  has  an  exclusive  operation  in 
all  those  cases  in  which  the  parties  intentionally  and  deliberately  re- 
duce their  agreement  or  contract  to  writing,  intending  that  the  writ- 
ing shall  be  the  authentic  evidence  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
agreement.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  parties  should  expressly  agree 
that  the  writing  shall  be  the  exclusive  evidence  of  the  contract.  The 
simple  fact  that  the  agreement  is  reduced  to  writing  is  sufficient,  and 
the  law  will  declare  that  such  writing  was  intended  to  be  the  sole  and 
exclusive  evidence  of  such  agreement,  and  will  exclude  parol  evidence 
of  the  terms  of  such  contract. 

The  rule  is  the  same  in  all  cases  in  which  the  acts  of  a  court  of  jus- 
tice are  the  subjects  of  evidence.  Courts  of  record  speak  by  means 
of  their  records  only ;  and  even  where  the  transactions  of  courts  which 
are  not,  technically  speaking,  courts  of  record,  are  to  be  proved,  if  such 
courts  preserve  written  memorials  of  their  proceedings,  those  memo- 
rials are  the  only  authentic  means  of  proof  which  the  law  recognizes. 

Those  proceedings  in  justices'  courts  which  the  law  requires  to  be 
entered  into  the  docket  of  the  justice  must  be  proved  by  the  docket, 
and  not  by  means  of  parol  evidence.     Royce  v.  Burt,  4t:'2t  Barb.  339. 

A  release  under  seal  is  conclusive  as  to  the  matter  stated  in  it,  and 
parol  evidence  to  contradict  the  terms  or  the  legal  effect  of  such  a  re- 
lease is  not  admissible.  Strong  v.  Dean,  35  Barb.  337 ;  Sterns  v. 
Tappvn,  6  Duer,  294.  In  such  a  case,  it  cannot  be  shown  by  parol 
that  there  was  not  a  sufficient  legal  consideration  to  sustain  the  instru- 
ment ;  nor  can  it  be  shown  that  the  consideration  was  a  different  one 
from  that  stated  in  such  release.  lb.  And  the  provisions  of  the  Ke- 
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vised  Statutes,  which  permit  an  inquiry  into  the  consideration  of  a 
sealed  instrument,  have  not  affected  the  common-law  rule  that  a  release 
under  seal  extinguishes  the  debt  or  claim  to  which  it  relates,  even 
when  the  release  recites  a  mere  nominal  consideration.  lb. ;  NMe  v. 
Kelly,  40  JS".  T.  415. 

There  are  some  exceptions  to  the  rule  which  excludes  parol  evidence 
for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  or  explaining  or  varying  the  terms  of 
written  instruments.  A  writing,  which  on  its  face  purports  to  be  an 
absolute  bill  of  sale  of  chattels,  may  be  shown,  by  parol  evidence,  to 
have  been  intended  as  a  mere  chattel  mortgage,  vol.  1,  p.  268;  Ring 
V.  Franhlin,  2  Hall,  1 ;  YanPelt  v.  Otter,  2  Sweeny,  202  ;  Anthony 
V.  Atkinson,  id.  228 ;  Smger,  etc.,  Machine  Oo.  v.  Holoomb,  40 
Iowa,  33  ;  or  to  have  been  given  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  Brit- 
ton  V.  Lor  em,  45  N".  T.  51 ;  Day  v.  Both,  18  id.  448 ;  Mulford  v. 
Miller,  1  Keyes,  31. 

"Where  an  agreement  is  reduced  to  writing  in  duplicate,  and  each  party 
keeps  a  copy,  if  there  is  a  mistake  in  one  of  the  instruments,  it  may  be 
shown  by  parol  evidence,  by  the  scrivener  who  wrote  the  paper,  that 
he  made  a  mistake  in  making  one  of  the  papers.  McNulty  v.  Pren- 
tice, 25  Barb.  204.  In  the  case  just  cited,  the  written  instrument  was 
an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  and  the  question  in  the  case  was,  in  rela- 
tion to  the  time  for  which  the  apprentice  was  to  serve.  In  the  appren- 
tice's copy,  it  was  stated  to  be  two  years,  Iajoo  months  and  fifteen  days  ; 
while  in  the  master's  copy,  it  was  stated  to  be  two  years,  ten  months, 
and  fifteen  days.  On  the  trial,  the  defendant,  who  was  the  master, 
offered  to  show  that  the  word  tmo  was  inserted  instead  of  ten  by  a  cleri- 
cal error,  and  was  made  by  a  mistake  of  the  person  who  wrote  the 
papers  ;  and  the  evidence  was  held  competent.  It  will  be  observed, 
however,  that,  in  this  case,  it  was  not  strictly  a  correction  by  parol  evi- 
dence alone ;  for  the  parol  evidence  offered  was  merely  to  the  effect 
that  another  written  instrument,  executed  at  the  same  time,  and  as  a 
part  of  this  instrument,  was  the  accurate  one. 

In  an  action  upon  a  written  agreement,  which  was  signed  by  the  de- 
fendant, he  offered  to  show,  by  parol  evidence,  that  the  agreement 
was  not  to  be  binding  upon  him  until  he  should  consult  a  third 
party,  and  upon  condition  that  such  third  party  should  approve  of  the 
contract ;  and  it  was  also  offered  to  show  that  such  third  person  did 
not  approve  of  the  contract ;  and  this  evidence  was  held  to  be  admis- 
sible, because  it  showed  that,  in  fact,  there  was  no  agreement  at  all  be- 
tween the  parties.     Pym  v.  Gampbdl,  6  Ell.  &  Bla.  370. 

Receipts,  as  a  general  rule,  are  open  to  explanation  or  contradiction. 
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SO  far  as  they  relate  to  an  admission  of  the  receipt  of  money  or  prop- 
erty. Foster  v.  Newbrough,  58  N.  Y.  481 ;  Ditoh  v.  Vollha/rdt,  82 
111.  134 ;  Reading  v.  Trmer,  83  id.  372 ;  Williamson  v.  Reddish, 
45  Iowa,  550  ;  Boibcoek  v.  May,  4  Ohio,  346.  Where  a  receipt  is  era- 
bodied  in  a  promissory  note  the  receipt  is  open  to  explanation  the  same 
as  if  it  were  in  a  separate  instrument.  Smith  v.  Holland,  61  N.  Y. 
635.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  for  what  purpose  a  receipt 
was  given,  to  what  fund  it  referred,  and  to  inquire  into  the  consider- 
ation. Colhwn  V.  Lansing,  46  Barb.  37.  A  receipt  may  be  avoided 
by  showing  that  it  was  obtained  without  consideration,  or  by  misrep- 
resentation, or  that  it  has  been  rescinded  by  the  agreement  of  the 
parties.  VanNest  v.  Talmage,  17  Abb.  99.  It  may  be  shown  by 
parol  evidence  that  there  was  a  mistake  made  in  the  receipt,  as  to  the 
particular  moneys  mentioned  in  it ;  Ensign  v.  Webster,  1  Johns.  Cas. 
145  ;  or,  that  the  receipt  was  given  upon  a  condition  which  has  not 
been  performed ;  House  v.  Low,  2  Johns.  378  ;  or,  to  show  that  provis- 
ions were  received  to  sell  on  commission,  instead  of  a  sale,  when  the 
receipt  expressed  that  they  were  received  "  for  account  of  "  the  person 
sending  them ;  McEinstry  v.  PearsaU,  3  Johns.  319  ;  or,  to  show  that 
there  was  no  payment,  when  a  note  or  other  chose  in  action  is  received 
by  the  person  giving  such  receipt ;  Highy  v.  N.  Y.  and  Ha/rlem  Ra/il- 
road  Go.,  3  Bosw.  497 ;  Toley  v.  Barber,  5  Johns.  68 ;  Putnam  v. 
Lewi,  8  id.  389  ;  Johnson  v.  Weed,  9  id.  310 ;  Southwioh  v.  Hay- 
den,  7  Cow.  334 ;  or,  to  show  that  a  sura  receipted  as  money  was 
not  paid  in  money,  but  in  property.  BatUe  v.  Rochester  City  BanTc, 
3  N.  Y.  88.  But,  where  a  receipt  was  given  for  a  quantity  of  grain, 
which  was  "  subject  to  order  any  day  when  called  for  (after  a  day  speci- 
fied), without  charge  for  storage,"  it  cannot  be  shown  by  parol  evi- 
dence, nor  by  evidence  of  usage,  that  this  is  a  contract  of  sale,  instead 
of  a  bailment.  Wadsworth  v.  AUcott,  6  N.  Y.  64.  See,  also,  Niles  v. 
Culver,  8  Barb.  207  ;  Goodyear  v.  Ogden,  4  Hill,  104.  So  where  corn 
was  delivered  at  an  elevator,  and  the  following  receipt  taken :  "  Received 
in  store  of  M.  one  load  of  corn,  subject  to  storage.  Number  of  bush- 
els two  thousand  two  hundred  and  ninety.  "•  This  was  held  to  constitute 
a  contract  of  bailment  only,  and  that  parol  evidence  of  custom  or 
usage  tending  to  show  that  the  parties  intended  a  sale  was  not  admis- 
sible.    Marks  v.  Cass  County  Mill,  etc.,  Co.,  43  Iowa,  146. 

A  receipt  showing  on  its  face  that  certain  specified  articles  "  are 
herebj''  turned  over  and  delivered  to  a  person  may  be  contradicted  by 
parol  proof  that  the  articles  were  never  in  fact  delivered.  Pool  v. 
Chase,  46  Texas,  207. 
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An  ordinary  receipt  is  conclusive  as  to  what  it  recites,  if  it  is  not  ex- 
plained or  contradicted  by  parol  or  other  evidence.  Lcumhert  v.  Seely, 
2  Hilt.  429.  So,  where  the  amount  of  a  claim  is,  in  good  faith,  dis- 
puted, and  the  claimant  takes  less  than  the  sum  demanded,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  settlement,  and  gives  a  receipt  in  full,  such  receipt  cannot  be 
contradicted  by  parol  evidence,  showing  that  the  full  amount  was  not 
paid.  Palmerton  v.  Huxford,  4  Denio,  166  ;  Neary  v.  JBoshoiek,  2 
Hilt.  514 ;  Pierce  v.  Pierce,  25  Barb.  243.  But,  where  there  is  no 
dispute  as  to  the  amount  due,  and  a  receipt  in  full  is  given,  when  less 
than  the  fuU  amount  is  paid,  the  receipt  may  be  explained  or  contra- 
dicted by  parol  evidence.     Foersch  v.  Blackwell,  14  Barb.  607. 

In  some  instances,  a  receipt  constitutes  a  part  of  a  contract,  as  well 
as  the  acknowledgment  of  a  sum  of  money ;  and  in  such  cases,  the 
contract  part  of  the  receipt  cannot  be  contradicted  by  parol  evidence. 
Stapleton  v.  Kvng,  33  Iowa,  28 ;  S.  C,  11  Am.  Eep.  109. 

Where  an  injury  occurred  to  the  plaintifE  by  reason  of- the  negli- 
gence of  the  stage  driver  of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  gave  a  re- 
ceipt to  the  defendant  in  the  following  form  :  "  Keceived,  Brookfield, 
July  11,  1849,  of  "Wm.  D.  Knapp,  $40,  in  full,  for  damages  done  to  as 
by  stage  accident  of  the  13th  of  June  last,"  it  was  held,  that  this  was 
not  a  mere  receipt,  explainable  or  liable  to  contradiction  by  parol  evi- 
dence, but  that  it  was  a  conclusive  bar  to  an  action  for  damages  for 
such  injury.  Coon  v.  Knap,  8  N.  Y.  402.  And  see  Eglesion  v.  Knich- 
erbaoTcer,  6  Barb.  458. 

Bills  of  lading  are  explainable,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  condition  of 
the  goods  received.  And  if  the  bill  recites  that  the  goods  were  re- 
ceived "  in  good  oi'der,"  this  does  not  prevent  the  carrier  from  show- 
ing, if  he  can,  that  the  goods  were  not  in  good  order  when  received. 
Ellis  V.  Willard,  9  JST.  T.  529  ;  Wolfe  v.  Myers,  3  Sandf.  7  ;  Meyer 
V.  PecTc,  28  N.  T.  590.  The  presumption,  however,  is,  tliat  the  goods 
were  in  good  order,  as  the  receipt  admits ;  and  the  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  the  carrier,  to  show  that  the  goods  were  not  in  good  order  at  the 
time  they  came  into  his  hands.     Price  v.  Powell,  3  N.  Y.  322. 

Where  two  persons  are  sureties  for  a  third  person,  it  may  be  shown 
in  an  action  between  the  sureties,  that  one  of  them  was  surety  for  the 
other,  and  that  they  were  not  joint  sureties.  Yol.  2,  p.  385  ;  Barry 
V.  Ransom,  12  N.  Y.  462.  But  see  Norton  v.  Coons,  6  id.  33.  See, 
also,  Wells  v.  Miller,  66  id.  255  ;  Sayles  v.  Sims,  73  id.  551. 

So,  a  mere  receipt  given  for  the  purchase-price  of  a  horse  sold  does 
not  prevent  the  purchaser  from  showing,  by  parol  evidence,  that  the 
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horse  was  sold  with  a  warranty,  and  that  such  warranty  was  broken. 
This  was  held  in  a  case  in  which  the  receipt  was  as  follows  : 

"  Teot,  November  19,  '52. 

0.  B.  Fnkins,  Bo't  of  0.  Whyland, 

One  horse, , $150  00 

C.  WHYLAND." 

And  it  was  held  that  this  paper  was  a  mere  receipt,  and  not  a  con- 
tract of  sale.  FUhins  v.  WTvylcmd,  24  N.  Y.  338.  Of  course  if  the 
contract  of  sale  was  reduced  to  writing,  it  could  not  be  contradicted  or 
varied,  even  though  it  also  contained  a  receipt  for  the  purchase-price- 
lb. 

There  may  sometimes  be  a  modification  of  written  unsealed 
agreements  by  a  subsequent  parol  agreement.  As  a  general  rule,,  it  is 
clearly  and  certainly  settled,  that  in  an  action  upon  a  contract  for  work 
and  labor  stipulated  to  be  performed  within  a  definite  time,  an  exten- 
sion of  the  time,  or  an  entire  waiver  of  objections  to  a  delay  in  per- 
formance, may  be  shown  by  parol  evidence  of  the  declarations  or  acts 
in  pais  of  the  party,  who  at  the  time  was  entitled  to  claim  the  perform- 
ance. Vasseur  v.  Livingston,  4  Duer,  285,  292.  And  the  same  rule 
has  been  applied  to  sealed  instruments.  Flmiwng  v.  Gilbert,  3  Johns. 
528 ;  Smith  v.  Chigerty,  4  Barb.  615 ;  Grmie  v.  Mm/na/rd,  12  Wend. 
408  ;  Esmond  v.  Vcm  Benschoten,  12  Barb.  366. 

§  21.  Objections  to  the  competency  of  witnesses.  The  question, 
who  are  competent  witnesses,  has  been  already  discussed.  Ante,  381. 
But,  although  many  persons  are  now  competent  who,  under  the  former 
law,  were  not,  there  are  stiU  some  cases  in  which  an  objection  may  be 
taken  to  the  competency  of  the  person  offered  as  a  witness.  The  time 
and  manner  of  raising  the  objection  is  sometimes  a  material  one.  And, 
besides  that,  there  is  a  matter  of  fairness  as  to  this  time  and  manner 
of  objecting. 

If  the  objection  arises  on  account  of  the  extreme  youth  of  the  wit- 
ness, it  ought,  in  its  natural  course,  to  be  taken  before  the  witness  is 
sworn,  because  the  objection  assumes  that  he  is  incapable  of  being  bound 
by  an  oath.  And  the  rule  may  be  generally  stated,  that  every  objec- 
tion to  the  competenoy  of  a  witness  ought  to  be  taken  in  the  first  in- 
stance, and  before  he  is  sworn  and  examined  in  chief  ;  because,  if  the 
rule  were  otherwise,  it  would  a£Eord  an  unfair  advantage  to  the  object- 
ing party,  since  he  could  avail  himself  of  the  testimony  of  the  wit- 
ness if  it  were  favorable,  but  who  would  get  rid  of  it   by  raising  the 
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objection,  if  it  turned  out  to  be  axiverse  to  him.  See  MUswp  \.  Stone^ 
2  Col.  T.  lav. 

In  this  State,  however,  if  a  witness  is  sworn  in  chief  without  objection 
and  it  appears  during  his  examination  that  he  is  incompetent,  the  ob- 
jection may  be  taken  after  such  fact  appears.  SeeUf  v.  Engell,  13  N.  Y. 
542.  But  a  party  against  whom  a  person  is  offered  as  a  witness  has  a 
right  to  have  the  preliminary  oath,  called  the  voir  dire,  administered  to 
him,  and  to  examine  him  in  relation  to  his  competency  before  he  is 
sworn  in  chief.  lb. 

It  is  not  a  mere  matter  of  discretion  with  a  justice,  whether  he  will 
administer  this  preliminary  oath  to  the  proposed  witness ;  for  if  he 
refuses  to  do  so,  on  a  proper  application,  his  refusal  will  be  error.  lb. 

To  be  sworn  on  the  voir  dire  simply  means  that  the  witness  is 
sworn  to  speak  the  truth.  The  form  of  the  oath  indicates  the  nature 
of  the  oath : 

Form  of  the  oath. 
You  do  swear  that  you  will  answer  truly  all  such  questions  as  shall 
he  put  to  you  in  relation  to  your  competency  as  a  witness  in  this  action. 

The  question  as  to  the  competenay  of  a  witness  is  always  a  question 
for  the  justice,  and  cannot  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  Both  parties  may 
give  evidence  upon  the  question ;  but,  if  the  party  objecting  calls  and 
examines  the  proposed  witness,  neither  party  can  introduce  any  other 
evidence  upon  that  question. 

It  must  not  be  supposed  that  because  witnesses  are  competent 
to  testify,  that  therefore  the  question  whether  they  are  inter- 
ested in  the  event  of  the  action  is  a  matter  of  no  importance.  A 
witness  may  be  permitted  to  be  examined,  but  his  interest  may  be  such 
that  a  jury  would  scarcely  feel  at  liberty  to  regard  his  evidence  in  the 
same  light  they  would  that  of  a  disinterested  witness.  And  interest  is 
as  valid  an  objection  to  the  credibility  of  a  witness  as  ever  it  was. 
Hoyt  V.  Lynch,  2  Sandf.  328.  When  a  person  is  offered  as  a  witness, 
and  he  is  objected  to,  on  the  groiind  tliat  he  is  the  person  for  whose 
henefit  the  action  is  prosecuted,  and  evidence  to  support  such  objection 
is  offered  and  given  by  the  party  making  it,  the  proposed  witness  is 
competent  to  disprove  the  allegation  that  the  suit  is  prosecuted  for  his 
benefit.  Req_ua  v.  Requa,  22  N.  Y.  254. 

The  subject  of  evidence  having  been  generally  discussed,  and  some 
of  the  principles  examined  which  relate  to  written  evidence,  it  is  now 
proper  to  notice  the  subject  of  oral  evidence,  and  the  matter  of  intro- 
ducing such  evidence. 
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Oral  proof  is  generally  given  by  a  personal  examination  of  the  wit- 
ness in  open  court,  though  such  examination  is  sometimes  taken  on  a 
commission,  or  upon  an  order  for  that  purpose.  Oral  testimony,  it  is 
to  be  remembfered,  in  natural  order  precedes  written  evidence.  It  is 
generally  more  proximate  to  the  fact  than  written  evidence,  because 
it  is  a  direct  communication  by  one  who  possesses  actual  knowledge  of 
the  fact  by  his  senses,  while  written  evidence  in  itself  requires  proof, 
and  must  ultimately  be  derived  from  the  same  source  vrith  oral  evi- 
dence ;  that  is,  from  those  who  possessed  actual  knowledge  of  the  facts. 
The  manner  of  procuring  the  attendance  of  witnesses  will  be  elsewhere 
explained. 

§  22.  Oath  to  witnesses.  After  the  attendance  of  a  witness  is  se- 
cured, the  law  next  provides  for  the  attaining  of  the  highest  vahie  and 
importance  which  can  be  attached  to  oral  evidence. 

And  for  this  purpose,  the  first  great  safeguard  which  the  law  pro- 
vides for  the  ascertainment  of  truth  in  ordinary  cases,  consists  in  re- 
quiring all  oral  evidence  to  be  given  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath. 
This  imposes  the  strongest  obligation  upon  the  conscience  of  the  wit- 
ness to  declare  the  whole  truth,  that  can  be  devised  by  human  wisdom, 
since  a  wilKul  violation  of  the  truth  exposes  him  at  once  to  temporal 
and  to  eternal  punishment. 

An  oath  is  a  declaration  made  according  to  law,  before  a  competent 
tribunal  or  officer,  to  tell  the  truth  ;  or  it  is  the  act  of  one  who,  when 
lawfully  required  to  tell  the  truth,  takes  God  to  witness  that  what  he 
says  is  true.  It  is  a  religious  act  by  which  the  party  invokes  God  not 
only  to  witness  the  truth  and  sincerity  of  his  promise,  but  also  to 
avenge  his  imposture  or  violated  faith  ;  or  in  other  words,  to  punish 
his  perjury,  if  he  shall  be  guilty  of  it. 

The  act  or  ceremony  of  taking  an  oath  is  now  usually  that  of  laying 
the  hand  upon  and  kissing  the  gospels.  But  this  is  not  strictly  neces- 
sary, for  in  place  of  this  the  witness  is  allowed,  if  he  prefers  it,  to 
swear  by  lifting  up  the  right  hand,  and  in  some  cases  without  any  man- 
ual act  whatever.  As  oaths  are  administered  at  the  present  day,  it  is 
important  that  the  witness  should  do  some  act,  for  he  generally  says 
nothwig  when  sworn. 

The  whole  form  of  the  oath  is  repeated  to  him  by  the  person  who 
i  administers  the  oath,  and  the  party  sworn  merely  assents  to  it  by  kiss- 
ing the  book,  or  by  some  other  act  done. 

The  entire  form  is  far  less  impressive  than  that  of  the  ancient  prac- 
tice, which  placed  the  words  of  the  oath  in  the  party's  own  mouth,  it 
being  repeated  in  the  first  person  throughout,  and  sometimes  with 
70 
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peculiar  solemnity.  This  form  of  administering  an  oath  is  now  observed 
in  some  instances,  as,  for  instance,  in  taking  the  constitutional  oath  of 
oflGlce. 

The  object  of  every  oath  is,  to  bind  the  conscience  of  the  witness  or 
person  sworn,  and  for  that  reason,  that  form  of  oath  and  that  mode  of 
swearing  should  be  adopted  which  the  witness  considers  most  obligatory. 

By  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  no  particular  form  is  essen- 
tial to  the  oath  ;  and  therefore  every  witness  is  now  sworn  according 
to  the  form  which  he  holds  to  be  the  most  solemn,  and  which  is  sanc- 
tioned by  the  usage  of  the  country  or  of  the  sect  to  which  he  belongs. 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  has  prescribed  the  form  of  the  oath  to 
be  administered  to  a  person  offered  as  a  witness  in  an  action  pending 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace.  See  vol.  1,  p.  41,  §  3000.  The  statu- 
tory form  of  oath  should  be  followed,  unless  there  are  special  and  suf- 
ficient reasons  for  the  substitution  of  some  other  form  of  binding  the 
conscience  of  the  witness.     See  vol.  1,  p.  131,  §§  845-84:9. 

Matters  of  religious  belief  do  not  now  render  any  witness  incompe- 
tent, however  much  it  may  affect  his  credit.     Ante,  393. 

The  court  or  officer  may  examine  an  infant  or  a  person  apparently  of 
weak  intellect  produced  before  it  or  him,  as  a  witness,  to  ascertain  his 
capacity  and  the  extent  of  his  knowledge  ;  and  may  inquire  of  a  per- 
son produced  as  a  witness,  what  particular  ceremonies  in  swearing  he 
deems  most  obligatory.  Code,  §  850,  vol.  1,  p.  131. 

In  whatever  form  the  oath  is  administered,  at  the  request  of  the 
party  sworn,  he  will  be  as  guilty  of  perjury,  both  morally  and 
legally,  if  he  swears  falsely,  as  though  he  had  been  sworn  in  the  usual 
manner.  3  K.  S.  693,  §  122,  5th  ed. ;  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  §  851. 

Where  a  witness  is  offered  who  is  ignorant  of  the  English  language, 
he  must  be  sworn  and  examined  through  an  interpreter,  who  must  be 
first  sworn.  Schall  v.  Eisner,  58  Ga.  190 ;  Leetoh  v.  Atlantio  Mut.^ 
Ins.  Co.,  4  Daly,  518. 

Form  of  interpreter'' s  oath. 
You  do  swear  that  you  will  accurately  and  truly   interpret  between 
the  court,  the  jury  and  the  witness,  A.  B.,  in  this  action,  between  John 
Doe,  plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe,  defendant. 

When  no  jury  is  called,  omit  the  words,  "  the  jury,"  in  the  form  of 
the  oath.  After  the  interpreter  is  thus  sworn,  the  oath  is  administered 
to  the  witness,  by  being  repeated  by  the  court  to  the  interpreter,  and 
bv  the  latter  to  the  witness. 
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The  examination  of  the  witness  is  conducted,  by  putting  the  ques- 
tions to  the  interpreter,  and  by  his  immediately  repeating  the  substance 
of  the  question  in  the  language  which  such  witness  speaks  or  under- 
stands. 

Deaf  and  dumb  persons  are  examined  by  means  of  an  interpreter, 
even  in  the  most  important  cases.  But  where  such  a  witness  can  write 
the  best  mode  is  to  require  written  answers.  Morrison  v.  Lennard, 
3  Carr.  &  Payne,  127.  The  aid  of  an  interpreter  is  proper  in  every 
case  in  which  there  cannot  be  an  intelligible  communication  between 
the  witness  and  the  counsel,  court,  or  jury. 

The  form  in  which  an  oath  is  administered  to  a  witness,  requiring 
him  to  tell  "  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth," 
is  sometimes  singularly  understood  by  witnesses.  Some  suppose  that 
it  imposes  no  obligation,  except  to  answer  as  to  such  matters  as  are 
called  for  by  a  particular  and  direct  question.  Others  again  suppose 
that  they  are  to  tell  every  thing  which  they  imagine  relates  to  the  mat- 
ter in  litigation,  whether  the  evidence  is  relevant  or  not,  or  even 
whether  it  is  legally  admissible  at  aU  or  not.  Such  extreme  views  are 
entirely  erroneous.  The  object  of  the  oath  is  to  elicit  the  entire  truth, 
without  suppressions  or  additions.  But  such  oath  is  always  subject  to 
the  qualification,  that  the  witness  is  to  speak  of  those  matters  only 
which  are  legally  admissible  in  evidence,  under  the  decisions  of  the 
court ;  and,  also,  that  they  are  such  as  are  in  some  manner  called  for  by 
the  party  examining  the  witness. 

If  a  witness  is  required  to  narrate  all  that  he  knows  of  a  specified 
transaction,  he  should  proceed  to  state  it  fully  and  accurately.  But,  if 
he  is  informed  by  the  examining  party  that  certain  portions  of  the  trans- 
action are  unimportant,  or  if  any  portion  of  the  evidence  is  objected  to 
by  the  opposite  party,  he  ought  not  to  speak  of  that,  unless  directed  by 
the  court  to  do  so.  And,  above  all  things,  a  witness  ought  never  to 
volunteer  or  foist  in  statements  which  he  knows  are  not  called  for  by 
any  question,  or  proper,  as  a  part  of  any  statement  which  he  is  permit- 
ted or  required  to  make.  To  do  such  an  act  knowingly  and  intention- 
ally is  as  much  moral  perjury  as  any  other  false  swearing. 

§  23.  Manner  of  testifying.  The  nature  of  evidence,  whether  im- 
mediate and  within  the  actual  knowledge  of  the  witness,  or  mediate  or 
hearsay,  has  been  already  explained.  Ante,  376,  429.  When  a  witness 
is  admitted  as  competent,  his  evidence  must  be  received;  but  even  in 
such  a  case  the  credibility  of  the  witness  is  another  question,  and  is  to 
be  determined  by  those  whose  duty  it  is  to  weigh  the  entire  evidence 
in  the  cause.     The  manner  in  which  a  witness  testifies  frequently  has  a 
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most  important  bearing-  upon  the  credit  wliich  is  accorded  to  his  evi- 
dence. 

Immediate  testimony  (or  that  within  the  knowledge  of  the  witness) 
is  given  under  the  solemn  sanction  of  an  oath,  in  the  presence  of  the 
public  ;  the  jury  have  the  advantage  of  observing  the  deportment  of 
the  witness,  the  manner  in  which  he  gives  his  testimony ;  in  particular, 
whether,  as  one  relying  on  the  consistency  of  truth,  he  answers  promptly 
and  readily,  according  to  the  suggestions  of  his  memory,  or  with  hesi- 
tation and  difficulty,  either  attempting  to  evade  direct  answers,  or  to 
gain  time  to  weigh  them,  in  order  to  avoid  contradictions  and  inconsist- 
ency ;  whether  he  readily  answers  all  questions  indifferently,  whether 
they  make  in  favor  of  or  against  the  party  whose  witness  he  is ;  or 
whether  he  gives  favorable  answers  on  the  one  side  with  willingness  and 
readiness,  and  on  the  other  with  difficulty  and  reluctance.  The  attention 
of  such  a  witness  is  called  directly  and  immediately  to  the  very  facts  of 
which  the  disclosure  is  material ;  his  means  of  knowledge,  memory,  situ- 
ation, connection  with  the  parties,  and  his  motives,  are  subject  to  the 
severe  and  trying  test  of  cross-examination,  by  means  of  which  fraudu- 
lent witnesses  are  often  surprised  and  detected. 

§  24.  Examination  of  witnesses.  When  a  witness  has  been  regu^ 
larly  sworn  he  is  first  examined  by  the  party  who  produces  him,  which 
is  called  the  direct  examination,  after  which  the  other  party  is  at  lib- 
erty to  examine  him,  which  is  called  a  cross-examination  I  and  then 
the  party  who  called  him  may  examine  him  again,  which  is  a  re-examina- 
tion. This  is  the  regular  mode  of  proceeding,  and  it  ordinarily  closes 
the  examination  of  the  witness.  But,  as  we  shall  see  hereafter,  this 
strict  mode  is  scarcely  ever  pursued  in  actual  practice.  The  office  of  a 
direct  examination,  or  examination  in  chief  as  it  is  also  termed,  is  to 
lay  before  the  court  and  the  jury  the  whole  of  the  evidence  of  the 
witness  that  is  relevant  and  material.  The  office  of  a  cross-examination 
is  to  search  and  sift,  to  correct  and  supply  omissions,  and  to  affect  the 
credit  of  the  witness.  The  office  of  a  re-examination  is  to  explain, 
to  rectify,  and  put  in  order  such  matters  as  have  been  affected  by  the 
cross-examination.  The  examination  of  a  single  witness  is  an  illustra- 
tion of  the  manner  of  conducting  the  examination  of  all  the  witnesses 
in  the  cause.  If  the  strict  rules  of  examination  are  followed,  the  party 
who  produces  a  witness  is  bound  to  ask  all  material  questions  on  the 
direct  examination,  and  if  this  is  omitted  it  cannot  be  done  in  reply,  for 
no  new  question  can  be  put  in  reply  which  is  not  connected  with 
the  cross-examination  and  which  does  not  tend  to  explain  it. 
See  J'brd  v.  JVUes,  1  Hill,  300 ;  Caldwell  v.  JV^ew  Jersey  Steamboat  Co., 
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4Y]Sr.  Y.  282;  Meyer  v.  Goedell,  31  How.  456;  Anthony  v.  Smith, 
4  Bosw.  503 ;  Shep<wd  v.  Potter,  4  Hill,  202 ;  Hastings  v.  Palmer, 
20  Wend.  225 ;  Lelamd  v.  Bennett,  5  Hill,  286 ;  Romertse  v.  ,£as^ 
River  National  Bank,  2  Sweeny,  82;  Seibert  v.  Allen,  61  Mo.  482  ; 
Oher  V.  Carson,  62  id.  209. 

In  one  case  a  learned  judge  said  :  "  In  strict  practice,  he  who  has  the 
affirmative  ought  to  introduce  all  the  evidence  to  make  out  his  side  of  the 
issue  ;  then  the  evidence  of  the  negative  side  is  heard  ;  and  finally,  the 
rebutting  proof  of  the  affirmative,  which  closes  the  examination.  In 
doing  this,  neither  side  ought  to  be  permitted  to  give  evidence  by 
piecemeal,  then  to  apply  for  instructions,  and  again  to  mend  and  add 
to  his  proof,  iintil,  by  repeated  experiments,  he  shall  make  it  come  up  to 
the  opinion  of  the  court.  An  adherence  to  these  rules,  generally,  will 
be  found  necessary  in  all  courts  of  original  jurisdiction ;  and,  without 
them,  confusion,  loss  of  time,  and  captious  and  irritable  conduct  must 
follow.  We  say  generally,  for  it  will  often  be  found  necessary  for  the 
presiding  court,  for  good  reasons,  to  depart  from  them,  to  attain  com- 
plete justice ;  and  when  they  ought  or  ought  not  to  be  varied,  must  in 
a  great  measure  be  left  to  the  sound  discretion  and  prudence  of  the 
court,  and  a  court  of  error  ought  never  to  interfere  for  such  depart- 
ure, except  where  injustice  is  done  by  it."  Per  Mills,  J.,  in  Braydon 
V.  Goulman,  1  Monr.  115,  IIY,  118.     See  cases  above  cited. 

The  principle  is  so  clearly  stated  in  the  foregoing  extract,  that  little 
need  be  added. 

In  a  justice's  court,  where  so  many  causes  are  tried  by  the  party  in 
person,  or  at  least  with  the  assistance  of  some  unprofessional  person, 
neither  of  whom  is  expected  to  be  familiar  with  technical  rules,  it  would 
not  be  proper  to  enforce  the  strict  rule  to  its  full  extent.  But,  even  in 
such  cases,  it  would  be  proper  for  the  justice  to  inform  them  of  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  rule,  and  then  require  a  reasonable  observance 
of  it.  Where  the  cause  is  conducted  by  members  of  the  legal  profession, 
there  would  be  more  propriety  in  enforcing  a  proper  and  substantial 
compliance  with  the  rule.  The  practice,  however,  has  been  so  loose  in 
this  particular,  in  justices'  courts,  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  attempt 
any  thing  more  than  a  general  observance  of  the  principle  of  the  rule. 
If  a  disregard  of  the  rule  will  promote  the  cause  of  justice,  fair  practice, 
and  of  tnith,  then  a  disregard  of  it  will  be  proper ;  while,  on  the 
other  hand,  if  a  strict  enforcement  of  it  will  defeat  an  unfair  practice 
as  to  the  introduction  of  evidence,  or  will  prevent  a  willful  or  useless 
waste  of  time,  or  will  in  any  manner  defeat  injustice  or  oppression, 
then  an  enforcement  of  the  rule  will  be  a  solemn  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
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court.  The  rule  itself  must  not,  however,  be  misunderstood  in  one  im- 
portant respect.  In  no  case  is  either  party  bound  to  do  more  than  to 
prove  the  issues  which  are  upon  him  at  the  time  he  offers  his  evidence. 
He  need  not  anticipate  and  disprove  any  matters  alleged  affirmatively  on 
the  opposite  side.  For  instance,  suppose  the  plaintiff  sues  on  a  promissory 
note,  and  the  defendant  interposes  a  general  denial,  with  a  notice  of  set- 
off for  goods,  wares,  etc.,  and  for  work,  etc.  In  such  case  the  plaintiff 
need  only  prove  his  own  side  of  the  case  by  proving  a  liability  on  the 
note.  He  need  not  disprove  the  set-off  until  after  it  has  been  sustained 
by  the  evidence  of  the  defense.  And  this  same  rule  applies  to  all  instan- 
ces which  are  similar  in  principle. 

In  the  examination  of  a  witness  in  chief,  the  first  rule  to  be  attended 
to  is,  that  the  questions  be  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue.  If  this  is 
not  attended  to  and  observed,  the  examination  will  be  rambling,  tedious 
and  uncertain,  and  likely  to  confuse  and  pei'plex  the  jury,  from  the 
very  circumstance  of  its  comprising  irrelevant  matter.  Besides,  the 
courts  have  a  right  to  prevent  any  questions  from  being  put,  which 
do  not  tend  to  the  proof  of  some  of  the  issues.  Ante,  476. 

A  juror  occasionally  asks  questions ;  whether  either  party  can  take 
exception  is  sometimes  of  importance  to  the  parties.  In  one  case,  a  juror 
put  a  question  to  a  witness,  and  it  was  answered  without  objection  by 
either  party.  But  upon  a  repetition  of  the  question,  one  of  the  parties 
objected  to  it ;  and  on  an  appeal,  where  this  objection  was  urged  as  a 
ground  of  error,  the  court  said  :  "  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any 
authority  for  the  responsibility  of  a  party  for  a  juror's  improper  ques- 
tion ;  one  has  as  much  right  to  except  to  it  as  another,  and  neither  has 
the  power  to  withdraw  it.  It  would  be  rather  hard  to  make  either 
party  suffer  for  the  illegal  questioning  of  a  juror.  A  more  appropriate 
remedy  would  be  to  move  to  strike  out  the  answer,  or  to  call  upon  the 
court  to  direct  the  jurors  to  disregard  it.  But  in  this  case  the  defend- 
ants were  too  late  with  their  objection,  after  allowing  it  to  be  asked  and 
answered  once  without  objecting  to  it."  Kelly  v.  Commonwealth  Ins. 
Co.  of  Fenn.,  10  Bosw.  83,  99. 

The  court  has  no  authority  to  propound  improper  questions  to  a 
witness  against  the  objection  of  counsel,  and  if  it  does  so,  its  action  will 
be  corrected  on  appeal.     People  v.  Laooste,  37  E".  Y.  192. 

Each  party  is  to  decide  whether  he  will  offer  any  witnesses,  or  whom 
those  witnesses  shall  be,  and  the  court  may  then  decide  as  to  their 
competency.  But  no  court  has  a  right  to  require  a  witness  to  be  sworn 
in  favor  of  a  party  who  does  not  desire  to  call  him.  And,  therefore, 
a  justice  has  no  legal  power  to  compel  a  party  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness 
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when  he  objects  to  being  a  witness  for  himself,  and  when  the  opposite 
party  does  not  call  him  as  a  witness.  MoGormiGk  v.  MulvihiU,  1  Hilt. 
131.  See  Eutherfard  v.  Holmes,  66  N.  Y.  368.  And  when  a  wit- 
ness has  been  duly  sworn,  the  court  cannot  examine  him  so  as  to  pre- 
vent any  right  which  would  exist  in  an  ordinary  course  of  examination. 
And,  therefore,  when  a  defendant,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  called  the 
plaintiff  as  a  witness,  and,  in  reply  to  a  question  put  to  him  by  the 
court,  the  plaintiff  testified  to  new  matter,  going  beyond  the  point  to 
which  he  was  examined  by  his  adversary,  it  was  held,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  offer  himself  as  a  witness,  for  the  purpose  of 
answering  such  new  matter.     Myers  v.  McCarty,  2  Sandf.  399. 

A  party  cannot  be  compelled  to  accept  his  adversary's  admissions  in 
lieu  of  record  evidence.  Johm,  Hcmcock  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Moore,  34  Mich.  41 ;  Kimball,  etc.,  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Yroomwn,  35 
id.  310.  Nor  is  he  bound  to  anticipate  the  evidence  of  the  ad- 
verse party.  Dodge  v.  Denham,  41  Ind.  188.  Subject  to  the  control 
of  the  court  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  a  party  may  introduce 
evidence  in  whatever  order  he  prefers.  Crosett  v.  Whelcm,  44  Cal. 
200.  And  when  the  cause  is  tried  before  a  justice  without  a  jury  it  is  a 
matter  of  perfect  indifference  in  what  order  the  evidence  is  heard. 
Wright  V.  Rcmho,  21  Gratt.  (Ya.)  158. 

§  25.  Gross-examination.  Before  entering  upon  a  cross-examina- 
tion, a  preliminary  question  may  arise  whether  the  witness  has  so  far 
given  evidence  in  chief  as  to  entitle  the  opposite  party  to  cross-examine. 
If  a  witness  is  called  by  a  party  merely  for  the  purpose  of  producing  a 
written  instrument  belonging  to  the  party,  which  is  to  be  proved  by  an- 
other witness,  he  need  not  be  sworn,  and  if  he  is  not  sworn,  he  will 
not  be  subject  to  cross-examination. 

If  a  witness  is  sworn,  and  gives  some  evidence,  as  for  instance,  to 
prove  an  instrument,  however  formal  the  proof  may  be,  he  is  to  be 
considered  a  witness  for  all  purposes.  Or,  if  a  witness  is  sworn,  and 
would  be  competent  to  give  evidence  for  the  party  calHng  him,  the  other 
party  will  be  entitled,  strictly,  according  to  the  general  rule,  to  cross- 
examine  him,  although  he  has  not  been  examined  in  chief.  But,  if 
the  counsel  of  one  of  the  party  calls  a  witness  by  mistake,  and  discovers 
the  mistake  before  he  puts  a  question  to  him,  the  witness,  though 
sworn,  will  not  be  subject  to  cross-examination.  So,  where  a  witness 
has  been  asked  only  one  immaterial  question,  and  his  evidence  is  stopped 
by  the  court,  the  other  party  has  no  right  to  cross-examine  him. 

After  a  witness  has  been  examined  in  chief,  the  adverse  party  is  at 
liberty  to  cross-examine  him.     The  purpose  of  a  cross-examination  is. 
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either  to  impugn  the  credit  of  a  witness,  or  to  get  him  to  explain  or 
give  a  color  to  what  he  has  already  stated,  in  his  examination  in  chief, 
so  as  to  render  it  less  unfavorable  to  the  party  cross-examining.  You 
may  cross-examine  him  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  he  has  no  great 
respect  for  the  moral  obligation  of  the  oath  he  has  taken ;  or  to  ^how  that 
however  he  may  design  to  speak  the  truth,  his  means  of  knowledge 
upon  the  subject  of  his  evidence  were  so  limited,  he  may  possibly  have 
been  deceived  in  what  he  asserted  in  his  examination  in  chief ;  or  to 
show  that  he  is  interested  in  the  event  of  the  action,  for,  although  in- 
terest would  not  disqualify  him  from  testifying,  it  would  be  a  question 
whether  it  affected  his  credit ;  or  to  show  that  he  has  been  arrested  or 
punished  for  offenses,  or  otherwise  so  degraded  that  no  dependence  can 
with  safety  be  placed  upon  his  testimony ;  or  to  impeach  his  veracity, 
by  showing  that  he  has,  at  other  times,  made  declarations,  by  parol  or 
in  writing,  or  done  acts  inconsistent  with  the  evidence  he  has  given 
upon  his  examination.  But,  in  this  latter  case,  you  will  not  be  allowed 
to  impeach  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  by  proving  his  former  declara- 
tions or  acts  to  the  contrary,  unless  you  first  cross-examine  him  particu- 
larly as  to  his  having  made  such  declarations  or  done  such  acts.  This 
subject  will  be  more  fully  explained  hereafter,  when  treating  of  im- 
peaching witnesses. 

The  credibility  of  a  witness  is  compounded  of  his  .knowledge  of 
the  facts  he  testifies  ;  his  disinterestedness  ;  his  integrity ;  his  veracity, 
and  his  being  bound  to  speak  the  truth,  by  such  oath  as  he  deems 
obligatory  upon  his  conscience. 

If  he  be  deceived  in  the  facts,  no  dependence  of  course  can  be  placed 
on  his  testimony,  however  disinterested  he  may  be,  and  however  imim- 
peachable  his  character  may  be  for  integrity  and  veracity.  But  because 
a  witness  cannot  give  all  of  a  conversation  which  took  place  at  a  cer- 
tain time,  his  testimony  is  not  to  be  excluded  if  he  can  give  the  sub- 
stance of  so  much  of  the  conversation  as  relates  to  the  matters  in  issue. 
Pope  V.  Maohias  Water  Power  Co.,  52  Me.  535.  See  Da/ois-v.  Smith, 
75  N.  C.  115.  And  the  fact  that  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness 
has  shown  that  his  memory  is  weak  or  unreliable  about  the  matters  to 
which  he  has  testified  will  not  warrant  a  motion  to  strike  out  his  testi- 
mony, though  it  will  affect  its  credibility  or  sufficiency.  New  Orlecms, 
etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Echols,  54  Miss.  264. 

Where  there  is  a  doubt  whether  the  evidence  given  by  a  witness  be 
not  founded  in  some  misconception,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  counsel  who 
cross-examines  him  to  question  as  to  the  sources  of  his  knowledge ; 
his  reasons  for  believing  the  facts  to  be  as  he  has  stated ;  his  reasons  for 
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recollecting  it ;  the  circumstances  attending  its  occurrence;  whether  it  was 
light  or  dark ;  whether  few  or  many  persons  or  none  at  all  were  pres- 
ent ;  whether  it  was  late  or  early  in  the  day  ;  and  whether  he  was  near 
or  distant  at  the  time  it  occurred,  and  the  like  ;  so  that  the  court  and 
jury  may  be  able  to  judge  of  the  degree  of  confidence  they  may  repose 
in  the  witness'  testimony. 

But,  valuable  as  the  right  of  cross-examination  is,  it  is  sometimes  a 
dangerous  instrument  in  the  hands  of  an  unskillful  or  inexperienced 
person.  If,  by  an  unfortimate  or  unskillful  question  put  on  cross-ex- 
amination, a  fact  be  extracted  or  elicited  which  would  not  have  been 
evidence  upon  an  examination  in  chief,  it  then  becomes  evidence 
against  the  party  cross-examining.  But  a  witness  is  not  allowed  volun- 
tarily to  obtrude  inadmissible  evidence,  and  if  he  does  so,  it  is  not  to 
be  considered  as  evidence  in  the  action,  and  the  court  and  jury  should 
give  it  no  consideration  whatever.  This  is  a  just  and  a  most  import- 
ant rule  ;  for  a  fraudulent  and  subtile  witness  will  sometimes  endeavor 
to  baffle  and  annoy  his  cross-examiner  for  the  purpose  of  deterring  him 
from  pursuing  his  course  by  introducing  into  his  answers  matters  which 
are  foreign  to  the  question  put,  and  which  are  unfavorable  to  the  cross- 
examining  party. 

With  regard  to  the  relevancy  to  the  matters  in  issue  of  questions 
which  may  be  put  on  cross-examination,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  con- 
siderable latitude  is  allowed  in  this  respect,  where  the  tendency  of  the 
questions  is  to  affect  the  credit  of  the  witness.  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas 
B.  R.  Co.  V.  Haimes,  10  Kans.  439.  Strictly  speaking  the  cross-examina- 
tion of  a  witness  should  be  restricted  to  the  matters  as  to  which  he 
has  been  interrogated  on  his  direct  examination,  with  the  exception,  of 
course,  that  questions  may  be  allowed  tending  to  discredit  him  as 
hereafter  stated.  See  Stafford  v.  Fargo,  35  111.  481 ;  Helser  v.  Mc 
Orath,  62  Penn.  St.  531 ;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Northern  Illi- 
nois, etc.,  Co.,  36  111.  60  ;  Rhodes  v.  Commonwealth,  48  Penn.  St.  396 ; 
Houghton  v.  Jones,  1  Wall.  702 ;  Beaulieu  v.  Parsons,  2  Minn.  37  ; 
Brown  v.  State,  28  Ga.  199  ;  Aurora  v.  Cobb,  31  Ind.  492  ;  Union 
Bam.h  v.  Mott,  39  Barb.  180  ;  Campam,  v.  Dewey,  9  Mich.  381.  But 
see  States.  Sayers,  58  Mo.  585. 

The  court  is  not  bound  to  permit  a  cross-examination  on  questions 
about  which  the  witness  gave  no  evidence  on  his  direct  examination. 
Chicago,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Northern  lUinois,  etc.,  Co.,  36  111.  60. 
And  the  court  may  properly  refuse  to  allow  counsel  on  cross-exaraina 
tion  to  question  a  witness  as  to  a  conversation  not  referred  to  by  him 
71 
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on  his  direct  examination.      Wilhelmi  v.  Leonard,  13  Iowa,  330 ;  Da 
Lee  V.  BlacTchurn,  11  Kans.  190. 

The  rule  must  not  be  extended  beyond  its  meaning.  On  cross-ex- 
amination the  examining  counsel  should  not  go  into  an  affiraiative  or 
independent  case,  or  examine  the  witness  on  the  merits,  but  should  con- 
fine himself  to  controverting  ihe  prima  facie  case  which  the  direct  evi- 
dence tends  to  prove.  It  is  the  tendency  of  the  direct  examination  of 
a  witness,  which  determines  the  subject  of  it,  as  a  test  for  the  propriety 
of  the  cross-examination.     Compan  v.  Dewey,  9  Mich.  381. 

It  is  always  competent  on  cross-examination  to  call  out  any  fact  which 
will  break  the  force  and  destroy  the  efEect  of  the  testimony  given  by  a 
witness  on  his  direct  examination,  or  which  will  tend  to  qualify  the 
statements  made  by  him  on  his  examination  in  chief,  and  show  that 
they  do  not  necessarily  establish  the  facts  which  they  were  introduced 
to  prove.  See  Baird  v.  Daly,  68  IST.  Y.  547. 

On  the  cross-examination  counsel  should  be  allowed  a  free  range 
within  the  subject-matter  of  the  direct  examination ;  Buckley  v.  Buck- 
ley, 12  Nev.  423 ;  and  a  wide  latitude  should  be  given  to  a  party  who 
has  to  prove  a  negative ;  Anderson  v.  Russell,  34  Mich.  109 ;  or  to  one 
examining  a  witness  who  was  a  participant  in  an  alleged  fraud.  Ander- 
son V.  Walker,  34  Mich.  113  ;  Jacdbson  v.  Metzger,  35  id.  103. 

And  generally  the  cross-examination  should  not  be  restricted  to  the 
precise  subjects  called  to  the  attention  of  the  witness  on  his,  examina^ 
tion  in  chief,  but  should  be  allowed  to  extend  to  any  matter  not  foreign 
to  the  subject-matter  of  such  examination,  and  tending  to  limit,  modify 
or  explain  it.  Haines  v.  Ledyard,  33  Mich.  319.  See  Ferguson  v. 
Rutherford,  7  Nev.  385.  If  upon  his  examination  in  chief  a  witness 
testifies  that  he  has  never  done  a  certain  act,  the  witness  may  be  re- 
quired on  cross  examination  to  answer  whether  at  a  certain  time  and 
place  he  did  not  state  to  a  person  named  that  he  had  done  the  act. 
Pruitt  V.  Brockman,  46  Ind.  56.  If  on  direct  examination  the  wit- 
ness gives  his  opinion  as  to  value,  he  may  be  cross-examined  in  full  as 
to  his  reasons  for  such  opinion.  Missouri,  Kansas  ds  Texas  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Haines,  10  Kans.  439;  Atchison,  Topeka  (&  Santa  Fe  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Blackshire,  id.  477.  So  if  a  witness  swears  to  the  general  bad 
character  of  another  witness  he  may  on  cross-examination  be  asked 
to  name  the  individuals  whom  he  heard  speak  disparagingly  of  the  wit- 
ness ;  State  v.  Perkins,  66  N.  C.  126  ;  but  not  what  was  said.  Oulerette 
V.  McEvnley,  27  Hun,  320.  But  see  State  v.  Perkins,  66  N.  0. 126  ; 
Stape  V.  People,  85  ¥.  T.  390. 

If  the  witness  is  also  a  party,  and  testifies  on  his  direct  examination 
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to  a  transaction  which  is  not  strictly  within  the  issues  to  be  tried,  but  is 
calculated  to  throw  light  on  them,  he  may  be  cross-examined  as  to  such 
other  transaction,  but  to  what  extent  will  be  a  matter  within  the  sound 
discretion  of  the  judge.  May  v.  Douglass,  8  Abb.  (N".  S.)  217.  But  a 
witness  cannot  be  questioned  on  cross-examination  as  to  a  matter  which 
does  not  tend  to  impeach,  rebut,  explain,  modify  or  in  any  manner 
qualify  any  thing  that  he  has  testified  to  on  his  examination  in  chief. 
Swrnner  v.  Blair,  9  Kans.  521. 

Questions  not  strictly  material  may  be  asked  a  witness  in  reference 
to,  and  as  bearing  upon  the  course  he  has  pursued  in  the  transaction 
under  consideration,  and  to  suggest  a  possible  motive  for  his  acts.  The 
rules  of  cross-examination  allow  considerable  latitude  in  this  direction 
by  way  of  sifting  and  testing  evidence  given  by  a  witness  on  his 
direct  examination,  and  allow  an  inquiry  into  the  interest,  the  motive, 
the  inclinations  and  prejudices  of  the  witness,  his  situation  in  respect  to 
the  parties  and  the  like.  Lefler  v.  Field,  50  Barb.  407.  Thus  in  an 
action  to  recover  the  price  of  grain  agreed  to  be  sold  and  delivered,  it 
may  be  shown,  on  cross-examination,  that  after  making  the  contract 
there  was  a  decline  in  the  price  of  grain,  not  as  evidence  upon  the  issue 
of  contract  or  no  contract,  or  of  delivery  and  acceptance,  but  as  having 
some  bearing  upon  the  conduct  and  entire  credibility  of  the  witness.  lb. 

It  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  permit  counsel  on  cross- 
examination  to  ask  a  witness  whether  he  has  not  sworn  falsely  on  some 
specified  occasion,  or  in  a  particular  suit.  Hannah  v.  Kellvp,  49  Barb. 
342.  But  the  witness  cannot  be  asked  whether  some  person  has  not 
accused  the  witness  of  swearing  falsely.  lb. 

A  witness  may  be  asked  questions  affecting  his  own  character,  and 
consequently  his  credit,  though  such  questions  have  no  relation  to  the 
matters  in  issue.  He  may  be  asked  questions  disclosing  his  past  life 
and  conduct,  and  thus  impairing  his  credibility.  People  v.  Casey,  72 
N.  T.  393.  Certain  restrictions  have  been  placed  on  this  species  of 
cross-examination  in  criminal  trials  when  the  accused  is  the  witness 
under  examination.     See  People  v.  Brown,  72  N.  T.  571. 

In  the  trial  of  civil  cases  a  witness  cannot  be  cross-examined  as  to 
any  facts  which,  if  admitted,  would  be  collateral  and  wholly  irrelevant 
to  the  matters  in  issue,  and  which  would  in  no  way  affect  his  credit,  and 
still  less  can  he  be  cross-examined  as  to  such  facts,  for  the  purpose  of 
contradicting  him  by  other  evidence,  and  in  this  manner  to  discredit  his 
testimony.  Ca/rpemter  v.  Ward,  30  N.  Y.  243  ;  State  v.  Benner,  64 
Me.  267  5  Kobbe  v.  Price,  14  Hun,  55 ;  Kailer  v.  Builders'  Mut.  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  120  Mass.  333;  People  v.  Cox,  21  Hun,  47.  See  Oamdolfoy. 
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Appleton,  40  N .  Y.  533.  And  if  the  witness  answers  sucli  an  irrele- 
vant question  before  it  is  disallowed  or  withdrawn,  evidence  cannot 
afterward  be  admitted  to  contradict  his  testimony  on  the  collateral 
matter.  Plato  v.  Reynolds,  27  K  Y.  586  ;  Ma/rh  v.  People,  63  Barb. 
618;  Rosenweig  v.  People,  id.  634;  Dmis  v.  Rbly,  64  Me.  427; 
Iron  Moxmtain  Bank  v.  Murdoch,  62  Mo.  70 ;  Kdbbe  v.  Price,  14 
Hun,  55, 

The  principle  of  a  rule  which  excludes  an  inquiry  into  such  collateral 
matters  is,  that  it  would  render  an  inquiry,  which  ought  to  be  simple, 
and  confined  to  the  matter  in  issue,  intolerably  complicated  and  prolix-, 
by  causing  it  to  branch  out  into  an  indefinite  number  of  collateral 
issues. 

Witnesses  are  frequently  cross-examined  in  relation  to  writings;  such 
as  deeds,  contracts,  letters,  papers  and  documents,  and  justices  are  not  a 
little  perplexed  as  to  the  rule  which  ought  to  be  observed  in  such  cases. 
For  that  reason  a  few  of  the  principles  which  govern  in  such  cases  will 
be  here  stated.  When  a  witness  is  cross-examined  as  to  such  writings, 
the  examination  is  conducted  with  a  view  either  to  establish  in  evi- 
dence the  contents  of  the  writing  as  material  to  the  cause,  or  to  test  t\ie, 
memory  Gv  the  credit  oi  the  witness.  When  the  object  of  the  cross- 
examination  is  to  establish  the  writing  in  evidence,  the  cross-examin- 
ing counsel  has  no  right  to  represent  or  state  the  contents  of  the  writ- 
ing in  the  form  of  a  question,  and  then  ask  the  witness  whether  he 
wrote  such  a  paper  or  writing  to  any  person,  with  such  contents,  or 
contents  to  the  like  effect,  without  first  showing  the  writing  to  the  wit- 
ness, and  asking  him  whether  he  wrote  the  letter  or  paper.  The 
Queen's  Case,  2  Brod.  &r  Bing.  284-315;  Speyer  v.  Stern,  2  Sweeny, 
516. 

If  the  paper  is  shown  to  the  witness,  and  he  admits  that  he  wrote  it, 
the  whole  paper  will  be  made  evidence  when  introduced  at  the  proper 
time.  So,  again,  on  cross-examination  it  is  permitted  to  show  a  wit- 
ness a  part  of  a  letter,  or  one  or  more  lines,  and  not  the  whole  of  the 
letter,  and  then  ask  him  if  he  wrote  that  part  of  it.  lb.  But  if  the  wit- 
ness does  not  state  whether  he  did  or  did  not  write  what  is  shown  him,  he 
cannot  be  cross-examined  as  to  the  contents  of  that  letter,  because  the 
letter  itself  is  the  best  evidence.  lb.  See  Gaffney  v.  People,  50  N.  T. 
416. 

If  the  witness  admits  that  he  wrote  the  letter,  he  cannot  be  cross-ex- 
amined as  to  the  contents  by  means  of  questions  put  to  him  by  the 
cross-examining  counsel,  but  the  letter  itself  must  be  read  to  show 
whether  it  contains'  such  statements  as  are  embodied  ur  the-  question. 
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If  the  letter  or  paper  is  admitted  by  the  witnees,  it  is  sametimes  a 
question  when  it  .shall  be  introduced  in  evidence.  The  general  rule  is 
that  it  is  to  be  read  as  the  evidence  of  the  cross-examining  counsel,  as 
part  of  his  evidence  in  his  turn,  after  he  shall  have  -opened  his  case; 
but  if  the  counsel  who  is  cross-examining  suggests  to  the  court  that  he 
wishes  to  have  the  letter  or  paper  read  immediately,  in  order  that  he 
may,  after  the  contents  of  that  paper  shall  have  been  made  known  to 
the  court,  foimd  certain  questions  npon  such  contents,  which  could  not 
well  or  effectually  be  done  without  reading  it,  that  becomes  an  excep- 
ted case,  and,  for  the  convenient  administration  of  justice,  it  is  per- 
mitted to  be  read  at  the  suggestion  of  counsel,  but  considering  it,  how- 
ever, as  a  part  of  the  evidence  of  the  counsel  proposing  it,  and  subject 
to  all  the  consequences  of  having  it  considered  as  apart  of  his  evidence. 
2%6  Queen's  Case,  2  Brod.  &  Bing  284-315.  See  Houstine  v. 
O'Bonnell,  5  Hun,  473. 

But,  as  a  general  rule,  evidence  given  on  cross-examination  is  to  be 
regarded  as  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  party  calling  the  witness,  and 
not  of  the  party  cross-examining.     Schratz  v.  Schratz,  36  Mich.  485. 

On  cross-examinatiou,  counsel  are  not  permitted  to  ask  a  witness 
whether  he  has  made  representations  of  a  particular  nature,  and  not 
specifying  in  his  question  whether  the  question  refers  to  representations 
in  writings  or  in  words.  The  QxieerCs  Case,  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  284.  In 
such  a  case  the  opposite  counsel  have  a  right  to  interpose  and  ask  the 
court  to  direct  the  cross-examining  counsel  to  ask  whether  the  repre- 
sentation was  in  writing  or  in  spoken  words.  lb. 

But,  it  may  be  properly  asked,  on  cross-examination,  whether  the 
witness  has  said  such  a  thing,  for  that  implies  that  it  was  words  spoken 
and  not  written.  lb. 

The  instances  in  whicli  evidence  is  rejected,  when  it  is  sought  to 
ghow  tlie  contents  of  a  writing,  by  examining  a  witness,  is  founded 
upon  the  principle  that  the  paper  is  the  best  evidence  of  its  contents. 
Bat  it  frequently  happens  that  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness  as  to 
what  he  has  before  said  or  written  on  the  subject  of  inquiry,  is  material 
only  as  a  test  to  try  his  memory  and  his  credit. 

Such  evidence  is  usually  admissible  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  try 
the  credit  or  the  capacity  of  the  witness.  What  a  witness  stated  on  a 
former  occasion  may  be  very  material  evidence  to  contradict  him,  or  to 
impeach  his  testimony,  but  can  rarely  be  evidence  of  the  fact  stated ; 
and  it  is  a  remarkable  circumstance,  that  the  question  was  never,  in 
the  course  of  inquiry  in  the  case  which  occasioned  so  much  discussion, 
on  the  subject,  directly   raised,   whether  a   cross-examination   as   to 
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something  written  by  the  witness  for  the  purpose,  not  of  proving  any 
fact  in  the  cause,  but  simply  of  trying  the  credit  or  ability  of  the  wit- 
ness, was  subject  to  the  same  strict  rules  as  governed  an  examination 
for  proving  material  facts ;  and  whether  the  vntness  might  not  be 
cross-examined  as  to  what  he  had  written,  without  producing  the  writ- 
ing, where,  although  not  proved  to  be  lost,  it  was  not  in  the  possession 
of  the  examining  party.  But  the  question  has  been  decided  in  the 
English  courts,  one  of  which  held,  in  1852,  that  upon  a  cross-examina- 
tion, a  witness  cannot,  even  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  him,  be 
asked  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written  paper,  which  is  neither  produced, 
nor  its  absence  accounted  for.  Maedonnell  v.  Evans,  2  J.  Scott,  930. 
But  see  Rollingliam  v.  Head,  4  J.  Scott  (N.  S.)  388.  In  Belhmgerv. 
People,  8  Wend.  595,  a  letter  in  the  handwriting  of  the  witness  was 
shown  to  him,  and  he  was  then  asked  :  "  Did  you  not  write  that  letter 
in  answer  to  a  letter  charging  you  with  forgery  ?  "  And  it  was  held 
that  the  question  was  inadmissible  for  any  purpose,  inasmuch  as  it 
was  an  attempt  to  get  at  the  contents  of  a  written  document,  which, 
for  any  thing  that  appeared,  might  have  been  produced. 

So,  where  a  question  is  put  to  k  witness,  asking  him  whether  he  had 
made  certain  specified  statements  in  an  affidavit  which  was  not  produced, 
it  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  objectionable,  on  the  ground  that  the 
affidavit  was  the  best  evidence  upon  that  subject.  NewcoTnb  v.  Gris- 
wold,  24  K.  Y.  298. 

At  common  law  a  witness  cannot  properly  be  asked  on  cross-examina- 
tion whether  he  has  been  convicted  of  a  crime,  as  the  record  furnishes 
the  best  evidence  of  the  matter  ;  and  if  the  proper  objection  is  taken 
such  evidence  will  be  excluded.  Hewcomh  v.  Oriswold,  24  N.  T.  298 ; 
Baihhun  v.  Rose,  46  Barb.  127 ;  Tift  v.  Moore,  69  id.  619.  And 
the  same  rule  applies  to  a  question  whether  a  witness  has  been  indicted 
for  any  alleged  offense.  Lee  v.  Ohadsey,  2  Keyes,  543 ;  3  id.  225 ; 
PeoJs  V.  Yorks,  47  Barb.  131.  This  fact  should  be  proven  by  indict- 
ment or  a  certified  copy.  lb.  But  a  witness  may  be  asked  whether  he 
has  been  in  jail,  the  penitentiary  or  State  prison  or  any  other  place  that 
would  tend  to  impair  his  credibility,  and  also  how  much  of  his  life  he  has 
passed  in  such  places.  Real  v.  People,  ^2  N.  Y.  270;  People  ■v. 
Casey,  72  id.  393 ;  Russle  v.  8t.  Nicholas  Fi/re  Iris.  Co.,  51  id.  643. 
See  People  v.  Manning,  48  Oal.  335.  But  the  evidence  sought  to  be 
obtained  must  legitimately  tend  to  impair  the  credit  of  the  witness  for 
veracity,  either  directly  or  by  its  tendency  to  establish  a  bad  moral 
character.     People  v.  Brown,  72  N.  Y.  571. 

Under  the  Code  a  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  a  crime  or  mis- 
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demeanor  is  notwithstanding  a  competent  witness  in  a  civil  or  crimi- 
nal action  or  special  proceeding ;  but  the  conviction  may  be  proved  for 
the  purpose  of  affecting  the  weight  of  his  testimony  either  by  the 
record,  or  by  his  cross-examination,  upon  which  he  must  answer  any 
question  relevant  to  that  inquiry ;  and  the  party  cross-examining  is 
not  concluded  by  his  answer  to  such  sT  question.  Code,  §  832.  See 
Cal.  Code  Civil  Pro.,  §  2051 ;  People  v.  Chim  Mooh  Sow,  51  Cal.  597. 

The  fact  that  a  person  has  been  arrested,  Brown  v.  People,  S  Hun, 
562,  or  has  been  convicted  of  assault  and  battery,  does  not  legitimately 
affect  his  credibility.  State  v.  Haff,  11  Nev.  17.  See  Crapo  v. 
People,  15  Hun,  269  ;  JaoJcson  v.  Osborn,  2  Wend.  555 ;  People  v.  Oay, 
7  N.  Y.  378. 

A  party  having  produced  a  document  for  the  purposes  of  cross-ex- 
amination is  not  bound  to  read  it  before  he  comes  to  his  own  side  of 
the  cause,  although  he  may  have  shown  it  to  the  witness  and  have  cross- 
examined  him  upon  it.  Speyer  v.  Stern,  2  Sweeny,  516.  And  if  a 
party,  on  cross-examination,  obtains  proof  of  a  document,  the  opposite 
side,  it  has  been  said,  has  no  right  to  see  the  paper  for  the  purpose  of 
re-examining  the  witness,  as  to  the  paper  being  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  party  whose  handwriting  is  sworn  to. 

When  a  book  is  put  into  the  hands  of  a  witness  to  refresh  his  recol- 
lection, and  questions  are  asked  upon  it  on  the  cross-examination,  the 
book  is  hot  thereby  made  evidence  for  the  party  producing  it,  and 
against  the  party  cross-examining ;  though  when  a  book  is  so  produced,' 
the  pai'ty  against  whom  it  is  produced  may  use  it  as  evidence  in  his 
own  favor.  Payne  v.  Ibbotson,  3  Hurlst.  &  Norm.  960.  Opposing 
counsel  have  a  right  to  see  a  memorandum  which  a  witness  uses  to  re- 
fresh his  memory  ;  Gity  Bank  of  Macon  v.  Kent,  57  Ga.  283 ;  but  if  a 
cross-examining  counsel  merely  produces  a  paper,  and  asks  the  witness 
■whether  it  is  in  his  own  handwriting,  that  does  not  entitle  the  other 
side  to  see  it ;  but  if  he  proceeds  to  found  any  question  on  the  docu- 
ment, the  opposite  counsel  has  a  right  to  see  it ;  and  if,  upon  a  writ- 
ing being  put  into  the  witness'  hand  for  the  purpose  of  cross-examin- 
ation, the  cross-examination  wholly  fails,  the  adverse  counsel  is  not  en- 
titled to  look  at  the  paper. 

If  in  the  examination  of  a  witness  it  appears  that  a  writing  had  been 
drawn  and  signed  by  the  witness  and  is  in  the  possession  of  the  plaint- 
iff's counsel,  and  the  writing  is  produced  at  the  request  of  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  and  examined  by  him,  the  paper  cannot  be  shown  the 
witness  for  further  identification  and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an 
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explanation  of  the  circumstances  attending  its  execution,     Hotchhiss 
V.  Oermania  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  5  Hun,  90. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  when  a  witness  has  been  examined  as  to 
entries  in  a  book,  the  adversary  cannot  cross-examine  as  to  other  entries 
which  have  not  been  used,  without  putting  them  in  as  evidence.  "Where, 
upon  the  examination  in  chief  of  a  witness,  a  valid  objection  has  been 
taken  to  the  admission  of  illegal  or  incompetent  evidence,  a  cross-exam- 
ination as  to  the  same  matter,  by  the  objecting  party,  will  not  waive 
the  previous  valid  objection.  Simpson  v.  Watrus,  3  Hill,  619  ;  Wor- 
rall  V.  ParmeUe,  1  N.  Y.  519 ;  Duff  v.  Lyon,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  536. 

The  court  possesses  ample  power  to  prevent  an  abuse  of  the  privilege 
of  cross-examination.     Peck  v.  Richmond,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  380. 

Still,  as  the  right  of  cross-examination  is  a  very  valuable  one,  the 
courts  ought  to  allow  it  liberally  and  indulgently,  in  every  case,  unless 
there  is  an  evident  intent  to  abuse  the  privilege.  In  one  case  the  court 
remarked,  "that  cross-examination  had  gone  to  an  unreasonable  length; 
but  he  had,  in  general,  permitted  gentlemen  to  go  as  far  as  they  pleased, 
because,  if  there  was  an  honest  case  on  the  other  side,  it  would  do  them 
no  good."  And  a  learned  writer  comments  upon  the  subject  as  fol- 
lows :  "  The  benefits  of  cross-examination  are  sometimes  defeated  by 
the  interposition  of  the  court,  to  require  an  explanation  of  the  motive 
and  object  of  the  question  proposed,  or  to  pronounce  Judgment  upon 
them  immediately;  whereas,  experience  frequently  shows,  that  it  is 
only  by  an  indirect  and  apparently  irrelevant  inquiry,  that  a  witness 
can  be  brought  to  divulge  the  truth  which  he  had  prepared  himself  to 
conceal ;  the  explanation  of  the  motives  and  tendency  of  the  question 
furnishes  the  witness  with  a  caution  that  may  wholly  defeat  the  object 
of  it,  which  might  have  been  successfully  attained,  if  the  gradual  pro- 
gress from  immateriality  to  materiality  was  withheld  from  his  observa- 
tion. The  importance  of  an  inquiry  may  sometimes  be  strongly  felt 
by  an  advocate,  and  upon  very  reasonable  grounds,  from  his  own  in- 
structions with  respect  to  the  bearing  and  circumstances  of  the  cause, 
which  the  judge,  acting  only  upon  the  impressions  of  what  has  already 
been  disclosed,  cannot,  by  any  possibility,  anticipate.  The  full  exposi- 
tion of  the  motives  can  only  be -attained  by  a  premature  exposition  of 
the  case  that  is  to  be  brought  forward,  and  even  when  that  can  be  done 
without  prejudice  to  the  party,  the  endeavor  to  satisfy  the  court  would 
have  the  common  effect  of  an  interruption  of  the  regular  course  of  in- 
quiry, and,  instead  of  assisting  the  accurate  discussion  of  the  question, 
would,  in  all  probability,  terminate  in  confused  and  desultory  alterca- 
tion."    The   right  of  cross-examining   a  witness,  by  inquiring  into 
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collateral  facts  for  tlie  purpose  of  discrediting  tlie  witness,  is  so  far  a 
matter  of  discsretion  with  the  court  that  it  may  be  limited  by  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case.  Allen  v.  Bodine,  6  Barb.  383.  And  see  Fry 
V.  B&nnett,  3  Bosw.  201,  239  ;  Oreat  Western  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Loomis, 
32  N.  Y.  127 ;  White  v.  MoLecm,  57  id.  670 ;  Kin^s  v.  New  YorTc 
Geni/rctl  tfe  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  72  id.  607 ;  MarJcs  v.  Ki/ng, 
64  id.  628 ;  Gommomoealth  r.  Lyden,  1 13  Mass.  452  ;  Wallace  v. 
Taunton  Sfireet  R.  R.  Co.,  117  id.  91 ;  State  v.  McCartney,  17  Minn. 
76 ;  Wroe  v.  State,  20  Ohio  St.  460  ;  SauUsbury  v.  Village  of  Ithaca, 
24  Hun,  12. 

The  time  when  a  witness  shall  be  cross-examined  is  also  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court.  It  is  usually  done  immediately  after  the  examina- 
tion in  chief  is  closed.  But  it  may  be  delayed  by  the  court  to  any 
stage  of  the  cause  before  the  cause  is  finally  submitted.  There  ought, 
kowever,  to  he  some  good  reason  shown,  before  the  ordinary  course  is 
abandoned,  and  the  exceptional  practice  adopted.  The  general  rule  is, 
that  the  court  will  require  counsel  to  avail  themselves  of  the  oppor- 
tunity of  a  cross-examination  before  the  witness  leaves  the  stand,  un- 
less for  some  good  reason  the  court  should  allow  them  the  privilege,  at  a 
subsequent  stage  of  the  trial.  Sheffield  v.  Rochester  ajnd  Syracuse  R. 
R.,  21  Barb.  339.  And,  in  the  case  last  cited,  plaintiff's  counsel  pub- 
licly inquired  of  the  defendant's  counsel,  before  dismissing  the  witness 
from  the  stand,  whether  any  of  the  facts  testified  to  by  this  witness 
would  be  controverted  on  the  trial,  to  which  the  defendant's  counsel 
replied,  that  they  should  introduce  no  evidence  on  the  points  testified 
,  to  by  him.  The  right  to  cross-examine  the  witness  was  not  reserved 
by  the  defendant's  counsel.  At  the  close  of  the  trial,  the  defendant's 
counsel  called  for  the  witness  for  a  further  examination,  but  he  did  not 
appear,  as  he  had  gone  home  without  leave  ;  and  the  plaintiff's  coun- 
sel received  no  intimation  that  he  was  wanted  until  after  he  had  gone. 
And  the  court  held  that  the  right  to  further  examination  by  the 
defendants  was  lost  by  their  own  acts ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
bound,  vmder  the  circumstances,  to  detain  the  witness  longer  than  he 
had  done.  See,  also.  Brown  v.  Mayor,  11  Hun,  21 ;  Price  v.  Wilson, 
67  Barb.  1. 

It  may  be  taken  as  a  rule  that  when  a  party  is  deprived  of  the  bene- 
fit of  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness,  by  any  means,  other  than  the 
act  of  God,  the  act  of  the  party  himself,  or  some  cause  to  which  he  has 
.assented,  the  testimony  given  on  the  examination  in  chief  may  not  be 
xead.  Sturm  v.  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  63  N.  Y.  77,  87 ;  Reople  v. 
Cole,  43  id.  508  ;  Smith  v.  Griffith,  3  Hill,  333.  See  Forrest  v.  Kissam, 
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7  id.  465.  It  was  formerly  held  by  'the  court  for  the  correction  of 
errors,  that  if  a  witness  died  after  his  direct  examination,  and  before 
the  cross-examination,  the  evidence  could  not  be  rejected,  but  was  to 
be  taken  as  part  of  the  evidence  in  the  cause.  Forrest  v.  Kissaniy 
7  Hill,  463.  But  the  value  of  this  case  as  authority  has  been  much 
shaken  by  a  later  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  holding  that  it  is 
error  to  suffer  any  evidence  given  by  a  witness  in  direct  examination 
to  go  to  the  jury,  when  by  the  sudden  illness,  death  or  other  cause, 
without  fault  of  the  adverse  party,  and  beyond  his  control,  the  latter 
is  deprived  of  his  right  of  cross-examination.  People  v.  Cole,  43  N. 
Y.  508. 

If  a  party  to  an  action  is  a  witness,  and  he  refuses  to  answer  proper 
questions  on  his  cross-examination,  his  evidence  may  be  struck  out. 
Burnett  v.  Phalon,  19  How.  530  ;  S.  C,  11  Abb.  157.  See  Putherford 
V.  Ilohnes,  66  N.  Y.  368.  If  it  appears  from  the  cross-examination  of  a 
witness  that  he  has  not  the  moral  sense  requisite  to  make  him  a  com- 
petent witness  the  court  may  strike  out  his  testimony.  People  v. 
Ha/rper,  1  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  180. 

Some  very  vague  notions  have  prevailed  as  to  the  party  to  be  con- 
sidered as  introducing  evidence  given  on  cross-examination.  It  is  not 
unusual  for  the  cross-examining  party  to  claim  the  evidence  drawn  out 
by  him,  as  evidence  introduced  by  him  and  tending  to  prove  his  case. 
This  is  always  an  incorrect  view  of  evidence  drawn  out  on  a  legitimate 
cross-examination.  All  testimony  elicted  on  such  cross-examination, 
consisting  as  it  does  of  facts  which,  though  relating  to  the  direct  exam- 
ination, may  have  been  omitted  or  concealed  in  that  examination,  or 
facts  tending  to  contradict,  explain  or  modify  such  facts,  or  to  rebut  or 
modify  some  inference  which  might  have  been  drawn  from  them,  must 
in  the  nature  of  things  constitute  a  part  of  the  evidence  given  in  chief, 
and  both  alike  and  together  must  be  treated  as  evidence  given  on  the 
part  of  the  party  calling  the  witness.  The  evidence  given  by  the  wit- 
ness is  not  that  alone  given  on  the  direct  examination,  but  that  given 
on  the  direct  as  contradicted,  explained,  enlarged,  narrowed  or  modified 
by  the  cross-examination.      Wilson  v.  Wagar,  26  Mich.  452. 

The  rule  that  a  party  is  not  allowed  to  contradict  collateral  matter 
drawn  out  by  him  on  the  cross-examination  of  the  witness  of  his  adver- 
sary does  not  apply  in  all  cases  to  testimony  which  is  not  collateral, 
but  is  material  to  the  issue.  The  reason  of  prohibiting  the  contradic- 
tion of  collateral  matter  so  drawn  out  is  not  that  the  cross-examining 
party  has  by  such  examination  made  the  witness  his  own,  but  that  the 
contrary  rule  would  lead  to  the  trial  of  numerous  collateral  issues,  and 
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such,  too,  as  the  opposite  party  is  not  supposed  to  have  expected  to 
try.  When,  therefore,  a  party  on  cross-examination  brings  out  evidence 
material  to  the  issue,  he  is  not  necessarily  bound  by  it,  but  may  con- 
tradict it  by  other  witnesses.  Newberry  v.  Ftirnvoal,  46  How. 
139;  Qreenfiddv.  People,  XZ^xm^l^'i,. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  rule  that  a  witness  cannot  be  cross-examined  as 
to  any  fact  which  is  collateral  and  irrelevant  to  the  issue,  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  contradicting  him  by  other  evidence  if  he  should  deny  it, 
and  thereby  discredit  his  testimony,  does  not  by  any  means  imply  that 
a  witness  may  be  cross-examined  for  such  purpose,  as  to  every  fact 
which  is  relevant  to  the  issue.  The  right  of  cross-examination  for  such 
purpose  is  limited  to  those  matters  which  tend  to  contradict,  discredit? 
vary,  qualify  or  explain  the  testimony  given  by  the  witness  on  direct 
examination.  People  v.  Cox,  21  Hun,  47 ;  S.  0.  affirmed,  83  N.  Y. 
610. 

§  26.  Re-examination.  After  a  witness  has  been  cross-examined, 
he  may  be  re-examined  by  the  party  who  called  him  ;  and  upon  such 
re-examination  he  may  be  examined  as  to  all  matters  upon  which  he 
has  been  cross-examined,  which  will  give  an  opportunity  for  explaining 
any  new  facts  which  have  thus  come  out.  Counsel  have  a  I'ight,  on 
such  re-examination,  to  ask  all  such  questions  as  may  be  proper  to  draw 
forth  an  explanation  of  the  sense  and  meaning  of  the  expressions  used 
by  the  witness  on  cross-examination,  if  they  are  in  themselves  doubtful ; 
and  also  to  ascertain' the  motive  by  which  the  witness  was  induced  to 
use  those  expressions ;  but  he  has  no  right  to  go  further,  and  to  intro- 
duce matter  new  in  itself,  and  not  suited  to  the  purpose  of  explaining 
either  the  expressions  or  the  motives  of  the  witness.  Sohaser  v.  State, 
36  Wis.  429. 

Where  a  cross-examination  is  limited  to  a  particular  subject  of  a  con- 
versation had  by  him,  the  re-examination  will  be  limited  to  the  matter 
inquired  about  on  the  cross-examination,  and  the  whole  conversation 
cannot  be  required  on  the  re-exaraination.  Oreaton  v.  Srmtk,  1  Daly, 
380 ;  S.  C.  affirmed,  33  N.  Y.  245.  And  see  Union  Bank  v.  Mott,  39 
Barb.  180. 

It  has  already  been  seen  that  a  witness  cannot  obtrude  evidence  on 
cross-examination  which  he  could  not  have  been  permitted  to  give  on 
an  examination  in  chief ;  ante,  555  ;  but  if  counsel  voluntarily  cross- 
examine  as  to  inadmissible  matter,  the  opposite  counsel  is  entitled  to 
re-examine  upon  it.  Blewett  v.  Tregonning,  3  Ad.  &  El.  554  ;  Ore- 
viUe  V.  Chapman,  5.  Ad.  &  El.  (K  S.)  731.  In  the  case  last  cited,  a 
witness  for  the  plaintiff  stated,  on  cross-examination,  that  by  the  rules 
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of  the  jockey  club  the  owner  of  a  horse  might  bet agamethis  own  horse 
and  then  withdraw  him  ;  but  it  was  held  that  he  might  be  asked,  on 
re-examination,  whether  he  did  not  consider  such  conduct  dishonorable. 

A  party  calling  a  witness  may  re-examine  him  in  respect  to  a  matter 
drawn  out  on  cross-examination  or  which  furnishes  a  circumstance  by 
which  a  transaction  in  question  was  impressed  upon  the  mind  of  the 
witness.     Farnneri,  etc..  Bank  v.    Young,  36  Iowa,  45. 

If  the  cross-examining  counsel  has  called  out  collateral  facts 
tending  to  create  distrust  of  the  integrity,  tidelity  or  truth  of  the  wit- 
ness, the  party  calling  him  may  on  a  re-direct  examination  ask  the  wit- 
ness for  an  explanation  which  might  show  the  consistency  of  such 
facts  with  the  integrity,  fidelity  and  truth  of  the  witness,  although  cir- 
cumstances are  thus  put  in  evidence  which  are  foreign  to  the  principal 
issues,  and  which  could  not  have  been  put  in  evidence  but  for  the  pre. 
vious  cross-examination.  United  States  v.  Barrels  of  High  Wines, 
8  Blatchf.  475. 

The  party  producing  a  witness  may  call  his  attention  to  an  error  into 
which  he  had  inadvertently  fallen  on  cross-examination  for  the  purpose 
of  having  it  corrected.     Gilbert  v.  Sage,  57  N.  Y.  639. 

§  27.  Further  examination.  After  the  witness  has  been  examined 
in  chief,  on  cross  and  on  a  re-examination,  it  not  unf requently  happens 
that  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties  desires  to  ask  further  questions  of 
the  witness,  on  account  of  the  accidental  omission  to  inquire  as  to 
some  fact  which  escaped  attention  or  recollection,  or  because  the  party 
then  learned,  for  the  first  time,  that  the  witness  knew  some  fact  which 
was  not  before  known  to  such  party,  or  for  some  similar  reason.  And 
so,  in  other  cases,  after  the  evidence  in  the  entire  case  has  been  closed, 
one  of  the  parties  sometimes  desires  to  recall  a  witness  and  further  ex- 
amine him ;  or  he  may  even  wish  to  call  a  new  witness,  who  has  not 
before  been  sworn.  In  all  such  cases,  the  matter  is  entirely  within  the 
discretion  of  the  court.  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend.  229;  Peoples. 
Rector,  19  id.  569  ;  Cla/rTc  v.  Yorce,  15  id.  193.  In  ordinary  practice, 
this  discretion  is  liberally  exercised,  if  it  is  for  the  furtherance  of  justice. 

As  to  each  witness,  the  practice  is,  as  we  have  seen,  ante,  556,  for 
the  party  who  calls  the  witness  to  examine  him  first.  He  is  then  cross- 
examined  and  finally  re-examined.  So,  too,  on  the  whole  trial,  the 
party  holding  the  aflarmative  of  the  issue  calls  his  witnesses  and  they  are 
examined,  and  he  then  rests  his  side  of  the  case.  The  opposite  side 
then  calls  his  witnesses,  who  are  also  examined,  and  that  side 
of  the  case  submitted;  and  finally  the  party  opening  the  case 
introduces  his    evidence   in  reply,    when,   in  the   msual    course  of 
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practice,  the  evidence  in  the  case  is  considered  c'osed.  But 
there  are  so  many  causes  of  error  and  of  omission  as  to  the  intro- 
duction of  evidencej  that  this  strict  rule  is  scarcely  ever  enforced.  The 
material  rights  of  either  party  ought  never  to  be  permitted  to  suffer  by 
reason  of  an  excusable  omission.  A  single  material  question  may  have 
been  inadvertently  omitted,  and  the  month  of  the  witness  oiight  not  to 
be  closed  for  that  reason.  And  it  may  sometimes  be  necessary  to  ex- 
amine a  witness  as  to  entirely  new  matter,  or  to  call  several  new  wit- 
nesses, for  the  purpose  of  attaining  entire  justice  in  the  cause.  In  such 
cases  a  further  examination  is  permitted,  and  with  it  the  right  to 
further  cross-examine,  re-examine,  etc. 

So  the  court  has  power  to  permit  a  witness  to  be  examined,  cross, 
examined  and  re-examined,  over  and  over  again,  at  any  time  during 
the  trial.  But  great  care  should  be  taken  in  the  exercise  of  this  dis- 
cretion, so  as  to  prevent  either  party  from  gaining  any  advantage  over 
the  other  by  any  trick,  artifice  or  fraud.  If  the  plaintiff  should  de- 
clare that  he  had  finished  his  evidence,  and  in  consequence  of  such 
declaration  the  defendant  should  dismiss  some  or  all  of  his  witnesses, 
and  the  plaintiff  should  then  offer  to  produce  new  evidence,  which 
might,  perhaps,  have  been  contradicted,  or  answered,  or  explained  by 
the  witnesses  who  were  dismissed,  the  court  would  never  tolerate  so  un- 
fair a  practice,  nor  suffer  a  plaintiff  to  avail  himself  of  the  advantage 
of  such  ungenerous  and  fraudulent  conduct. 

This  same  rule  applies,  of  course,  to  both  parties,  and,  therefore,  if 

the  defendant  declares  his  evidence  closed,  and  the  plaintiff  dismisses 

his  witnesses  in  consequence,  the  defendant  will  be  precluded  from  call- 

,ing  witnesses  as  to  any  matter  which  might  have  been  answered  by 

the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  who  were  dismissed. 

When  evidence  has  been  duly  taken  on  a  trial,  without  objection, 
and  it  bears  upon  material  issues,  the  court  has  no  right  to  strike  it  out, 
or  to  exclude  it  from  the  consideration  of  the  court  or  jury.  Hall  v. 
Mwnest,  36  Barb.  585,  591.  If  the  evidence  is  proper  in  kind,  though 
not  in  degree,  or  if  it  is  objectionable  otherwise  upon  some  technical- 
ground,  all  right  of  exception  to  it  is  waived,  by  the  parties,  by  not  ob- 
jecting in  time,  and  aU  rightful  control  over  it  by  the  court  is  gone, 
ib. 

It  IS  only  when  evidence  i&  received  upon  some  oondUion,  mistake 
or  eontingenoyi,  that  the  court  can  properly  direct  the  juiy  to  disregard 
it  and  treat  it  as  not  received.  But  when  it  has  been  given  and  re- 
ceived absolutely,  it  cannot  in  any  way  be  stricken  out  of  the  case  or 
disregarded.     Ib. 
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Parties  sometimes  introduce  evidence  which  does  not  answer  their 
purpose,  or  they  elicit  an  answer  from  a  witness  which  is  unfavorable ; 
in  all  such  eases  they  must  abide  by  the  election  made  and  its  results, 
for  they  cannot  withdraw  the  evidence,  nor  require  it  to  be  struck  out. 
Bech&r  v.  Bryant,  7  Barb.  183,  189  ;  Vibhard  v.  Staats,  3  Hill,  144. 
Evidence  once  given  belongs  to  the  cause,  and  is  the  common  property 
of  all  the  parties.  lb.  There  are  some  cases  in  which  evidence  may 
be  struck  out,  even  after  if  has  been  given.  But  it  is  to  be  done  by 
the  party  opposed  to  the  introduction  of  the  evidence.  If,  for  instance, 
property  has  been  sold  by  a  bill  of  sale,  and  the  plaintiff  proves  the 
sale  by  oral  evidence,  and  the  defendant  first  discovers  on  a  second 
cross-examination  that  the  sale  was  by  writing,  he  may  move  to  strike 
out  the  oral  evidence.     Dunn  v.  Hewitt,  2  Denio,  63Y. 

So  where  a  witness  has  given  considerable  evidence  before  it  is  dis- 
closed that  he  is  not  a  competent  witness,  the  opposite  party  must  then 
move  to  strike  out  his  evidence  if  he  would  avail  himself  of  the  objec- 
tion.    Heely  v.  Barnes,  4  Denio,  73. 

Parties  sometimes  estop  themselves  from  objecting  to  evidence 
which  would  have  been  objectionable  but  for  their  own  acts. 

If  both  parties  give  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  written  in- 
strument, without  any  objection  by  either  of  them,  both  parties  will 
be  held  to  have  acquiesced  in  receiving  parol  evidence  of  its  contents, 
and  neither  party  will  be  permitted  to  object  to  showing  fully  the  en- 
tire contents  of  the  instrument  by  parol  evidence.  Moss  v.  Stone,  5 
Barb.  516  ;  Seaman  v.  Benson,  4  id.  445.  And  when  one  party  agrees 
that  the  opposite  party  may  introduce  evidence  which  is  legally  inad- 
missible if  objected  to,  he  cannot  afterward  complain  of  the  recep- 
tion of  such  evidence,  nor  of  the  reception  of  other  evidence  of  a  simi- 
lar character.  BundeU  v.  Butler,  10  Wend.  119.  When  a  party  con- 
sents to  establish  a  law  of  his  own  as  to  evidence,  he  must  abide  by  it. 
lb. 

In  taking  notes  of  evidence,  it  is  sometimes  the  case  that  a  question 
is  raised  as  to  what  the  witness  testified.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  witness 
is  requested  to  repeat  his  answer,  and  he  does  so  partially,  but  omits  to 
state  the  whole  of  it,  or  if  it  is  claimed  by  counsel  that  a  part  of  it  is 
omitted,  and  the  witness  asserts  that  he  has  repeated  the  entire  answer, 
the  party  claiming  the  entire  answer  may  call  the  stenographer  or  shorts 
hand  writer  of  the  court,  and  swear  him  as  to  the  fact  whether  he  has 
taken  such  answer,  and  whether  the  witness  has  repeated  the  whole  of 
it.  Rex  V.  Slater,  6  Q&vr.  &  Payne,  334.  So,  too,  any  other  person 
would  be  equally  competent  for  the  same  purpose,  if  he  took  the  entire 
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answer  down  in  the  language  employed  by  the  witness,  and  he  can 
swear  positively  that  it  was  used  by  the  witness. 

§  28.  Opinions  and  belief,  skill  and  science^  etc.  A  witness  is 
examined,  either  as  to  facts,  simply,  which  he  himself  knows,  or,  in 
some  instances,  as  to  his  own  inferences  from  facts,  or  as  to  facts  which 
he  has  heard  from  others.  In  ordinary  cases,  the  witness  ought  to  be 
examined  as  to  facts  only,  and  not  as  to  any  opinion  or  conclusion  which 
he  may  have  drawn  from  facts,  for  those  are  to  be  formed  by  the  court 
or  a  i  ury,  except,  indeed,  where  the  conclusion  is  an  inference  of  skill  and 
judgment.     Morehouse  v.  Mathews,  2  N.  Y.  514. 

A  witness  examined  as  to  facts  ought  to  state  those  only  of  which 
he  has  personal  knowledge ;  and  such  knowledge  is  supposed,  if  not 
expressly  stated,  upon  the  examination  in  chief ;  and  upon  cross-ex- 
amination, his  means  of  knowledge  may  be  fully  investigated,  and  if 
he  has  not  had  sufficient  and  adequate  means  of  knowledge,  his  evidence 
will  be  struck  out.  A  witness,  on  his  examination  in  chief,  must  not, 
as  a  general  rule,  be  examined  as  to  his  lelief,  or  his  persuasion,  but 
only  as  to  his  knowledge  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  because  judgment  is 
to  be  given  according  to  the  allegations  and  t\iG  proofs.  An  old  case 
will  illustrate  this  principle  :  The  question  in  the  case  was,  whether  a 
notice  of  protest  was  duly  served.  The  service  was  made  by  a  clerk 
of  the  notary  ;  and  on  the  trial  he  was  a  witness,  but  he  had  no  recol- 
lection whether  the  service  was  made  at  the  proper  time.  He  produced 
a  copy  of  the  protest,  at  the  foot  of  which  was  a  memorandum  in  these 
■words :  "  Served  notices  of  protest  at  indorsers'  offices ;  "  which  mem- 
orandum was  in  his  handwriting.  He  further  testified  that  he  had  no 
recollection  of  the  service,  except  what  was  indicated  by  the  memoran- 
dum ;  that  he  was  certain  that  the  memorandum  was  made  on  the  day 
of  the  protest,  though  he  had  no  positive  recollection  when  it 
was  made;  that  he  was  confident  of  the  service,  from  his  invari- 
able custom ;  and  that  it  was  possible  that  the  service  was  not  made  as 
the  memorandum  stated.  The  court  held  the  proof  of  service  defect- 
ive, and  used  the  following  language  :  "  The  testimony  of  the  clerk,^  in 
respect  to  the  time  of  the  service,  is  nothing  more  than  the  conclasion 
he  draws  from  the  existence  of  the  memorandum,  the  time  of  protest, 
and  his  custom  in  serving  such  notices.  It  was  no  proof  of  the  fact 
that  the  service  was  made  within  the  time  required  by  law,  but  simply 
a  conclusion  formed  in  his  mind,  from  the  existence  of  other  facts.  If 
he  had  any  recollection  of  the  circumstance  of  having  served  the 
notices,  however  faint  may  have  been  the  impression  remaining  upon 
his  memory,  it  would  be  evidence  of  the  fact  to  submit  to  a  jury.     But 


576  EVIDENCE. 


Opinions  and  belief,  skill  and  science,  etc. 


he  had  none.  His  memory  totally  failed  him.  When  he  saw  the 
memorandum,  he  was  convinced  that  he  had  made  the  service,  and  was 
willing  to  swear  positively  that  he  made  it  on  the  14th,  hut  not  because 
the  memorandum  recalled  or  revived  the  recollection  of  a  circumstance 
which  had  passed  from  his  memory,  but  from  a  conviction  in  his  mind, 
the  result  of  an  operation  of  reason  and  judgment.  The  recollection 
of  a  fact  by  a  witness  is  one  thing,  and  his  presuming  or  being  con- 
vinced of  the  existence  of  a  fact,  in  respect  to  which  he  has  no 
recollection,  is  another.  The  former  is  the  only  testimony  which  it  is 
competent  for  a  witness  to  give ;  the  other,  iipon  a  fact  which  is 
disputed,  is  no  testimony  at  all."  Daly,  J.,  Tcuylor  v.  Stringer,  1 
Hilt.  377, 381.  The  mere  opinion  of  a  witness  who  has  no  knowledge 
of  the  subject  of  which  he  speaks  is  inadmissible.  Atlcmtic  Dock  Co. 
r.  Zihhy,  45  N.  T.  499. 

In  another  case  it  was  important  to  show  that  a  specified  conversa- 
tion alluded  to  a  particular  time,  at  which  it  was  alleged  a  waiTanty 
was  made  as  to  a  certain  horse.  The  witness  testified  that  there  was 
nothing  in  the  conversation  from  which  he  could  say  that  the  plaintiff 
alluded  to  the  time  of  the  sale  as  the  period  when  the  defendant  had 
given  this  information.  He  was  then  asked  by  the  defendant's  counsel 
what  his  belief  was  as  to  that  fact.  This  was  objected  to,  but  the  evi- 
dence was  allowed,  and  the  judgment  was  reversed.  The  court  said  : 
"  The  justice  erred  in  permitting  the  witness  to  state  his  helief,  after  he 
had  sworn  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  conversation  from  which  he 
could  say  that  the  plaintiflP  referred  to  the  time  of  the  sale.  Cutler  v. 
Carpenter,  1  Cow.  81,  83.  And  see  Butler  v.  Benson,  1  Barb.  52T, 
537.  It  is  not  proper  to  ask  a  witness  what  he  supposed,  at  the' 
time,  was  the  effect  of  a  particular  transaction,  or  to  ask  what  im- 
pression was  produced  upon  his  mind  by  what  passed.  The  inquiry 
ought  to  be  what  was  said  or  done.  Weber  v.  Kingslcmd,  8  Bosw. 
416.     See  Highee  v.  Guardian  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  Y.,  66  Barb.  462. 

A  witness  should  never  be  allowed  to  give  his  "  best  impressions  " 
as  to  a  matter  of  which  he  has  no  personal  knowledge.  State  v.  Thorp, 
72  N.  C.  186. 

A  witness  who  has  testified  as  to  conversations  had  with  a  party" 
cannot  testify  as  to  the  impression  left  on  his  mind  by  the  conversa- 
tion. He  must  either  state  the  language  used  or  the  substance  of  it. 
Elhin  V.  Wilson,  33  Md.  135.  But  where  a  witness  has  testified  as  to 
facts  coming  under  his  observation  and  has  declined  to  swear  positively 
whether  a  certain  act  was  or  was  not  done,  it  is  competent  for  him  to 
testify  to  an  impression  or  belief  on  the  subject.     Blake  v.  People,  73 
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N.  Y.  586  ;  Snell  v.  Moses,  1  Johns.  96,  103  ;  Lewis  v.  Freeman,  17 
Me.  260;  FrcunUin  v.  City  of  Macon,  12  Ga.  257;  Bex  v.  Pedley,  1 
Leach,  325 ;  Jiegina  v.  Soklesinger,  12  Q.  B.  670  ;  FolJces  v.  Ohadd,  S 
Dong.  157,  159.  It  will  be  error  to  exclude  a  statement  made  by  a 
'  witness  merely  because  he  qualifies  it  with  the  remark  "  this  is  my  im- 
pression," as  the  added  clause  is  equivalent  to  saying,  "  this  is  my  best 
recollection  of  the  matter,  though  I  am  not  absolutely  certain."  Swin- 
ney  v.  Booth,  28  Texas,  113. 

So  far  as  it  regards  mere  belief  or  persuasion,  which  does  not  rest 
upon  a  sufficient  or  legal  foundation,  the  cases  just  cit^d  show  that  they 
are  not  competent  evidence.  But  there  are  cases  of  persuasion  or  belief, 
founded  upon  the  actual  knowledge  of  the  witness,  in  which  the  belief 
of  the  witness  is  proper  evidence.  On  question  of  identity  of  persons, 
or  of  handwriting,  when  the  witness  is  familiar  with  the  handwriting 
in  question,  or  with  the  person  whose  identity  is  in  dispute,  such  wit- 
ness may  state  his  belief  as  to  the  identity  of  the  person  or  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  signature,  although  he  may  not  be  able  or  willing  to  swear 
positively.  In  such  a  case,  however,  the  question  is  not  merely  one  of 
belief,  as  in  the  cases  cited.  It  is  clearly  a  matter  of  recollection,  and 
the  question  is,  how  confidently  the  witness  can  speak  upon  that  subject. 
Thebelief  of  thewitness,  insuchacase,isa  mere  matter  of  recollection, 
and  its  value  is  entirely  a  question  for  the  jury  or  the  justice  in  their 
place. 

There  are  well-established  exceptions  to  the  rule  that  witnesses  must 
speak  as  to  facts  alone.  One  of  these  exceptions  is  when  the  question 
is  one  of  skill  or  science.  "When  professional  men  and  others  give  evi- 
dence on  matters  of  skill  and  judgment,  their  evidence  frequently  does 
not,  and  often  cannot,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  extend  beyond 
opinion  and  belief.  And  the  general  rule  is,  that  when  the  question  is 
one  of  skill  or  science,  or  the  inference  is  one  of  skill  and  judgment, 
the  opinion  of  experienced  persons  is  admissible,  for  by  such  means 
only  can  a  court  or  jury  he  enabled  to  form  a  correct  conclusion.  The 
general  distinction  is  this,  that  the  jury  must  judge  of  the  facts  for 
themselves,  but  that  whenever  the  question  depends  on  the  exercise  of 
peculiar  skill  and  knowledge  that  may  be  made  available,  it  is 
not  a  decision  by  the  witness  on  a  fact  to  the  exclusion  of  the  jury,  but 
the  establishment  of  a  new  fact,  relation,  or  connection,  which  would 
otherwise  remain  unproved.  Not  to  admit  such  evidence  would  be  to 
reject  what  was  essential  to  the  investigation  of  truth.  But,  to  render 
opinions  competent  evidence,  it  is  important  that  two  things  should 
exist  in  the  case.  First,  the  matter  upon  which  it  is  proposed  to  intro- 
73 
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duce  evidence  of  opinions  must  be  one  of  skill  or  science.  Weane  v. 
K.  D.  <&  M.  E.  B.  Co.,  45  Iowa,  246 ;  Milwaukee,  etc.,  R.  R.  Go.  v. 
Zellogg,  94  U.  S.  469  ;  Baptist  Church  v.  Brooklyn  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  28 
N.  Y.  153.  And,  secondly,  the  witness  must  be  shown  to  possess  such 
knowledge  or  skill  as  to  render  him  competent  to  give  an  opinion. 
Himds  V.  Harbon,  58  Ind.  121 ;  Haggeriy  v.  Brooklyn  City  di  New- 
town R.  R.  Co.,  61  N.  Y.  624 ;  Baptist  Church  v.  Brooklyn  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  28  id.  153.  Where  the  question  is  not  one  of  skiU  or  science, 
opinions  will  not  be  evidence  no  matter  how  learned  or  scientilic  the 
witness  may  be  whose  opinion  is  asked. 

A  few  illustrations  from  the  adjudged  cases  will  not  be  inappropriate^ 
by  way  of  applying  these  principles. 

In  one  case,  Lamoure  v.  Caryl,  4  Denio,  370,  the  opinion  of  a 
farmer  was  held  to  be  incompetent  to  prove  the  value  of  the  services  of 
a  clerk  in  a  country  store.  And  the  court  said,  pages  373,  374  :  "  A 
witness  for  the  defendant,  who  had  known  him  a  clerk  wliile  in  the 
service  of  the  plaintiff,  was  asked  by  the  defendant  what  his  services 
were  worth.  The  witness  had  testified  that  he  was  a  farmer,  and  did 
not  know  what  clerks  in  country  stores  usually  received.  The  plaintiff 
objected  to  the  inquiry,  but  the  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  ques- 
tion was  answered.  In  general  the  opinion  of  a  witness  is  not  evidence 
for  a  jury,  although  there  are  exceptions  to  the  rule.  But  they  all 
proceed  upon  the  principle,  that  the  question  is  one  of  science  or  skill, 
or  has  reference  to  some  subject  upon  which  the  jury  are  supposed  not 
to  have  the  same  degree  of  knowledge  with  the  witness.  The  evi- 
dence of  experts  is  received,  on  the  ground  of  science  or  skill,  and  wit- 
nesses may  speak  on  the  value  of  property  or  labor,  when  it  appears  they 
have  any  peculiar  sources  of  knowledge  to  guide  them  on  these  subjects, 
and  which  are  not  presumed  to  be  equally  within  reach  of  the  jury. 
The  witness  whose  opinion  was  received  was  not  shown  to  have  any 
means  of  knowledge  on  this  subject,  beyond  the  range  of  the  jury. 
Objection  was  made  to  his  opinion  being  received  as  evidence.  The 
objection  was  well  founded,  and  should  have  been  sustained.  The  par- 
ties were  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  jury  on  the  value  of  the  de- 
fendant's services,  and  how  were  they,  rightfully,  to  be  aided  by  the 
mere  opinion  of  a  witness  who  had  no  means  of  information  beyond 
their  own  ?  Opinions  are  to  be  formed  by  jurors,  but  it  is  the  business 
of  the  witnesses  to  deal  with  facts.  Even  where  their  opinions  are  al- 
lowable, it  is  more  with  a  view  to  inform  the  jury  on  some  matter  of 
fact  than  for  the  mere  purpose  of  obtaining  an  opinion.  The  ex- 
pressed opinion  of  an  expert,  or  of  a  person  acquainted  with   some 


EVIDENCE.  579 


Opinions  and  belief,  skill  and  science,  etc. 


peculiar  subject  or  business,  is  little  more  than  a  brief  abstract  of  a 
long  examination.  The  law,  in  such  case,  allows  the  opinion  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  an  extended  examination.  It  is  brief  and  intelligible,  and 
may  very  properly  be  received  as  the  result  of  what  would  be  estab- 
lished by  the  evidence  of  the  witness,  if  given  in  detail.  But  when  the 
witness  has  no  such  information  to  impart,  the  law  will  in  no  case 
permit  his  opinion  to  be  received."  And  see  Jefferson  Ins.  Go.  v.  Co- 
theal,  7  Wend.  72,  78 ;  Mercer  v.  Vose,  67  N.  Y.  56 ;  Soott  v.  Zili- 
enthal,  9  Bosw.  225. 

The  clerk  might  have  testified  as  to  the  value  of  his  services,  as  it  is 
a  general  rule  that  one  who  has  rendered  services  for  another  is  com- 
petent to  give  an  opinion  as  to  their  value,  leaving  the  value  of  such 
opinion  to  be  determined  by  the  court  or  jury.  Mercer  v.  Fbse,  67  JS". 
Y.  56. 

An  expert  who  has  no  knowledge  as  to  the  character  of  services  ren- 
dered in  nursing  a  sick  person,  or  the  condition  of  a  patient  at  the  time 
except  from  the  description  of  other  witnesses,  is  incompetent  to 
give  an  opinion  as  to  their  value,  although  if  he  had  personal  knowl- 
edge of  such  facts  he  would  be  competent  to  give  an  opinion  of  the 
value  of  such  services.  Reynolds  v.  Robinson,  64  N.  Y.  589 ;  People 
V.  Lake,  12  id.  358  ;  Carpenter  v.  Rlalcs,  2  Lans.  206.  In  such  cases 
it  is  not  the  province  of  the  witness  to  reconcile  and  draw  inferences 
from  the  evidence  of  other  witnesses  and  to  take  in  such  facts  as  he 
thinks  their  evidence  has  established,  or  as  he  can  recollect  and 
carry  in  his  mind,  and  thus  form  and  express  an  opinion.  But 
his  opinion  may  be  obtained  by  stating  to  him  a  hypothetical 
case,  taking  in  some  or  all  of  the  facts  stated  by  witnesses,  and 
claimed  by  the  counsel  putting  the  question  to  be  established  by  their 
evidence,  and  when  the  question  is  thus  stated,  the  witness  has  in  his 
mind  a  definite  state  of  facts  and  the  province  of  the  jurors  is  not  inter- 
fered with.     Reynolds  v.  Robinson,  64  N.  Y.  589. 

Where  a  party  seeks  to  exclude  a  question  which  calls  for  the  opinion 
of  a  witness,  on  the  ground  that  he  has  not  been  shown  to  be  compe- 
tent as  an  expert,  such  I'eason  must  be  specified  in  the  objection ;  and  if 
a  mere  general  objection  is  taken,  it  may  properly  be  overruled.  Mai- 
lory  V.  JPerTcins,  9  Bosw.  672.  So  where  no  proper  foundation  has 
been  laid  for  the  introduction  of  expert  testimony,  the  objection  to  the 
receipt  of  the  evidence  must  specify  that  no  such  foundation  had  been 
laid.  A  general  objection  will  not  be  available  on  appeal.  Oushman  v. 
United  States  Life  Ins.  Co.,  70  N.  Y.  72  ;  Levin  v.  Russell,  42  id. 
251 ;    Williams  v.  Sargeant,  46  id.  481. 
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In  putting  hypothetical  questions  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
opinion  of  experts  counsel  may  assume  facts  as  they  claim  them  to  ex- 
ist, and  an  error  in  the  assumption  will  not  make  the  interrogatory  ob- 
jectionable if  it  is  within  the  possible  or  probable  range  of  the 
evidence.     Ha/rnett  v.  Garvey,  66  N.  Y.  641. 

After  a  witness  has  testified  as  to  the  character  of  services  rendered, 
the  average  length  of  time  the  party  was  employed  each  day,  etc.,  a 
witness  who  has  heard  such  testimony  may  be  asked  "  assuming  that 
the  services  rendered  were  as  described  by  the  witness,  what  were 
they  worth  per  month ? "  A  question  in  this  form,  or  its  equivalent 
leaves  it  for  the  jury  to  pass  upon  the  crediljility  of  the  testimony, 
upon  which  the  opinion  is  based.     MoCollum  v.  Seward,  62  N.  Y.  316. 

The  amount  of  damages  which  may  result  from  the  breach  of  a 
contract  cannot  be  proved  by  the  opinion  of  a  witness. 

In  an  action  upon  a  lease  for  the  recovery  of  rent,  the  defendant 
claimed  to  recoup  damages,  which  he  alleged  he  was  entitled  to,  by 
reason  of  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  the  plaintiff  to  construct  or  keep 
in  repair  certain  water  arrangements  xipon  the  premises  occupied  by 
the  defendant,  for  the  purposes  of  a  tavern,  and  an  innkeeper  was 
called  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  and  the  witness  was  asked, 
in  a  great  variety  of  forms,  how  much  it  was  worth  to  the  defend- 
ant to  have,  that  water  supplied  by  the  aqueduct,  by  the  day,  the 
quarter,  and  by  the  year  ;  and  what  damage  the  defendant  would  sus- 
tain, per  day,  quarter,  and  year,  by  being  deprived  of  the  water ;  but 
this  evidence  was  excluded,  which  was  held  right.  Harger  v.  Ed- 
monds, i  Barb.  256.  "  The  great  objection  to  this  species  of  evidence  is, 
that  it  calls  for  the  opinion  of  the  witness  upon  a  question  on  which 
the  opinions  of  witnesses  are  not  evidence.  The  diminution  in  the 
annual,  quarterly,  or  daily  value  of  the  premises,  occasioned  by  the 
withdrawal  of  this  water ;  or,  in  other  words,  the  amount  of  the  dam- 
age of  the  defendant,  arising  from  such  withdrawal  or  deprivation, 
would  depend,  for  its  just  determination,  not  on  any  professional  skill 
or  knowledge  of  the  witness,  but  on  a  vast  variety  of  facts,  from  which 
any  sensible  man  could  form  a  judgment,  as  well  as  a  tavern-keeper, 
living  in  another  town.  The  situation  of  the  tavern,  the  amount 
of  business  or  custom  it  enjoyed,  the  kind  of  customers  who  frequented 
it,  the  distance  from  a  stream,  well,  spring,  or  other  supply  of  water, 
and  perhaps  the  expense  of  digging  a  well,  would  all  be  material  facts 
on  which  to  found  a  correct  opinion.  When  these  facts  should  be 
spread  before  a  jury,  with  the  length   of  time  which  the  water  was 
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withheld,  the  jury  would  be  enabled  to  give  a  reasonable  estimate  of 
the  damages."  Id.  258,  per  Geidlet,  J. 

So,  in  an  action  by  a  tenant  against  a  landlord  for  his  refusal  to  de- 
liver possession  of  the  premises  to  the  plaintiff,  it  is  not  competent  to 
prove  the  amount  of  damages  by  the  opinions  of  witnesses.  Oiles  v. 
O' Toole,  4:  Barh.  261. 

Again,  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  not  feeding  the 
plaintiff's  cattle  as  good  hay  as  the  defendant  agreed  to  do,  it  is  not 
competent  to  prove  the  amount  of  damages  by  asking  a  witness  what 
damage  accrued  in  conseqnenee  of  feeding  the  cattle  upon  the  hay  in 
question,  instead  of  the  hay  agreed  upon.  Morehouse  v.  Mathews,  2  JST. 
T.  514.  The  court  said,  page  516  :  "  In  the  case  before  us,  the  witness 
could  have  legally  testified  to  the  degree  of  inferiority  of  the  hay  fed  to 
that  agreed  to  be  fed  by  the  defendant.  He  could  also  have  testified  as 
to  the  condition  of  the  cattle  when  brought  to  the  defendant's  and  when 
taken  away ;  and  to  any  other  fact  calculated  to  enable  the  court  or 
jury  to  form  a  just  opinion  on  the  question  of  damages  ;  bht  the  mere 
opinion  of  the  witness  on  the  amount  of  damage  was  entitled  to  no 
weight.  If  the  witness  had  testified  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the 
value  of  cattle,  I  think  he  might  have  been  allowed  to  state  how  much 
less  valuable  these  were  when  taken  away  than  when  di'iven  to  the  de- 
fendant's, in  consequence  of  the  inferior  quality  of  the  food.  But 
then  he  should  state  the  facts  upon  which  he  founded  his  valuation,  so 
that  the  jury  might  be  able  to  appreciate  his  estimate  at  its  just  value." 
And  see  Nellis  v.  MoCarn,  35  Barb.  115  ;  and  opinion  in  De  Witt  v. 
Barly,  lY  N.  T.  345 ;  Sohemerhorn  v.  Tyler,  11  Hun,  549. 

In  an  insurance  action,  a  witness  will  not  be  permitted  to  testify  what 
is  meant  h J  a,  permanent  j)oUcy,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
term  is  one  of  art,  or  that  it  was  employed  in  any  particular  business,  or 
that  the  witness  had  any  qualifications  for  interpreting  it  which  were 
not  equally  possessed  by  the  court  and  jury.  Baptist  Church  v.  Brook- 
lyn Fire  Ins.  Co.,  28  N.  Y.  153. 

But  where  the  question  is  one  of  skill  or  science,  and  the  witness  is 
competent  to  express  an  opinion,  he  may  be  asked  his  opinion.  When, 
for  instance,  the  witness  is  a  brick  or  a  tile  maker,  and  he  has  followed  the 
business  several  years,  he  may  be  asked  whether  a  certain  described  mode 
of  placing  the  brick  in  the  kiln  is  a  proper  one ;  or  he  may  be  asked  what 
effect  it  would  have  if  the  tUes  or  bricks  were  burned  when  lying  flat, 
instead  of  upon  an  end.  Wiggins  v,  Wallace,  19  Barb.  338.  Whether 
a  witness  is  competent  to  express  an  opinion  is  a  question  for  the 
justice,  yet  if  he  misjudges,  it  is  as  much  an  error  as  though  he  mis- 
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judged  upon  any  other  question.  lb.     But  see  Nelson  v.  Sun  Mutual 
'ins.  Co.,  71  N.  Y.  453,  460  ;  Jones  v.  Tucker,  41  JST.  H.  546. 

But  when  a  person  is  liable  for  proper  advances  which  may  be  needed 
for  the  support  of  an  infant,  it  is  not  proper  to  prove  by  a  witness  that 
certain  payments  were  properly  made  for  articles  purchased  for  such 
infant.     Merritt  v.  Seaman,  6  N.  Y.  168. 

In  actions  for  negligence  it  is  not  competent  to  ask  a  witness  whether 
the  negligence  of  one  of  the  parties  caused  the  alleged  injury  for  which 
the  action  is  brought,  or  whether  certain  specified  acts  constitute  negli- 
gence. In  an  action  for  injuries  arising  from  a  collision  of  vessels,  it  is 
not  competent  for  the  defendant  to  ask  his  pilot  either  of  the  following 
questions  :  "Was  that  collision  caused  by  any  negligence  of  yours  1 " 
or,  "  From  what  you  discovered  of  the  tug  in  coming  down,  was  she  in 
fault,  and  how  ? "  because  such  questions  are  intended  to  elicit  the 
opinion  of  the  witness  xipon  questions  which  are  to  be  decided  by  the 
court  or  jury  upon  the  evidence  introduced  on  the  trial.  Crofut  v. 
Brooklyn  Ferry  Co.,  36  Barb.  201. 

So  in  an  action  to  recover  for  damages  for  injuries  to  plaintiff's  canal 
boat  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  defendant's  negligence  it  is  not 
proper  to  ask  a  witness  whether  the  defendant,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
witness  as  a  canal  boatman,  in  any  way  omitted  or  neglected  to  do  any 
thing  which  might  have  been  done  to  save  the  boat.  Carpenter  v. 
Eastern  Transportation  Co.,  71  N.  Y.  574. 

An  expert  may  be  asked  whether  certain  acts  which  are  proven  are 
seamanlike  and  proper,  under  a  given  state  of  circumstances,  but  he 
cannot  be  allowed  to  express  an  opinion  as  to  what  was  or  was  not  done 
as  a  matter  of  fact.  lb. 

Upon  a  question  of  negligence  in  mooring  a  vessel,  it  is  proper  to 
ask  a  witness,  who  has  been  shown  to  be  competent  to  give  an  opinion, 
what  was  the  condition  of  the  fastenings  of  the  vessel  as  to  safety ; 
because  this  is  a  subject  of  science  and  experience,  and  not  one  of 
common  knowledge.  Moore  v.  Westervelt,  9  Bosw.  558 ;  S.  C. 
affirmed,  27  N.  Y.  234. 

So  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  losses  sustained  from  fire, 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  in  the 
use  of  a  steam  dredging  machine,  it  is  not  competent  to  ask  a  witness 
whether  he  considers  it  dangerous  to  use  a  steam  dredge  without  a 
spark  catcher.  Teall  v.  Barton,  40  Barb.  137 ;  S.  C,  25  N.  Y. 
544,  by  name  of  Hinds  v.  Barton. 

So,  in  an  action  by  a  traveler  for  the  recovery  of  money  which  had 
been  stolen  from  a  locked  portmanteau  left  in  a  locked  room  of  the  de- 
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f  endant,  who  was  an  innkeeper,  it  was  held  that  the  opinions  of  other 
innkeepers  that  the  plaintiff  was  negligent  in  thus  leaving  his  money 
were  not  competent  evidence.     Taylor  v.  Monnot,  4  Duer,  116. 

In  an  action  against  a  defendant  for  the  loss  of  a  considerable  quan- 
tity of  wheat,  which  it  is  alleged  was  lost  by  reason  of  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant  in  threshing  it,  the  cases  are  conflicting  whether  the 
plaintiff  is  permitted  to  ask  a  witness  how  much  wheat  was  wasted  by  the 
defendant  in  threshing  six  hundred  and  forty-eight  bushels  of  wheat 
according  to  the  defendant's  tally  of  the  plaintiff's  wheat.  It  was  held 
that  he  could  not  do  so,  in  Cook  v.  Brockway,  21  Barb.  331.  But  see 
Harpending  v.  Shoemaker,  37  id.  2Y0,  to  the  contrary,  where  the 
following  question  was  held  to  be  proper,  after  showing  the  wit- 
ness to  be  competent  to  express  an  opinion :  "  How  much  less 
buckwheat  was  there  than  there  would  have  been  if  the  same  had 
been  properly  threshed  ?  " 

In  an  action  brought  in  a  justice's  court  for  trespasses  upon  the 
plaintiff's  land  by  the  defendant's  cattle  and  horses,  in  a  case  in  which 
the  defendant  does  not  appear  in  the  action,  and  where  the  only  evi- 
dence to  show  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  damages,  or  from  which  the 
Justice  could  properly  determine  the  amount,  was  the  opinions  of  a 
witness,  it  was  held  that  there  was  not  sufficient  legal  evidence  to  sup- 
port a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was,  therefore,  reversed. 
Armstrong  v.  Smith,  44  Barb.  120.  This  case  overrules  Nellis  v.  Mg- 
Carn,  35  Barb.  115,  on  this  point,  and  reviews  a  large  number  of 
cases.     See,  also,  Seamans  v.  Smith,  46  Barb.  320. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  for  damages  done  by  the  defendant's  cattle, 
horses  and  sheep  to  the  plaintiff's  orchard  and  crops,  the  plaintiff  was 
a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  and  after  he  had  testified  that  he  had  one 
and  three-quarter  acres  of  buckwheat  on  his  land  in  1861,  and  that  after 
it  was  cut,  the  defendant's  horses  got  into  the  lot  and  tore  the  buck- 
wheat to  pieces  and  ate  what  they  wanted,  it  was  held  the  following 
question  was  competent :  "  State,  if  you  can,  what  portion  of  the  buck- 
wheat the  defendant's  horses  destroyed  in  the  fall  of  1861  ? "  because 
the  plaintiff  was  shown  to  be  a  farmer,  and  his  knowledge  rendered 
him  competent  to  give  an  opinion  ;  and  on  such  a  question,  opinion  is 
competent  evidence.  Seamam^  v.  Smith,  46  Barb.  320,  approving 
Armstrong  v.  Smith,  44  id.  120.  So,  in  the  same  case,  the  plaintiff 
testified  that  the  defendant's  cattle  went  into  one  acre  of  his  peas,  and 
destroyed  two-thirds,  and  that  they  were  worth  $4  a  bushel ;  and  it  was 
held  that  his  counsel  might  ask  him  the  following  question :  "  If  that 
piece  of  peas  had  not  been  injured  by  the  stock,  how  much  would  it 
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have  produced  that  season  ? "  lb.  The  plaintiff  also  testified  that  the 
defendant's  hogs  destroyed  all  his  peas,  thirty  rods ;  that  they  were 
good  peas  and  podded  when  destroyed ;  and  that  he  could  tell  what  the 
ground  would  have  produced  if  the  peas  had  not  been  destroyed  ;  and 
it  was  held  that  it  was  competent  to  ask  him  what  the  ground  would  have 
produced  if  the  peas  had  not  been  destroyed  by  the  defendant's  hogs, 
lb. 

In  an  action  for  damages  to  grass  done  by  the  defendant's  cattle,  it  is 
proper  for  a  witness  to  state  the  amount  of  meadow  land  trespassed 
upon,  the  quality  of  the  grass  growing  upon  it,  and  his  opinion  as  to  the 
value  of  the  grass  ;  but  he  cannot  testify  directly  that  the  damage  to 
the  grass  was  a  specified  sum.  It  is  for  the  jury  to  estimate  the  damages. 
Richardson  v.  Northrup,  66  Barb.  85. 

In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintifi^ 
by  reason  of  having  his  land  burned  over,  and  the  wood  and  timber 
thereon  burned  and  injured,  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  in  im- 
properly setting  fire  to  brush  on  his  own  farm,  it  is  not  competent  for 
the  plaintiff  to  ask  a  witness  to  state,  from  what  he  saw,  how  much 
damage  was  done  to  the  farm.     Simons  v.  Monier,  29  Barb.  420. 

In  an  action  against  a  guarantor  on  the  covenants  contained  in  a 
lease  that  the  lessor  would  not  sow  any  mustard  seed  or  white  daisies 
on  the  farm  during  his  tenancy  it  is  not  competent  to  ask  a  witness 
"  How  much  was  the  damage  to  that  farm  in  consequence  of  the  daisies 
upon  it  ?  "   Thompson  v.  DioTchart,  QQ  Barb.  604. 

So  in  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  a  canal  boat,  with  dam. 
ages  for  the  taking  and  detention,  it  is  error  to  allow  a  witness  to  answer 
the  question,  "  State  the  damages  for  the  taking  and  withholding  of  the 
boat  during  that  time?"  Green  v.  Plmik,  48  IST.  Y.  669.  See  Van 
Deusen  v.  Young,  29  id.  9  ;  Treepenning  v.  Corn  Exohamge  Ins. 
Co.,  43  id.  279. 

In  an  action  against  a  carrier  for  the  recovery  of  the  value  of  a  horse, 
which,  it  was  alleged  by  the  plaintiff,  had  died  from  injuries  caused  by 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  it  is  not  competent  to  ask  the  opinion 
of  a  witness  whether  a  wound,  which  he  saw  inflicted  on  the  horse,  was 
sufficient  to  cause  the  death  of  the  horse, when  the  witness  has  testified 
previously  to  asking  such  question,  as  follows :  "  I  have  been  acquainted 
with  horses  twenty-five  years ;  I  have  owned  horses  for  twenty-five 
years,  from  one  to  sixty,  all  the  time ;  I  have  doctored  all  my  own 
horses  for  fifteen  years,  and  the  same  for  other  people ;  I  doctor  a  horse 
pretty  much  as  I  do  myself."  Harris  v.  Paaiamia  EaMroad  Co.,  3 
Bosw.  7.     In  the  case  last  cited,  the  witness,  after  expressing  an  opinion 
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that  the  wound  was  sufficient  to  cause  the  death  of  the  horse,  testified 
as  follows  in  cross-examination :  "  I  am  not  a  horse  doctor ;  I  have 
seen  the  skeleton  of  a  horse,  but  never  have  seen  the  sinews  and  nerves ; 
I  was  called  up  to  doctor  a  horse  about  two  years  ago ;  the  mare  had 
run  away,  and  had  run  a  shaft  into  her  shoulder  ;  I  bled  the  mare  that 
night  ;  that  wound  did  not  bleed."  The  court  said,  pages  1 2,  13 : 
"Whether  a  man  had  owned  only  one  horse  or  a  span  continuously,  or 
has  owned  from  one  to  sixty,  if  he  has  never  studied  the  diseases  of 
horses,  and  more  especially  if  he  is  unskilled  as  to  the  efEeet  of  wounds, 
and  has  never  treated  such  injuries,  it  is  difficult  to  say  on  what  principle 
his  mere  opinion  upon  the  question  whether  a  particular  wound  was 
sufficient  to  produce  death,  is  admissible  as  evidence.  In  such  a  case 
the  opinion  is  not  based  upon  skill  or  science,  which  the  jury  cannot  be 
supposed  to  possess  to  the  same  extent  as  the  witness." 

When  it  is  alleged  that  a  horse  has  a  particular  disease,  medical  books 
are  not  competent  evidence  to  prove  the  existence  of  the  disease,  but 
the  facts  stated  in  such  books  must  be  proved  in  the  same  manner  as 
any  other  facts  are  established  on  the  trial.  lb.  And  see  Collier  v. 
Simpson,  5  Carr.  &  Payne,  73.  A  general  dictionary  of  the  English 
language  is  not  authority  to  show,  on  a  trial,  the  meaning  of  a  word 
which  is  relied  on  as  deriving  a  peculiar  meaning  from  mercantile  usage. 
Houghton  v.  Oilbart,  7  €arr.  &  Payne,  701. 

In  actions  for  torts,  the  amount  of  damages  cannot  be  proved  by 
opinions.  And  in  an  action  by  a  landlord  against  a  tenant  for  commit- 
ting waste  by  cutting  down  trees,  it  is  not  competent  for  the  tenant  to 
prove,  by  the  opinion  of  witnesses,  that  such  acts  were  not  injurious  to 
the  inheritance,  and,  therefore,  not  waste.  McGregor  v.  Brown,  10 
N.  Y.  114. 

But  it  had  been  held  that,  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages 
for  a  negligent  destruction  of  fruit  trees  it  is  competent  to  prove  the 
value  of  such  trees,  independent  of  their  connection  with  the  land,  if 
such  value  is  proved  by  a  witness  who  is  competent  to  speak  of  their 
value,  as,  for  instance,  a  nurseryman.  WhiibecTc  v.  New  Yorlc  Central 
R.  R.  Co.,  36  Barb.  644.  This  rule  does  not  extend  so  far  as  to  per- 
mit a  witness  to  give  his  opinion  as  to  the  amount  of  damages  which  a 
plaintiff  sustains  in  consequence  of  a  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant. 
And,  in  an  action  by  a  tenant  against  a  landlord  for  unlawfully  cutting 
a  door  into  one  of  the  tenant's  rooms,  it  was  held  that  the  tenant  could 
not  ask  a  witness  how  much  damage  was  sustained  in  the  operation 
of  the  work.  Rodgers  v.  Fletcher,  13  Abb.  299. 
74 
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So  in  an  action  of  trespass  by  a  tenant  against  his  landlord  for  enter, 
ing  upon  the  demised  premises,  and  making  alterations  and  additions 
to  the  building,  it  is  not  competent  to  ask  witnesses  the  general  ques- 
tion, what  was  the  amount  of  the  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiff. 
Duff  V.  Lyon,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  536.  The  witness  should  state  the  facts, 
and  they  may  also  give  evidence  of  any  special  damages  alleged  in  the 
complaint,  and  the  jiiry  are  then  to  estimate  and  assess  the  damages 
upon  all  the  evidence.  lb. 

So  in  an  action  for  wrongfully  preventing  the  plaintiff  from  using  a 
saw-mill,  it  is  not  proper  to  ask  a  witness  what  amount  of  damage  the 
plaintiff  sustained  in  consequence  of  the  mill's  lying  still  for  a  fort- 
night. Doolittle  V.  Eddy,  7  Barb.  74.  Though,  if  the  question  is  im- 
properly allowed,  and  the  witness  does  not  give  any  opinion  upon  the 
matter,  but  merely  states  proper  facts,  the  erroneous  decision  will  do 
no  harm.  lb.  , 

The  value  of  a  dog  cannot  be  proved  by  opinion,  when  the  action  is 
for  unlawfully  killing  him.  Dunlap  v.  Snyder,  17  Barb.  561,  over- 
ruling Brill  V.  Flagler,  23  "Wend.  354  ;  and  see  Smith  v.  Oriswold,  15 
Hun,  273 ;  Brown  v.  Hohurger,  52  Barb.  15.  In  the  case  last  cited  the 
court  says  :  "  Opinions  in  regard  to  the  value  of  dogs,  which  have  no 
standard  or  marketable  value,  are  necessarily  fanciful,  depending  on  the 
fancy  or  predilection  of  the  witness  and  are  not  competent.  In  order 
to  render  opinions  as  to  the  value  of  a  dog  competent,  it  should  first  be 
shown  that  the  dog  in  question  is  a  marketable  animal  usually  vendible 
at  some  proximately  regular  price." 

In  actions  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  a  nusiance,  the  amount  of 
damages  sustained  cannot  be  proved  by  the  opinions  of  witnesses. 
Fish  V.  Dodge,  4  Denio,  312.  This  was  so  held  in  the  case  last  cited, 
in  which  the  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant,  for  causing  dust  and  noise 
to  annoy  the  plaintiff,  by  doing  the  work  of  finishing  steam  boilers  in 
a  part  of  the  building  adjoining  that  in  which  the  plaintiff  lived. 

There  is  one  important  exception  to  the  rule,  that  witnesses  cannot 
give  opinions  as  evidence,  when  the  question  is  not  one  of  skill  and 
science.  It  is  now  well  settled  that  any  person  who  is  acquainted  with 
the  value  of  the  particular  kind  of  property  sold,  or  the  kind  of  ser- 
vices rendered,  may  express  an  opinion  as  to  its  value.  Rochester  and 
Syracuse  R.  It.  Go.  v.  Budlong,  10  How.  289  ;  Molten  v.  Board  of 
Commissioners  of  Lahe  County,  55  Ind.  194 ;  Tate  v.  Missouri,  etc., 
R.  R.  Co.,  64  Mo.  149.  But  on  a  question  of  value,  a  witness  can  tes- 
tify to  an  opinion  only  when  shown  competent  to  speak  upon  the  sub- 
ject.    Treejaenning  v.  Corn  Exchange  Ins.  Co.,  43  I^.  T.  279.     Farm- 
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ers  who  have  examined  lands  and  made  the  usual  inquiries  to  inform 
themselves  may  testify  as  to  their  value,  although  they  are  not  residents 
of  the  immediate  vicinity.     Stone  v.  Govell,  29  Mich.  579. 

In  an  action  for  fraud  in  the  sale  of  a  horse,  a  witness  who  swears 
that  he  has  a  knowledge  of  the  ^'alue  of  horses  from  having  kept  them 
and  dealt  in  them  for  a  number  of  years,  and  who  further  testifies 
that  he  knows  the  horse  in  question,  is  competent  to  give  an  opinion 
as  to  the  value  of  the  horse.  McDonald  v.  Christie,  42  Barb.  36. 
But,  if  the  witness  does  not  know  the  qualities  of  the  animal  spoken 
of,  he  is  not  competent  to  give  an  opinion  of  its  value.  Thorn  v. 
Couchman,  28  How.  95,  Schoharie  County  Court. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of  articles  lost  by  a  carrier,  a  party 
who  has  been  in  this  country  for  five  years'  is  competent  to  testify  as 
to  the  value  of  articles  brought  with  him  from  a  foreign  country,  but 
lost  by  the  carrier  on  the  passage ;  and  it  may  be  shown  that  he  has 
made  inquiries  here  as  to  the  value  of  such  articles.  Merrill  v.  Grin- 
nell,  30  ]Sr.  Y.  594. 

A  person  who  has  been  a  farmer,  but  has  abandoned  that  business  to 
become  a  mechanic,  is,  notwithstanding  such  change,  a  competent  wit- 
ness as  to  the  value  of  land  in  his  neighborhood.  Robertson  v.  Knwpp, 
35  N.  Y.  91.  So  farmers  and  other  residents  of  the  immediate  neigh- 
borhood are  competent  witnesses  as  to  the  price  or  value  of  land  in 
that  neighborhood.  lb. 

A  person  who  has  acted  in  the  capacity  of  book-keeper  in  a  large 
brewery  for  more  than  four  years  is  naturally  and  necessarily  acquainted 
with  the  market  price  of  ale  and  beer  during  that  time,  and  he  is  a  com- 
petent witness  to  speak  of  its  value.  Kerr  v.  McGuire,  28  How.  28  ; 
S.  C,  28  N.  Y.  446.  See  Harland  v.  LilUenthal,  53  id.  438. 

In  an  action  to  recover  compensation  for  drawing  leases,  etc.,  the 
value  of  such  services  can  be  proved  by  the  opinion  of  an  attorney  at 
law.  Beekman  v.  Plcmter,  15  Barb.  550. 

The  value  of  horses  may  be  proved  in  this  manner,  by  competent 
witnesses.  And  in  an  action  for  a  breach  of  warranty  in  the  sale  of  a 
span  of  horses,  which  were  warranted  to  be  only  ten  and  eleven  years 
old,  respectively,  when  the  proof  showed  that  they  were  of  er  twenty 
years  old  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  a  witness  was  allowed  to  state  what 
the  value  of  the  horses  would  be  if  they  were  of  the  age  represented, 
and  also  what  their  value  was  at  the  age  they  were  proved  to  be.  Rog- 
ers V.  Acherman,  22  Barb.  134.  So,  in  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  a  fraud  in   the  sale  of  a  horse,  a  competent  witness  may  be   asked 
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■what  the  horse  in  questioa  would  be  worth  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  if 
kind  and  not  balky.  Nickley  v.  Thomas^  22  Barb.  652. 

So,  the  value  of  a  stove  may  be  proved  by  opinion  in  the  same  man- 
ner. Smith  V.  Hill,  ^2  Barb.  656. 

So,  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  bfeach  of  a  contract  of 
warranty  in  the  sale  of  a  cow,  as  good  and  young,  which  was  not  as 
warranted,  a  witness  who  had  seen  the  cow  was  allowed  to  state  what 
she  would  have  been  worth  if  good  and  young;  and  also  to  state  what 
she  would  have  been  worth,  provided  she  gave  but  four  quarts  of  milk 
daily.     Joy  v.  HopTcvns,  5  Denio,  84. 

The  value  of  services  rendered  may  always  be  proved  by  those  com- 
petent to  speak  of  such  value.  But,  where  the  plaintiff  worked  for 
the  defendant,  and  was  boarded  and  clothed  by  him,  it  is  not  compe- 
tent for  the  defendant,  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  value  of  such 
services,  to  ask  a  -s^itness  how  much  the  plaintiff's  services  were  worth 
over  and  above  his  board,  clothing,  etc.,  without  proving  or  offering  to 
prove  that  the  witness  knew  the  quantity  or  value  of  either  item  as- 
sumed by  the  question  to  have  been  furnished.  Lewis  v.  TricTeey,  20 
Barb.  387.  ISTor,  in  such  a  case,  can  the  defendant  put  this  general 
question  to  the  witness :  How  much,  under  all  the  circumstances, 
were  the  plaintiff's  services  worth  over  his  board  ?  lb . 

So,  although  the  value  of  the  property  may  be  proved  by  the  opin- 
ions of  competent  witnesses,  it  is  not  proper  to  receive  the  opinion  of 
a  witness  as  to  the  value  of  property  which  he  has  not  seen.  Westlake 
V.  St.  Lawrence  Co.  Mutual  Lns.  Co.,  14  Barb.  206.  And. see  Jefferson 
Lns.  Co.  V.  Cotheal,  7  Wend.  72. 

But,  as  one  species  of  opinion,  it  is  competent  to  show  what  the  goods 
in  question  brought  at  a  fair  public  sale  by  auction.  Campbell  v. 
Woodworth,  20  N.  Y.  499.  Such  evidence  is  competent,  and  it,  is  for 
the  jury,  or  the  court  in  their  place,  to  give  it  such  weight  as  it  maybe 
entitled  to  when  compared  with  the  other  evidence  in  the  case.  lb. ; 
Gill  V.  MoNamee,  42  N".  T.  44 ;  Dixon  v.  Buch,  42  Barb.  70.  So  a 
price  list  stating  the  price  at  which  a  manufacturer  will  sell,  or  state- 
ments of  dealers  in  answers  to  inquiries,  are  competent  evidence  of  the 
market  priee  of  a  marketable  comodity,  and  is  a  common  way  of  ascer- 
taining or  establishing  a  market  price.  Harrison  v.  Qlover,  72  N".  T. 
451 ;  Oliquofs  Cham/pagne,  3  "Wall.  143 ;  Lush  v.  Druse,  4  Wend.  313. 

So,  when  it  is  important  to  determine  who  was  in  actual  possession 
of  real  estate  at  a  specified  time,  a  witness  who  knows  the  fact  may  be 
asked  the  question,  who  was  in  such  possession.  Parsons  v.  Brown, 
15  Barb.  590.     The  question  may  be  said  to  be  a  mixed  one  of  law  and 
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fact ;  but  that  will  not  render  the  question  objectionable ;  and  if  the 
opposite  party  desires  to  question  the  accuracy  of  such  opinion,  it  must 
be  done  by  a  cross-examination  of  tlie  witness.  lb. 

In  the  case  of  uninclosed,  unoccupied  woodland,  it  is  incompetent  to 
ask  a  witness  whether  he  was  in  the  possession  of  the  land.  The  pe- 
culiar facts  should  be  shown  which  in  law  constitute  possession  in  such 
cases.  If  the  witness  should  answer  to  such  a  question  that  he  was 
in  possession,  it  would  prove  nothing  if  the  facts  also  testified  to 
showed  that  he  was  not  in  possession.  Miller  v.  Long  Island  H.  R. 
Co.,  71  N.  Y.  380. 

Where  the  question  relates  to  the  intention  of  a  party  when  he  is  the 
witness,  it  is  sometimes  competent  to  ask  for  his  intentions  so  far  as 
they  relate  to  some  act  done  by  him.  When  it  is  a  question  of  fact 
whether  an  assignment  was  made  with  an  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or 
defraud  creditors,  it  is  competent  to  ask  the  assignor,' if  he  is  a  witness, 
whether  he  intended  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  his  creditors  in  mak- 
ing the  assignment.     Seymour  v.  Wilson,  14  N.  Y.  667. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  balance  alleged  to  be  due  upon  the  sale  of 
chattels  when  the  defense  is  fraud  in  the  sale,  it  is  not  competent  to 
ask  the  plaintiff,  after  the  defendant  l^s  given  in  evidence  the  plaint- 
iffs representations  and  the  defects  in  the  property  sold,  "  Did  you  give, 
or  intend  to  give,  the  defendant  any  thing  more  than  your  opinion  in 
regard  to  the  matter  ?  "      Waugh  v.  Fielding,  48  N.  Y.  681. 

In  an  action  to  recovei"  damages,  sustained  by  reason  of  the  fraudu- 
lent representations  of  the  defendant  as  to  the  credit  and  good  standing 
of  another  person  doing  business  under  the  designation  of  an  agent, 
the  defendant  will  not  be  allowed  to  state,  as  a  witness,  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  mislead  or  deceive  the  plaintiff,  nor  that  he  spoke  and .  acted 
in  good  faith  in  the  belief  that  what  he  stated  was  true.  Ballard  v. 
Lockwood,  1  Daly,  158  ;  distinguishing  this  case  from  Seymour  v.  Wil- 
son, 14  ]Sr.  Y.  567. 

In  an  action  for  falsely  representing  that  W.,  a  tradesman,  was  trust- 
worthy, the  defendant  called  as  a  witness  his  counterman,  who  was  ac- 
quainted with  the  transaction  between  the  defendant  and  W.,  and  asked 
him :  "  Was  W.,  at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  trustworthy,  to  your  be- 
lief ? "  and  the  defendant  also  called  four  tradesmen  of  the  same  town, 
who  were  asked  as  to  the  general  reputation  of  W.  for  trustworthiness  ; 
and  it  was  held  the  evidence  was  admissible.  Sheen  v  Bumjpstead, 
2  Hurlst.  <fe  Colt.  193  ;  affirming  S.  C,  1  id.  358.  The  principle  upon 
which  this  evidence  was  received  was,  that  if  it  was  a  common  opinion 
ill  the  neio-hborhood  nniong  tradesmen  that  W.  was  solvent,  and  the 
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jury  should  find  that  the  defendant  shared  in  that  belief,  it  would  be 
some  evidence  that  he  acted  in  good  faith  in  making  the  representation. 

If  the  defendant  believed  W.  to  be  solvent  at  the  time  of  making 
the  representation,  he  would  not  be  liable.     Yol.  2,  p.  428. 

But  in  an  action  of  replevin,  where  it  is  alleged  that  the  property  in 
question  was  fraudulently  sold  for  the  purpose  of  hindering,  delaying 
and  defrauding  creditors,  the  purchaser  may  be  examined  as  to  his  in- 
tention in  making  the  purchase.  Bedell  v.  Chase,  34  K.  Y.  386; 
Starin  v.  Kelly,  88  id.  418. 

So  where  it  is  sought  to  impeach  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors,  it  is  proper  to  inquire  of  the  assignor  as  to  his  object  and 
intent  in  making  it.  Forbes  v.  Waller,  25  N.  Y.  430 ;  Watkins  v. 
Wallaoe,  19  Mich.  57.  And  in  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution, 
the  defendant  may  be  asked  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  as  to  the 
absence  of  malice,  and  as  to  the  existence  of  probable  cause  ;  and  he 
may  state  that  he  believed  the  truth  of  the  charge  made  by  him  against 
the  plaintiff  in  the  action  alleged  to  have  been  malicious.  MoEovm 
V  Hunter,  30  N.  Y.  625.  See,  also,  Griffm  v.  Marquardt,  21  id.  121. 
These  cases  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  are  all  of  them,  in  principle,  op- 
posed to  the  decision  in  Ballard  v.  Lockwood,  above  cited.  There  are 
cases  in  which  an  act  is  lawful  or  u.nlawful,  depending  on  the  par- 
ticular intent  of  the  actor.  In  such  cases  it  is  competent  to  prove  the 
motive  and  intent  of  the  party.  Seymour  v.  Wilson,  14  N.  Y.  567  ; 
Fiedler  v.  Darhi,  50  id.  437 ;  Thurston  v.  Cornell,  38  id.  281 ;  Snow 
v.  Paine,  114  Mass.  510;  Conway  v.  Clinton,  1  Utah  T.  215.  The 
intent  in  such  cases  is  a  material  fact  in  issue.  Cortland  County  v. 
Herkimer  County,  44  N.  Y.  22.  So  when  an  act  is  equivocal  in  its 
character  the  intent  must  be  ascertained  in  order  to  give  it  its  proper 
effect  and  assign  it  its  proper  place  in  the  transaction.  For  example,  in 
an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  where  the  defense  is  usury,  and  it  is 
shown  that  the  plaintiff  reserved  a  sum  of  money  ostensibly  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  pay  for  the  trouble  and  expense  incurred  in  ob- 
taining the  money  to  make  the  loan,  it  is  competent  to  ask  the  plaintiff 
whether  the  sum  reserved  was  intended  as  compensation  for  the  loan, 
or  as  compensation  for  the  trouble  and  expense  incurred  in  collecting 
the  money  to  be  loaned.  Thurston  v.  Cornell,  38  N.  Y.  281.  See,  also, 
Haughwout  v.  Garrison,  69  id.  339.  This  is,  however,  an  extreme  ease 
which  the  courts  will  not  willingly  extend.  Dillon  v.  Anderson,  43 
N.  Y.  231. 

But  when  the  act  is  illegal  the  intent  of  the  offender  is  immaterial. 
It  will  not   avail   one   who  deliberately  fires  his  neighbor's  house  to 
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swear  that  he  did  not  intend  to  commit  arson.  And  one  who  deliber- 
ately and  intentionally  secures  to  himself  $1,650  at  the  end  of  four 
months  in  return  for  the  present  advance  of  $1,500  cannot  avoid  the 
consequences  of  his  acts  by  swearing  that  he  did  not  intend  to  take 
usury  ;  that  is,  that  he  intended  to  give  the  transaction  a  different  name 
from  that  which  the  law  gives  it,  and  call  that  a  purchase  and  sale  which 
the  law  calls  a  loan  of  money  secured  by  mortgage.  Fiedler  v.  Dar- 
rin,  50  N.  Y.  437. 

In  one  of  the  cases  cited  the  court,  in  commenting  on  the  authorities 
which  hold  that  a  witness  may  be  asked  his  motive  or  intent  in  doing 
an  act,  says:  "We  think  that  they  hold  no  more  than  this  :  That  where 
the  doing  of  the  act  is  not  disputed,  but  is  affirmed,  and  whether  the  act 
shall  be  held  valid  or  invalid  hangs  upon  the  intent  with  which  it  is 
done,  whicli  intent  from  its  nature  would  be  formed  and  held  without 
avowal,  there  he  upon  whom  the  intent  is  charged  may  testify  whether 
he  secretly  held  such  intent  when  he  did  the  act."  Dillons.  Anderson, 
43  N.  Y.  231,  FoLGEE,  J. 

It  must  be  remembered,  too,  that  the  intent  with  which  an  act  was 
done  may  be  so  far  a  part  of  the  transaction  under  consideration  that  a 
witness  who  would  be  permitted  to  testify  to  it  as  against  a  living  per- 
son would  be  incompetent  to  testify  to  it  when  the  transaction  was 
with  a  person  since  deceased.     See  Tooley  v.  Bacon,  70  N.  Y.  34. 

Whenever  a  fraudulent  intent  is  imputed  to  a  person,  or  forms  an 
element  of  a  crime  with  which  he  is  charged,  he  may  deny  the  fraudu- 
lent intent,  whether  the  effect  is  to  defeat  a  cause  of  action  or  lessen  the 
damages  or  punishment  which  may  be  inflicted.  Bahooch  v.  People, 
15  Hun,  847.  Thus,  in  an  action  for  a  fraud,  as  in  the  case  of  a  sale  or 
exchange  of  horses,  if  the  party  charged  with  the  fraud  is  a  witness,  he 
may  testify  that  he  did  not  cheat  or  defraud,  and  that  he  had  no  inten- 
tion to  cheat  or  defraud  the  opposite  party.  Po]pe  v.  R(wt,  35  Barb.  630 ; 
S.  C,  23  How.  215.  In  the  case  last  cited,  the  action  was  for  a  fraud 
in  the  sale  of  a  span  of  horses  ;  and  on  the  trial,  the  counsel  for  the 
defendant  asked  him  the  following  question  :  "  Did  you  intend,  on 
that  sale,  to  cheat,  defraud  or  deceive  the  plaintiff  in  any  manner  ? "  The 
justice  refused  to  allow  the  question  to  be  answered  ;  but  the  Supreme 
Court  held  the  question  to  be  proper,  and  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
justice  and  that  of  the  County  Court  in  affirmance  of  it. 

The  terms  of  a  contract  may  in  some  cases  be  proved  without  stating 
the  precise  language  used  in  making  it.  In  one  case,  the  action  was 
for  the  use  and  occupation  of  certain  premises  which  had  been  leased 
by  the  witness  as  an  agent  of  the  plaintiffs.     On  the  trial,  he  testified 
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to  the  leasing  of  the  premises  by  a  parol  lease.     The  witness  was  then 
requested  to  "  go  on  and  state  the  terms  on  which  he  leased  the  premises 
to  the  defendant."     This  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  on  the 
gix)und  that  the  witness  should  state  what  was  said  between  the  parties, 
and  that  it  was  for  the  court  to  decide  from  that,  what  the  terms  of 
the  lease  were,  but  the  question  was  allowed,  and  the  witness  then 
stated  that  he  leased  the  premises  to  the  defendant  for  one  year,  at  $50 
a  year,  payable  quarterly ;  that  the  defendant  accepted  it  on  those 
terms,  and  went  on  and  occupied  the  premises.     This  was  held  right, 
and  the  court  said,  in  Frost  v.  Benedict,  21  Barb.  248,  249  :  "  We  think 
the  questions  upon  these  objections  were  correctly  decided  by  the  jus- 
tice.    The  question  objected  to  did  not  call  for  the  conclusion  of  the 
witness,  as  the  counsel  for  the  appellant  supposes.     The  witness  had 
just  before  stated  the  fact,  without  objection,  that  he  had  leased  the 
premises  for  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at  $50  a  year,  and  the  ques- 
tion required  him  to  state  the  terms  on  which  the  premises  were  leased 
to  the  defendant.     The  leasing  was  by  parol,   and  the  question  was 
nothing  more  or  less  than  asking  the  witness  to  state  what  the  contract 
was ;  to  state  what  each  party  agreed  to ;  to  state  the  terms  or  pro- 
visions  of   the   parol   contract,  or  the   particulars  of  the  transaction. 
When   the   witness   stated  that  the  defendant  accepted  it  on  those 
terms,  and  went  on  and  occupied  it,  it  was  equivalent  to  stating  the 
fact  that  he,  the  defendant,  agreed  to  take  the  lot  upon  the  terms 
mentioned,  and  consummated  the  agreement  by  going  into  possession." 

So,  where  the  question  is  whether  the  defendant  alone,  or  he,  with 
other  persons,  employed  the  plaintiff  to  do  certain  work,  it  is  compe- 
tent, on  the  direct  examination,  to  ask  the  witness  this  question : 
"  On  the  part  and  behalf,  and  for  whom  were  the  services 
rendered  ? "  Sweet  v.  TiMle,  14  N.  Y.  465.  Such  a  question  calls  for  a 
fact,  not  a  conclusion  or  opinion.  lb.  The  court  said,  page  471 :  "  The 
fact  which  it  calls  for  may  have  been  a  conclusion  deducible  from  other 
special  facts,  but  this  could  not  well  appear  until  the  question  was 
answered  and  the  examination  then  pushed  somewhat  further. 
After  the  inquiry  was  answered,  the  plaintiff  had  a  right,  if 
he  pleased,  to  cross-examine,  and  it  might  thus  have  appeared  that  the 
fact  stated  by  the  witness  was  a  mere  deduction  of  his  own  mind  from 
the  special  circumstances  of  the  transaction.  But  this  course  was  not 
taken  ;  and  on  the  face  of  the  question  I  think  the  answer  called  for 
belonged  to  a  class  of  facts  to  which  a  witness  may  be  allowed  to  speak 
directly." 

But  this  rule  is  never  so  far  relaxed  as  to  permit  a  witness  to  give 
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his  understanding  of  an  agreement  or  his  opinion  as  to  what  it  was. 
Murray  v.  Bethune,  1  "Wend.  191 ;  Rich  v.  Jakwa/y,  18  Barb.  357  ; 
Simmons  v.  Fay,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  lOY.  The  witness  need  not  give  the 
precise  words  of  the  contract ;  the  substance  of  it  will  be  sufficient,  if 
that  is  all  the  witness  can  give.  Ante,  439.  But  a  mere  vague  im- 
pression, or  an  understanding  or  opinion,  is  entirely  illegal  evidence,  if 
properly  objected  to. 

When  it  is  important  to  determine  the  mental  condition  of  a  person 
opinions  are  sometimes  evidence,  even  when  the  question  is  not  one  of 
skill  or  science. 

"When  the  question  is  whether  a  person  was  intoxicated  at  the  time 
he  did  a  certain  act,  it  is  competent  to  ask  a  witness  who  saw  him  at 
that  time,  whether,  in  his  judgment,  such  person  was  to  any  consider- 
able extent  under  the  influence  of  intoxicating  liquors.  People  v. 
Eastwood,  14  N.  Y.  562  ;  State  v.  Pile,  49  IST.  H.  399. 

In  People  v.  Eastwood,  the  court  said,  page  566 :  "  A  child  six 
years  old  may  answer  whether  a  man  (whom  it  has  seen)  was  drunk  or 
■sober ;  it  does  not  require  science  or  opinion  to  answer  the  question, 
but  observation,  merely ;  but  the  child  could  not,  probably,  describe  the 
conduct  of  the  man  so  that,  from  its  description,  others  could  decide  the 
question.  Whether  a  person  is  drunk  or  sober,  or  how  far  he  was  affected 
by  intoxication,  is  better  determined  by  the  direct  answer  of  those  who 
have  seen  him  than  by  their  description  of  his  conduct.  Many  persons 
cannot  describe  particulars ;  if  their  testimony  were  excluded,  great  in- 
justice would  frequently  ensue.  The  parties  who  rely  on  their  testi- 
mony will  still  suffer  an  inconvenience,  for  the  court  and  the  jury  are 
always  most  impressed  by  those  witnesses  who  can  draw  and  act  a 
living  picture  before  them  of  what  they  have  seen ;  so  that  if  there  is 
any  controversy  as  to  the  fact,  such  witnesses  control.  If  there  is  no 
controversy  as  to  it,  the  general  testimony  answers  all  useful  pur- 
poses." 

From  what  has  already  been  stated  it  will  be  seen  that  it  is  a  general 
but  not  universal  rule  that  a  witness  must  state  facts  and  not  opinions. 
But  the  exception  to  this  rule  is  not  confined  to  the  evidence  of  experts 
testifying  on  subjects  requiring  special  knowledge,  skill  or  learning. 
It  extends  also  to  the  evidence  of  common  observers  testifying  to  the 
results  of  their  observations  made  at  the  time  in  regard  to  common 
appearances  or  facts,  and  a  condition  of  things  which  cannot  be  repro- 
duced and  made  palpable  to  the  court  or  jury.  Where  a  witness  has 
had  the  means  of  personal  observation,  and  the  facts  and  circumstances 
which  lead  Ms  mind  to  a  conclusion  are  incapable  of  being  detailed  and 
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described  so  as  to  enable  any  one  but  the  observer  himself  to  form  any 
intelligent  conclnsion  from  them,  he  may  be  allowed  to  add  his  opinion, 
or  the  conclusion  of  his  own  mind.  What  is  thus  given  by  the  witness 
is  not  a  mere  opinion  but  a  conclusion  of  fact  to  which  his  judgment, 
observation  and  common  knowledge  have  led  him  in  regard  to  a  sub- 
ject-matter which  requires  no  special  learning  or  experience,  but  which 
is  within  the  knowledge  of  men  in  general.  Cavendish  v.  Troy,  41 
Vt.  99 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Sturti/oant,  117  Mass.  122 ;  Eyerman  v. 
Sheehan,  52  Mo.  221. 

The  question  whether  a  sidewalk  made  of  rough  plank  laid  on 
stringers  is  properly  constructed  or  not  is  not  a  question  exclusively 
for  experts,  but  one  which  may  be  determined  by  any  man  of  common 
sense,  of  ordinary  observation  and  experience.  Alexa/ader  v.  Town  of 
Mt.  Sterling,  71  111.  417.  In  an  action  for  fraud  in  selling  an  unsafe 
horse,  a  non-expert  witness,  who  is  acquainted  with  the  disposition  of 
the  horse  in  question,  may  give  his  opinion  as  to  whether  the  horse 
was  safe  and  kind.  Sydleman  v.  IBeckwitli,A:%  Conn.  9.  But  in  an  ac- 
tion for  a  breach  of  warranty  on  an  exchange  of  a  yoke  of  cattle  by  the 
defendant  for  a  horse  of  the  plaintifE,  the  plaintiff  asked  one  of  his 
witnesses  the  following  question :  "  What  was  the  character  of  those 
cattle,  orderly  or  disorderly  "?  and  this  was  held  to  be  an  improper 
question,  because  the  conclusions  or  opinions  of  the  witness  were  not 
competent  evidence  ;  and  that  the  proper  way  to  establish  the  character 
of  the  cattle  was  to  prove  the  facts  and  circumstances  and  submit  the 
question  to  the  jury  for  their  decision.  Strevel  v.  Hempstead,  44  Barb. 
518.  In  siich  a  ease,  the  court,  or  the  jury,  if  one  is  impaneled,  must 
form  their  conclusions  from  the  proof  of  facts,  and  not  from  the  opin- 
ion of  witnesses.  lb. 

Whether  a  person  is  nervous  and  excited  or  calm,  or  whether  drunk 
or  sober,  or  whether  a  person  is  sick,  requires  no  particular  scientific 
knowledge,  and  may  be  testifi.ed  to  by  any  one  who  knows  the  fact. 
Dimiok  v.  Doivns,  82  111.  370  ;  Shawneetown  v.  Mason,  id.  337. 
But  it  may  be  otherwise  as  to  proving  the  character  of  the  sickness.  lb. 
See  Elliott  v.  Van  Buren,  33  Mich.  49 ;  Southern  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Wilkinson,  53  Ga.  535. 

To  prove  a  tender,  under  an  agreement  made  by  the  defendant's  tes- 
tator, that  he  would  purchase  a  bond  if  it  was  offered  to  him  on  a  speci- 
fied day,  a  witness  testified  that,  on  that  day,  be  presented  the  bond 
at  the  testator's  place  of  business,  he  not  being  there,  and  being  repre- 
sented to  be  out  of  town  ;  that  on  a  subsequent  day  the  witness  called 
there,  and  found  a  person  who  answered  to   the  name,  and  aeknowl- 
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edged  the  agreement  to  be  his,  but  said  he  coald  not  redeem  the  bond, 
and  who,  on  being  told  that  the  witness  had  been  there  twice  before, 
said  he  had  been  ont  of  town.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the  testa- 
tor was  not  out  of  town,  or  that  he  was  out  of  town  and  within  the 
State;  and  this  wrs  held  to  he  prima  J^acie  sufficient  evidence  to  ex- 
cuse a  personal  tender  on  the  day,  and  that  it  was  sufficient  to  go  to 
the  jury  on  the  question  of  identity.  Howard  v.  Holhrook,  9  Bosw. 
337. 

Where  the  mental  capacity  of  a  testator  is  in  question,  and  a  layman 
is  examined  as  to  facts  within  his  own  knowledge  and  observation, 
tending  to  show  the  unsoundness  of  the  testator's  mind,  he  may  char- 
acterize, as  rational  or  irrational,  the  acts  and  declarations  to  which  he 
testifies.  It  is  legitimate  to  give  them  such  additional  weight  as  may 
be  derived  from  the  conviction  they  produced  at  the  time.  The  party 
calling  him  may  require  it,  to  fortify  the  force  of  the  facts,  and  the 
adverse  party  may  demand  it  as  a  mode  of  probing  the  truth  and  good 
faith  of  the  narration.  But  to  render  his  opinion  admissible,  even  to 
this  extent,  it  must  be  limited  to  his  conclusions  from  the  specific  facts 
which  he  discloses.  His  position  is  that  of  an  observer,  and  not  of  a 
professional  expert.  He  may  testify  to  the  impression  produced  by 
what  he  witnessed ;  but  he  is  not  legally  competent  to  express 
an  opinion  on  the  general  question,  whether  the  mind  of  the  testator 
was  sound  or  unsound.  Clapp  v.  Millerton,  34  N.  Y.  190.  An  ex- 
ception to  this  rule  is  recognized  in  the  case  of  attesting  witnesses. 
They  are  present  at  the  very  act  of  execution,  and  their  opinions  on 
the  general  questions  of  testamentary  capacity  are  admitted  from  ne- 
cessity ;  and,  therefore,  subscribing  witnesses  may  be  required  to  state 
not  only  such  facts  as  they  remember,  but  their  own  convictions  as  to 
the  testator' s  capacity,  for  it  may  well  happen  that  on  so  vital  a  point 
they  may  retain  a  clear  recollection  of  the  general  result,  long  after  the 
the  particular  circumstances  are  effaced  by  lapse  of  time  or  obsenred 
by  failing  memory.  lb.  See,  also,  Rollwagen  v.  RoUwagen,  3  Hun, 
121 ;  affirmed,  63  N.  Y.  504. 

The  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will  or  deed  are  competent  witnesses 
as  to  the  soundness  of  mind  of  a  testator  or  grantor,  at  the  time  of  exe- 
cuting the  instrument,  wKether  such  witnesses  are  persons  of  science 
and  skill  or  not.  Dewitt  v.  Barley,  9  N.  Y.  371 ;  Hewlett  v.  Wood, 
55  id.  634 ;  CuVoer  v.  Haslur,  7  Barb.  314  ;  Brand  v.  Brand,  39 
How.  193.  But  the  opinions  of  other  persons  are  not  thus  competent 
nnless  they  are  possessed  of  the  requisite  science  or  skill   to  authorize 
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them  to  express  an  opinion  on  the  subject.     Dewitt  v.  Ba/rley,  9  N.  Y. ' 
371 ;  S.  C,  17  id.  340. 

The  opinions  of  unprofessional  witnesses  must  be  confined  to  facts 
alone,  and  not  allowed  to  embrace  any  matter  of  law.  Mental  imbecil- 
ity, arising  from  old  age,  stands  upon  the  same  principle.  Dewitt  v. 
Bwrley,  17  N.  Y.  340. 

The  opinion  of  witnesses  who  are  not  experts  is  not  admissible  on 
the  general  state  of  a  person's  mind  and  his  mental  condition,  except  in 
tlie  case  above  mentioned.  Beal  v.  People,  42  N.  Y.  270  ;  O'Erien 
V.  People,  36  id.  276. 

So,  upon  a  trial  involving  the  question  of  the  mental  imbecility  of 
the  testator  or  grantor,  a  non-professional  witness  cannot  be  asked  the 
broad  question  whether,  at  the  time  referred  t'o,  such  person  "  was  out 
of  his  mind,"  nor  the  question :  "  "Was  he  so  affected  in  his  mind  as 
to  be  unfit  for  transacting  business  ? "  Deshon  v.  Merchants^  Bank,  8 
BosM'.  461. 

On  a  question  of  sanity  or  insanity,  a  medical  witness,  who  is  not 
acquainted  with  the  person  whose  sanity  is  in  question,  and  who  has 
heard  bnt  a  portion  of  the  evidence  on  the  trial  relating  to  that  ques- 
tion, is  not  competent  to  give  an  opinion  on  the  subject.  People  v. 
Lake,  12  IST.  Y.  358. 

When  a  question  is  a  complex  one,  of  law  and  fact,  and  when  it  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  conclusion  of  law,  the  general  rule  is  that  it  cannot 
be  proved  by  opinion.  Heroy  v.  Yam,  Pelt,  4  Bosw.  60.  As  to  excep- 
tions to  the  rule,  see  am,te,  591. 

"When  the  question  is,  whether  a  signature  or  an  indorsement  was 
recently  made,  it  is  not  competent  to  prove  the  fact  by  the  opinions  of 
witnesses  as  to.  the  age  of  the  ink.  Sackett  v.  Spencer,  29  Barb.  180. 
It  is  not  a  question  of  science  or  skill,  and  the  court  and  jury  are  as 
competent  to  judge  of  that  fact,  from  the  appearance  of  the  ink,  and 
whether  the  name  were  recently  written,  as  would  be  the  opinion  of 
any  other  person.  lb.  And  see  Phcenix  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Philip,  13 
Wend.  81. 

Where  a  witness  is  skilled  in  a  particular  profession,  art  or  trade,  he 
is  competent  to  express  an  opinion  upon  subjects  connected  with  such 
profession,  etc.,  although,  at  the  time  the  question  is  asked,  he  may 
have  abandoned  it,  and  have  engaged  in  another  business.  Bearss  v. 
Copley,  10  N".  Y.  93.  A  party  may  show,  by  an  expert,  that  a  partic- 
ular machine  was  not  constructed  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner, 
even  though  the  party  offering  the  evidence  declares  that  he  does  not 
propose  to  follow  it  by  proof  of  the  particulars  in  which  it  was  defect- 
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ive.  Qv/rtis  v.  Gcmo,  26  N.  Y.  426.  And,  if  the  court  rejects  the 
evidence,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  intended  to  show  in  what  partic- 
iilars  the  machine  was  not  constructed  in  a  good  and  workmanlike 
manner,  it  will  be  an  error  which  will  be  ground  for  reversing  the 
judgment,  lb.  A  witness  who  testifies  that  he  is  somewhat  familiar 
■with  railroad  car-brakes  and  with  the  operation  of  them,  and  has  used 
them  on  a  railroad,  and  knows  which  are  the  best  brakes,  is  a  compe-' 
tent  witness  to  testify  as  to  the  distance  within  which  any  given  train 
can  be  stopped  with  a  designated  class  of  brakes  and  a  given  number 
of  brakemen.     MoU  v.  Hudson  Rivev'R.  li.,  8  Bosw.  345. 

The  value  and  importance  of  opinions  is  a  proper  question  for  the 
court  or  jury.  A  great  deal  of  respect  is  due  to  the  opinion  of  a 
learned  and  scientific  witness,  in  a  matter  which  requires  great  skill  to 
understand  the  subject.  But  the  opinions  of  even  such  a  witness  are 
no  more  controlling  than  those  of  any  other  intelligent  and  experienced 
witness,  when  speaking  upon  subjects  which  lie  within  the  range  of 
common  observation  and  experience.  Brelim  v.  Great  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  34  Barb.  257,  273. 

The  order  and  time  of  admitting  evidence  is  so  much  a  matter  of 
discretion  that  it  will  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  that  title  for  all  needful 
information  upon  that  subject. 

§  29.  Examining  witnesses  separately.  It  may,  in  some  cases,  be 
thought  advisable  to  examine  witnesses  separately  and  out  of  the  hear- 
ing of  each  other,  with  a  view  to  obviate  tlie  danger  of  a  concerted 
story  among  them,  and  to  prevent  the  influence  which  the  account 
given  by  one  may  have  upon  another.  For  this  purpose,  the  court, 
on  the  application  of  counsel,  has  authority  to  order  the  witnesses  on 
both  sides  to  withdraw  from  the  court-room,  except  those  on  examina- 
tion. Attorneys  and  counsel  who  are  witnesses  in  the  cause,  and  scien- 
tific witnesses,  are  usually  excepted  from  the  rule.  Scientific  wit- 
nesses, who  speak  to  matters  of  opinion,  would  properly,  if  not  neces- 
sarily, be  permitted  to  remain  in  court,  because  their  opinion  is  fre- 
quently, if  not  generally,  formed  upon  the  facts  which  are  sworn  to 
by  other  witnesses. 

It  was  formerly  considered  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the  court, 
whether  to  permit  a  witness  to  be 'sworn,  if  he  disobeyed  the  order  to 
withdraw  ;  but  it  is  now  generally  considered  a  correct  practice  not  to 
reject  such  witness,  but  to  allow  his  disregard  of  the  order  to  be  com- 
mented on  to  the  court  or  jury,  as  to  the  credit  which  should  be  given 
his  evidence. 

In  a  proper  case,  the  court  may  enforce  the  order  by  committing  the 
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witness  for  a  contempt  for  his  refusal  to  obey  the  order.  But  that 
practice  should  not  be  adopted,  except  in  an  extraordinary  case.  And 
it  will  be  a  rare  case  indeed,  in  which  any  witness  can  be  found  who 
will  attempt  to  disregard  such  an  order. 

§  30.  Leading  questions.  Leading  questions,  that  is  such  as  instruct 
or  intimate  to  a  witness  how  he  is  desired  to  answer  on  material  points, 
are  not  allowable  on  examination  in  chief.  This  rule  proceeds  partly 
on  the  supposition  that  the  witness  is  favorable  to  the  party  who  calls 
him,  and,  accordingly,  it  is  relaxed  whenever  it  clearly  appears  that  the 
witness  is  hostile,  or  that  a  more  searching  mode  of  examining  him  is 
necessary  to  elicit  the  truth. 

A  party,  in  preparing  to  support  his  case  by  testimony,  has  an  op- 
portunity of  examining  the  witnesses  before  the  trial,  and  of  producing 
at  the  trial  those  only  whose  testimony  he  thinks  most  likely  to  serve 
him.  The  assumption,  therefore,  that  the  witness  is  favorable  to  the 
party  who  calls  him  is  not  unreasonable ;  and  in  practice,  the  fact  is 
generally  well  known  to  support  it.  This,  however,  is  not  always  the 
case,  for  a  party  is  sometimes  so  circumstanced  that  he  is  compelled 
to  rely  upon  the  evidence  of  a  witness  whom  he  knows  to  be  hostile, 
but  who  also  knows  material  facts,  if  he  'will  truly  and  fully  disclose 
them. 

And,  again,  as  the  practice  now  stands  in  this  State,  either  party  may 
call  the  other  as  a  witness,  and  the  interest  of  the  party  so  called  is 
almost  always  and  unavoidably  adverse  to  that  of  the  party  who  calls 
him. 

Leading  questions  are  such  as  may  be  answered  in  the  affirmative  or 
negative,  and  suggest  the  desired  answer.  Mathis  v.  Buford,  17 
Texas,  152.  But  a  question  may  not  be  leading,  though  it  calls  for  a 
direct  affirmative  or  negative  answer,  if  it  is  no  more  suggestive  of  one 
than  the  other.  Spear  v.  Michardson,  37  N.  H.  28.  On  the  other 
hand  a  question  which  suggests  the  answer  is  none  the  less  leading 
because  propounded  in  the  alternative  form.  State  v.  Jo/msoti,  29  La. 
Ann.  717. 

A  question  which  instructs  the  witness  how  to  answer  on  material 
points,  or  puts  into  his  mouth  words  to  be  echoed  back,  or  plainly  sug- 
gests the  answer  which  the  party  desires  to  obtain  from  him,  is  leading, 
whether  put  in  the  alternative  form  or  not.  I'age  v.  Parhe?;  40  N. 
H.  47. 

Questions  are  objectionable  as  leading,  not  only  when  they  directly 
suggest  the  answer  which  is  desired,  but  also  when  they  embody  a 
material  fact,  and  admit  of  an  answer  by  a  simple  negative  or   affirma- 
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tive,  though  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  is  directly  suggested.  In 
this  case,  as  well  as  in  those  where  direct  leading  questions  are  put,  the 
evidence  so  drawn  from  the  witness  is  not  his  genuine  unassisted  testi- 
mony, but  a  statement  artfully  contrived,  shaped  and  colored  by  pro- 
fessional skill,  with  a  complete  knowledge  of  the  facts  which  the  party 
seeks  to  establish.  If  such  a  mode  of  examination  were  allowed  it  must 
frequently  happen  that  a  witness  would  not  state  the  whole  of  a  trans- 
action, but  a  part  only  would  be  elicited,  and  that  to  secure  a  particu- 
lar purpose ;  the  chance  also  of  detecting  discrepancies  in  false  or 
erroneous  testimony  would  be  much  diminished.  Nor  would  these  in- 
conveniences be  entirely  removed  by  the  power  of  cross-examination, 
which,  as  it  must  often  be  conducted  without  any  previous  knowledge 
of  the  answers  to  be  given  by  the  witness,  is  not  a  counterbalance  to 
the  facility  afforded  in  the  examination  in  chief,  of  presenting  a  selected 
and  concerted  portion  only  of  the  facts.  The  rule  as  to  leading  qiies- 
tions  must,  however,  be  understood  in  a  reasonable  sense ;  for  if  it 
were  not  allowed  to  approach  the  points  at  issue  by  such  questions,  the 
examination  would  be  unnecessarily  and  inconveniently  protracted. 
To  abridge  the  proceedings,  and  bring  the  witness  as  soon  as  possible 
to  the  material  points  or  facts  as  to  which  he  is  expected  to  speak,  the 
examining  counsel  may  lead  him  on  to  that  length,  and  may  recapitu- 
late to  him  the  acknowledged  facts  of  the  case  which  have  been  already 
established. 

In  an  action  to  recover  for  work  done  and  materials  furnished  h. 
various  parts  of  a  building,  under  a  special  contract,  requiring  th& 
plaintiff  to  conform  to  plans  and  specifications,  which  formed  a  part  of 
the  contract,  other  plans,  as  well  as  maps  and  drawings,  exhibiting 
various  parts  of  the  building  and  premises  on  which  the  work  was  tc 
be  done,  are  admissible  in  evidence,  as  introductory  to  testimony  ;  and  a 
question  to  a  witness  whether  such  a  plan  is  correct,  though  leading,  is 
still  proper,  as  mere  inducement.     Stuart  v.  Suisse,  10  Bosw.  436. 

A  question  may  be  leading  in  form,  but  still  be  unobjectionable  if 
merely  intended  to  direct  the  attention  of  the  witness  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  his  testimony.  Zovev.Zove,  4:0  lowa^  220;  Shields  y.  Gufey, 
9  id.  322.  And  where  a  witness  is  unwilling  or  very  ignorant,  leading 
questions  should  always  be  allowed.  Doran  v.  Mullen,  78  111.  342 ; 
State  V.  Bermer,  64  Me.  267. 

Leading  questions  are  sometimes  eminently  proper  on  direct  examina- 
tion, as  for  example,  when  it  becomes  necessary  in  an  action  to  prove 
the  contents  of  a  lost  paper,  and  a  witness  is  called  by  the  plaintiff"  on 
that  point.     In  such  case  it  is  proper  to  ask  the  witness  to  state  whether 
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the  paper  in  the  hands  of  the  witness  is  a  true  copy  of  the  lost  paper. 
Adams  v.  Harrold,  29  Ind.  198.  See  Green  v.  Gould,  3  Allen  (Mass.), 
465. 

But  in  putting  a  leading  question  to  a  witness  where  a  leading  ques- 
tion is  proper,  the  interrogatory  must  not  assume  facts  to  have  been 
proved  which  have  not  been  proved,  nor  that  particular  answers  have 
been  given  which  have  not  been  given.  Carpenter  v.  Ambroson,  20  111. 
170 ;  McOlay  v.  Hedge,  18  Iowa,  66 ;  People  v.  Mather,  4  "Wend. 
229  ;  Stua/rt  v.  Binsse,  10  Bosw.  436. 

If  a  witness  should  appear  to  be  in  the  interest  of  the  opposite  party 
or  unwilling  to  give  evidence,  the  court  may  deem  it  right  to  relax  the 
rule  against  leading  questions,  and  allow  the  examination  in  chief  to 
assume  something  of  the  form  of  cross-examination.  People  v.  Parish, 
4  Denio,  153. 

Wlien  one  of  the  parties  to  the  action  is  called  by  the  opposite  party 
as  a  witness,  the  party  so  called  must  be  necessarily  considered  as  an 
adverse  witness,  and  the  party  calling  him  has  a  right  to  put  leading 
questions  to  him,  even  if  they  assume  the  form  of  a  cross-examination. 
In  such  a  case  there  is  no  danger  that  a  leading  question  will  tempt  the 
witness  to  testify  as  the  examining  party  desires,  and  therefore  the 
reason  of  the  rule  forbidding  leading  questions  ceases. 

But,  when  a  party  offers  himself  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  he 
ought  on  no  account  to  be  examined  by  leading  questions  by  his  own 
counsel,  for  there  is  no  danger  but  he  will  answer  fully  all  fair  and 
legitimate  questions  which  may  be  put  to  him  on  his  side  of  the  case. 

His  opponent,  however,  may  on  the  cross-examination  go  into  the 
whole  case,  and  in  so  doing  may  put  leading  questions  as  to  the  motives 
of  the  witness  if  his  state  of  mind  is  a  material  question  in  the  case.  Liv- 
ingston V.  Keech,  2  Jones  &  Sp.  547. 

The  pernicious  influence  of  leading  questions  is  most  felt  and  to  be 
feared  when  the  object  of  inquiry  is  to  ascertain  the  details  of  a  conver- 
sation, admission  or  agreement,  and  therefore  more  rigor  is  called  for 
and  justified  in  confining  the  direct  examination  in  such  cases  to  its 
appropriate  rules.     Per  Maect,  J.,  in  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend.  248. 

"When  an  omission  is  caused  by  want  of  memory,  a  suggestion  may 
be  permitted  to  assist  it.  Thus  where  a  witness,  called  to  prove  the 
partnership  of  the  plaintiffs,  was  not  able  at  the  moment  to  specify  the 
several  names  of  the  parties,  the  court  permitted  the  witness  to  be 
asked  whether  certain  specified  persons  were  members  of  the  firm. 
There  are  other  cases  in  which  some  suggestions  may  be  allowed  to  be 
given  to  a  witness,  as  where  he  is  called  to  prove  a  delivery  of  goods, 


EVIDENCE.  601 


Leading  questions. 


consisting  of  numerous  items,  or  delivered  at  various  times.  Such  cases 
evidently  do  not  fall  within  the  principle  which  prohibits  leading 
questions. 

It  has  been  said  that  when  a  witness  has  been  examined  by  one  party, 
he  may  afterward  be  cross-examined  by  the  same  party,  as  an  adverse' 
witness,  when  he  is  called  by  the  adversary  as  one  of  his  own  witnesses- 
Dickinson  v.  Shee,  4  Esp.  N.  P.  67.  But  if  a  party  omits,  from  pru- 
dential motives,  to  examine  his  adversary's  witness  as  to  any  branch  "of 
his  own  case,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why,  when  he  afterward 
adopts  him  as  his  own  witness,  he  should  not  be  so  considered  for  all  pur- 
poses, and  why  the  adversary  should  not  then  be  entitled  to  cross- 
examine  him.  The  same  witness  may  know  distinct  parts  of  the  trans- 
action, one  branch  of  which  makes  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  other  for 
the  defendant,  and  if  each  party  calls  him  as  his  own  witness,  there 
seems  to  be  no  reason  why  each  should  not  in  turn  be  bound  by  the 
same  principle  —  why  each,  in  examining  into  his  own  case,  should  not 
be  precluded  from  putting  leading  questions,  and  be  entitled  to  cross- 
examine  as  to  his  adversary' s  case. 

There  is  no  settled  and  absolute  rule  as  to  what  extent  leading  ques- 
tions may  be  put  on  an  examination  in  chief,  when  the  object  is  to 
prove  that  another  witness,  examined  on  the  opposite  side,  has,  on 
some  former  occasion,  made  a  different  and  contradictory  statement. 
If,  for  example,  a  witness,  on  cross-examination,  were  to  deny  that  he 
ever  gave  a  different  account  of  the  transaction,  or  that,  in  conversing 
upon  the  subject  with  a  third  person,  he  used  certain  words  or  expres- 
sions imputed  to  him,  it  is  sometimes  considered  a  question  whether  it 
would  be  competent  for  the  counsel  in  examining  that  third  person  in 
chief  as  his  witness,  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  the  former  wit- 
ness, to  ask  him,  in  the  first  instance,  whether  the  former  witness,  in 
conversing  with  him,  said  so  and  so,  or  used  such  and  such  expressions. 
This  form  of  putting  the  question  is  not  uncommon,  but  frequently 
passes  without  objection. 

It- has  been  held  that  where  the  plaintiff  has  testified  that  the  defend- 
ant admitted  a  balance  to  be  due,  the  latter  may  be  asked  as  a  witness 
whether  he  made  such  admission,  and  that  it  is  not  objectionable  as  a 
leading  question.     Potter  v.  Bissell,  3  Lans.  205. 

"Whether  a  leading  question  shall  be  put  to  a  witness  is  always  a  mat- 
ter which  appeals  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  the  allowance  or 
the  refusal  of  such  a  question  is  never  a  ground  of  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment. Cheeney  v.  Arnold,  18  Barb.  435;  Budlongr.  VanNostrand, 
24  id.  25 ;  Williams  v.  Mdridge,  1  Hill,  250  ;  Seymour  v.  Brad- 
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field,  35  Barb.  49 ;  Weber  v.  Kingsland,  8  Bosw.  416.  There  may  be 
cases  in  which  there  is  such  a  palpable  abuse  of  this  discretion  as  may 
authorize  an  appellate  court  to  correct  it,  by  a  reversal  of  the  judgment, 
though  such  cases  are  very  rare.  lb. 

The  rule  that  a  leading  question  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  try. 
ing  an  action  is  now  so  well  settled  that  it  has  ceased  to  be  considered 
as  a  matter  for  review  upon  an  appeal.  Black  v.  Camden  and  Aniboy 
Railroad  and  Transportation  Co.,  45  Barb.  40.  See  Vrooman  v.  Orif- 
fiths,  1  Keyes,  53 ;  S.  C,  4  Abb.  Dec.  505 ;  Lewis  v.  Rogers,  2  Jones 
&  Sp.  64. 

Where  a  commission  has  been  issued,  executed,  and  returned,  it  is  a 
matter  of  discretion  with  the  justice,  when  an  objection  is  taken  to  an 
interrogatory  as  leading,  to  admit  or  to  reject  the  answer.  Hall  v.  Bar- 
ton, 25  Barb.  274  ;  Cope  v.  Sibley,  12  id.  521,  overruling  WilUams  v. 
Eldridge,  1  Hill,  249. 

Leading  questions  are  admitted  on  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness 
where  much  larger  powers  are  given  to  counsel  than  in  the  original 
examination.  "Witnesses  under  cross-examination  may  be  led  immedi- 
ately to  the  point  on  which  their  answers  are  required.  If  they  betray 
a  zeal  against  the  cross-examining  party,  or  show  an  unwillingness  to 
speak  fairly  and  impartially,  they  may  be  questioned  with  minuteness 
as  to  particular  facts  or  even  particular  expressions.  There  can  be  no 
danger  of  leading  too  much,  where  the  witness  is  obstinately  deter- 
mined not  to  follow. 

On  the  other  hand,  instances  frequently  occur  where  the  witness  is 
adverse  to  the  party  who  calls  hmi,  and  leans  strongly  to  the  other  side , 
here  there  must  be  some  restriction  as  to  the  form  and  manner  of  cross- 
examining.  It  often  happens  that  a  witness,  on  cross-examination, 
waits  only  for  a  hint  to  shape  a  favorable  answer,  and  is,  in  effect,  the 
witness  of  the  cross-examining  party,  though  technically  called  the  wit- 
ness of  the  opposite  side,  as,  when  one  party  calls  the  other  as  a  wit- 
ness. To  put  strong  leading  questions  to  such  a  witness,  on  cross- 
examination,  without  limitation  or  reserve,  is  substantially  preparing  a 
statement  for  him,  and  appears  to  be  inconsistent  with  justice  and  a 
fair  trial. 

§31.  Refresh  ing  memory.  Although,  in  general,  leading  questions 
are  not  to  be  put  to  a  witness,  yet,  where  his  memory  has  failed,  ho 
may,  even  during  examination,  read,  or,  if  necessary,  have  tlie 
contents  of  a  document  read,  for  the  purpose  of  reviving  his  former 
recollection.      And   if,  by  that   means,   he  obtains   a  recollection  of 
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the   facts  themselves,    as  distinct  from  the   memorandum,   his  state- 
ment is  admissible  in  evidence. 

But  it  is  not,  in  every  case,  admissible  to  put  a  memorandum  into  the 
hands  of  a  witness,  and  then  request  him  to  examine  it,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  refreshing  his  recollection.  If  a  witness,  on  his  examination  in 
chief,  does  not  suggest  any  want  of  recollection,  nor  express  any  desire 
to  refresh  his  memory,  nor  manifest,  by  his  answers,  any  want  of  ability 
to  answer,  readily  and  fully,  all  questions  that  are  put  to  him,  the  ex- 
amining counsel  will  not  be  permitted  to  put  into  his  hands  any  docu- 
ment, paper,  or  memorandum,  relating  to  the  facts  concerning  which  he 
has  been  called  to  testify.  Driggs  v.  Smith,  45  How.  447 ;  Haack  v. 
Fearing,  5  Eob.  528  ;  Squires  y.  Abbott,- 61  N.  Y.  530,  .535;  Young 
V.  Catlett,  6  Duer,  437.  In  the  case  just  cited,  the  court  said,  pages 
441,  442  :  "  In  the  progress  of  the  trial,  the  defendant,  while  examining 
one  of  his  witnesses  (after  numerous  questions,  all  of  which  were 
answered  with  great  particularity,  and  without  any  suggestion  or  pre- 
tense of  want  of  recollection  of  any  detail  or  particular  called  for),  re- 
quired the  witness  to  look,  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  memory, 
at  a  memorandum,  copied  by  himself  from  entries  made  in  certain  books 
of  account,  at  or  about  the  time  of  the  transactions  in  question,  by 
other  persons.  The  objection  of  plaintiff's  counsel  to  his  referring  to 
any  such  paper,  for  any  such  purpose,  was  sustained,  and  the  defendant 
excepted.  The  examination  of  the  witness  was  continued  and  com- 
pleted ;  and,  thoiigh  examined  at  a  great  length,  there  was  no  intima- 
tion of  any  failure  of  memory  to  recall  each  and  all  the  circumstances 
inquired  of  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  and  his  answers  were  explicit 
and  positive ;  nor  does  it  appear  that  there  was  any  intention  to 
examine  him  as  to  any  other  facts  than  those  to  which  he  testified. 

"  If  it  were  conceded  that  a  copy  from  entries  made  by  others  was 
no  more  liable  to  objection  than  the  original  books,  and  the  fact  that 
the  entries  were  not  made  by  himself  did  not  affect  the  question.  Huff 
V.  Bennett,  6  N.  Y.  337,  still,  we  do  not  perceive  the  propriety  of 
putting  into  the  hands  .of  a  witness  a  paper,  for  the  purpose  of  refresh- 
ing his  recollection,  when  his  memory  is  already  fresh  and  his  recollection 
full,  on  the  subject  of  inquiry.  On  the  contrary,  if  the  witness  assumes 
to  know  and  to  remember,  and  does  answer  the  inquiries  proposed, 
we  not  only  think  it  unnecessary  to  refresh  his  recollection,  but  that 
it  would  be  unjust  to  the  adverse  party  to  permit  it.  An  important 
ground  for  questioning  the  credibilty  of  a  witness,  whether  as  untruth- 
ful or  biased,  is  often  found  in  his  assuming  to  know  and  state  what  he 
does  not  know,  or  to  recollect  what,  from  lapse  of  time  or  other  circum- 
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stances,  it  is  in  a  high  degree  improbable  that  he  can  remember ;  and 
so  long  as  the  witness  assumes  to  answer  from  memorj,  we  think  he 
should  be  permitted  to  do  so.  If  it  might  be  permitted  to  the  examin- 
ing party,  by  anticipation,  to  guard  against  falsehood,  mis-statements, 
or  indications  of  partiality,  by  showing  the  paper  to  the  witness  on  the 
stand,  when  he  gave  no  intimation  of  any  want  of  memory,  it  would  be 
liable  to  great  abuse,  and  deprive  the  adverse  party  of  important  means 
of  affecting  his  credibility.  And,  although  it  may  be  very  proper  to 
show  such  a  paper  to  a  witness,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to 
supply  deficiencies  in  his  testimony,  or,  perhaps,  even  to  correct  inac- 
curacies into  which  he  has  fallen,  yet,  where  there  was,  as  in  this  case, 
no  pretense  of  either,  in  respect  to  any  matter  to  which  the  memoran- 
dum related,  we  think  the  ruling  does  not  call  for  any  interference 
with  the  judgment. 

"  To  permit  the  examining  party  to  place  a  paper  in  the  hands  of  a 
witness,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  in  anticipation  of  the  contem- 
plated questions,  is  to  suggest  to  him  the  answers  that  are  desired,  and 
is  open  to  the  strongest  objections  that  can  be  urged  against  the  allow- 
ance of  leading  questions.  "When  the  witness  does  not  suggest  any 
want  of  recollection,  nor  express  any  desire  to  refresh  his  memory,  nor 
manifest  by  the  answers  he  gives  any  lack  of  ability  to  answer  fully  and 
specifically,  we  cannot  think  it  is  error  not  to  permit  him  to  look  at  a 
paper,  at  the  solicitation  of  the  counsel." 

There  are  three  classes  of  cases  in  which  it  is  permitted  to  refresh  the 
recollection  of  a  witness  by  memoranda.  First,  when  the  writing  serves 
merely  to  revive  or  assist  the  memory  of  the  witness,  and  to  bring  to 
his  mind  a  recollection  of  the  facts.  Golden  v.  Pierson,  42  Ala.  370 ; 
Hill  V.  State,  17  Wis.  675;  Williams  v.  Miller,  1  Wash.  Ter. 
105 ;  Marcly  v.  Shults,  29  IST.  Y.  346.  Secondly,  where  the  wit- 
ness recollects  having  seen  the  writing  before,  and  though  he 
has  no  independent  recollection  of  the  facts  mentioned  in  it,  yet 
remembers  that,  at  the  time  he  saw  it,  he  knew  the  contents 
to  be  correct.  McGa^island  v.  Ralston,  12  Nev.-  195  ;  Lewis  v.  Inger- 
soll,  1  Keyes,  347 ;  Cowles  v.  State,  50  Ala.  454  ;  Mims  v.  Sturdevant, 
36  id.  636  ;  Guy  v.  Mead,  22  N.  Y.  462 ;  Ealsey  v.  Sinsabaugh,  15 
id.  485 ;  MoCormich  v.  Pennsylvania  Central  P.  P.  Co.,  49  id,  303. 
Thirdly,  when  it  brings  to  the  mind  of  the  witness  neither  any  recol- 
lection of  the  facts  mentioned  in  it,  nor  any  recollection  of  the  writing 
itself,  but  which,  nevertheless,  enables  him  to  swear  to  a  particular 
fact,  from  the  conviction  on  his  mind  on  seeing  a  writing  which  he 
knows  to  be  genuine  ;  Marim,  v.  Good,  14  Md.  398  ;  as,  for  Instance, 
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where  a  banker's  clerk  is  shown  a  bill  of  exchange  which  has  his 
writing  upon  it,  from  which  he  knows  that  the  bill  has  passed  through 
his  hands,  though  he  has  no  recollection  of  that  fact,  nor  his  writing 
any  thing  iipon  the  bill. 

In  the  first  class  of  cases,  where  the  memory  has  been  revived  by  the 
previous  inspection  of  a  writing,  it  is  not  necessary,  as  a  condition  of 
the  admission  of  his  oral  testimony,  that  the  writing  should  be  pro- 
duce;! in  court.  Peck  v.  Lake,  3  Lans.  136.  The  case  seems  to  differ 
only  in  degree  from  many  others  in  which  the  memory  is  revived 
by  reference  in  the  mind  of  a  witness  to  any  circumstance  to  which 
his  attention  may  have  been  drawn  with  a  peculiar  degree  of  force. 
The  absence,  however,  of  the  writing  might  afford  matter  of  obser- 
vation. If  it  is  produced,  the  counsel  of  the  other  party  has  a  right  to 
see  it,  and  cross-examine  from  it.  Peek  v.  Lake,  3  Lans.  136.  See 
Adae  v.  Langs,  41  Iowa,  536  ;  Chute  v.  State,  19  Minn.  271 ;  Mc- 
Kivitt  Y.  Cone,  30  Iowa,  455 ;  Gcnnmonwealth  v.  Haley,  13  Allen 
(Mass.),  587. 

Where  the  writing  has  not  the  effect  of  reviving  the  memory  of  the 
witness,  but  it  yet  enables  him  to  speak  positively  to  a  fact,  so  that  his  tes- 
timony depends  upon  his  inference  from  the  writing,  the  writing  must 
be  produced,  and  on  proper  proof  that  the  witness  knows  that  the 
statements  in  the  paper  were  true  at  the  time  it  was  made,  the  paper 
itself  is  received  in  evidence. 

According  to  Mr.  Phillips'  view  of  the  English  rule,  such  memo- 
randa may  be  used  to  refresh  the  recollection  of  the  witness,  but  can  have 
no  force  as  evidence,  unless  the  witness,  after  referring  to  the  memo- 
randum, lias  a  present  recollection  of  the  facts  to  which  the  memo- 
randum relates. 

A  different  rule  prevails  in  this  State ;  and  if  a  witness  swears  that 
at  the  time  a  memorandum  was  made,  he  knew  that  the  facts  stated  in 
it  were  true,  whether  he  made  the  writing  himself,  or  saw  one  written 
by  another,  and  he  does  not  recollect  the  facts  stated  after  refreshing 
his  memory,  by  reading  the  writing,  such  writing  may  be  read  in  evidence 
in  connection  with  the  oral  testimony  of  the  witness.  Halsey  v.  Sinse- 
laugh,  15  N.  Y.  4S5  ;  3lardy  v.  Shults,  29  id.  346. 

In  Russell  v.  Hudson  River  Railroad  Co.,  17  N.  T.  134,  140,  the 
court, in  speaking  of  this  rule,  said:  "  Here,  a  witness  who  says  that 
after  refreshing  his  memory  by  a  written  memorandum,  made  by  him- 
self at  or  about  the  time  of  the  occurrence,  he  cannot  recollect  the  facts 
but  that  he  is  confident  that  he  knew  the  memorandum  to  be  correct 
when  it  was  made,  is  not   required  to  swear  to  the   fact  in  j)Ositive 
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terms,  but  the  memorandum  itself  is  received  in  connection  with,  and 
as  auxiliary  to  the  oral  testimony.  I  confess  my  decided  preference  for 
the  American  practice,  since  it  is  obvious  that  nothing  whatever  is 
added  to  the  force  of  the  evidence  by  the  positive  oath  of  the  witness, 
after  he  has  stated  that  he  has  no  recollection  of  the  facts  aside  from 
the  memorandum.  It  is,  however,  an  indispensable  preliminary  to  the 
introduction  of  such  a  memorandum  in  evidence,  that  it  should  appear 
that  the  witness  is  unable,  with  the  aid  of  the  memorandum,  to  speak 
from  memory  as  to  the  facts.  Tt  is  only  as  auxiliary  to,  and  not  as  a 
substitute  for  the  oral  testimony  of  the  witness,  that  the  writing  is  ad- 
missible. It  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  in  all  such  cases,  to  see,  before 
receiving  the  memorandum  in  evidence,  that  it  was  made  at  or  about 
the  time  of  the  transaction  to  which  it  relates  ;  that  its  accuracy  is  duly 
certified  by  the  oath  of  the  witness ;  and  that  there  is  a  necessity  for 
its  introduction,  on  account  of  the  inability  of  the  witness  to  recollect 
the  facts."  If  the  witness  recollects  the  facts  independently  of  the 
paper,  such  paper  is  not  admissible  in  evidence.  lb. 

The  rule  that  the  memorandum  must  be  one  which  is  made  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business,  and  as  a  part  of  the  business  of  the  wit- 
ness, is  not  in  force  in  this  State ;  and  every  species  of  memorandum 
is  admissible  here,  provided  it  is  brought  within  the  rules  relating 
to  the  admission  of  any  memoranda.  0^iy  v.  Mead,  22  N.  Y.  462.  In 
the  last  case  cited,  the  question  was  as  to  the  time  the  later  of  two  in- 
dorsements was  made  upon  a  promissory  note.  A  witness  testified 
that  he  made  a  compiitation  of  interest  upon  the  note ;  and  that  at 
the  time  he  made  it  there  was  but  one  indorsement  upon  the  note. 
He  also  swore,  on  his  direct  examination,  that  the  computation  was  made 
on  the  1st  day  of  April,  1848 ;  but  on  his  cross-examination,  he  stated 
that  he  had  no  recollection  as  to  the  time  when  it  was  made,  independ- 
ently of  the  writing ;  but  that  he  had  no  doubt  that  the  computation 
was  accurate,  and  that  the  last  indorsement  was  not  on  the  note  at  the 
time  when  the  written  computation  was  made.  This  memorandum 
or  computation  was  held  to  be  competent  evidence  in  connection  with 
the  oral  evidence  of  the  witness  who  made  it. 

A  witness  may  look  at  a  memorandum  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing 
his  recollection,  and  if,  after  reading  it,  his  memory  is  so  much  revived 
that  he  can  speak  accurately  and  confidently  of  the  fact  to  which  such 
memorandum  relates,  his  evidence  will  be  competent.  And  the  wit- 
ness may,  in  such  a  case,  refresh  his  recollection  by  looking  at  an  un- 
stamped writing,  even  though  the  paper  itself  may  be  inadmissible  for 
want  of  a  proper  stamp.  Maugham  v.  Hvbha/rd,  8  Bam.  &  Ores.  14. 
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It  is  competent  to  read  an  entry,  made  by  a  witness,  of  any  fact  ma- 
terial to  the  issue,  if  made  at  or  near  the  time  when  the  fact  occuri'ed, 
and  he  can  swear  that  it  was  made  correctly.  Marcly  v.  Shults,  29 
N.  Y.  346 ;  affirming  S.  C,  39  Barb.  600.  So,  the  witness  may  use 
an  entiy  made  by  himself,  or  any  other  person,  or  a  copy  of  an  entry, 
if,  on  reading  it,  he  can  testify  that  he  then  recollects  the  fact  to  which 
the  entry  relates.  lb.;  StuTTn.  v.  AtUmtic  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Jones  & 
Sp.  281.  A  witness  testified  that  he  had  measured  the  flush-board  on 
a  dam  in  1852  or  1853,  and  had  made  a  memorandum  of  the  width  on 
a  piece  of  paper,  and  that  he  had  a  correct  copy  of  it,  then  in  court ; 
that  he  first  made  the  memorandum  on  paper,  then  marked  it  on  the 
shop  or  work-house,  and  that  he  made  the  copy,  then  in  his  possession, 
from  the  marks  in  the  building.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  told  the 
witness  to  look  at  the  paper  and  state  the  width  of  the  flush-boards. 
The  witness  had  previously  stated  the  width  of  the  flush-boards,  from 
the  memorandiun,  without  objection,  but  it  was  held  that  it  was  not 
competent  for  the  witness  to  read  the  memorandum,  because  it  was  not 
an  original  entry,  and,  therefore,  not  evidence  of  its  contents,  and  it 
was  not  used  or  offered  to  refresh  the  recollection  of  the  witness.  lb. 

§  32.  Griminating  answers.  The  privilege  of  witnesses  in  not 
being  compellable  to  answer  those  questions  which  may,affect  their  own 
personal  rights  is  a  matter  of  frequent  occurrence,  and  of  considerable 
importance.  The  cases  which  will  be  here  considered  are  those  where 
the  witness  may,  by  answering,  subject  himself,  first  to  a  criminal 
prosecution,  to  a  penalty,  "or  forfeiture ;  or,  secondly,  to  an  action 
commenced  by  civil  process. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  it  is  clear  that  a  witness  cannot  be  compelled 
to  answer  any  question,  the  answering  of  which  may  expose  or  tend  to 
expose  him  to  a  criminal  charge,  or  to  any  kind  of  punishment. 
Rutherford  v.  Commonwealth,  2  Mete.  (Ky.)  387  ;  Fellows  v.  Wilson, 
31  Barb.  162 ;  Eaton  v.  Farmer,  46  N.  H.  200 ;  8taU  v.  Marshall, 
36  Mo.  400 ;  WilUns  v.  Malone,  14  Ind.  153.  He  is  exempted  by 
his  privilege  from  answering  not  merely  what  will  criminate  him  di- 
rectly, but  also  from  what  has  any  tendency  to  criminate  him  ;  and  the 
reason  is,  because  otherwise  question  might  be  put  after  question,  and 
though  no  single  question  might  be  asked  which  directly  criminates, 
yet  enough  might  be  got  from  him  by  successive  questions  whereon  to 
found  a  criminal  charge  against  him.  Henry  v.  Bank  of  Salina,  1 
]S[.  T.  83.     See  Frintz  v.  Cheeney,  11  Iowa,  469. 

It  is  the  province  of  the  court  to  decide  whether  a  proposed  question 
has  a  tendency  to  criminate  a  witness ;  State  v.  Duffy,  15  Iowa,  425  ; 
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and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  while  it  protects  the  witness  in  the  due 
exercise  of  liis  privilege,  to  take  care  that  he  does  not,  under  the  pre- 
tense of  defending  hiniself,  secui'e  others  from  justice,  or  withhold  evi- 
dence Mdiicli  he  might  safely  give.  The  court  will  require  to  be  satis- 
fied that  the  witness  is  acting  an  honest  part,  and  that  he  may  incur 
danger  by  answering.  "When  satisfied  of  this,  it  will  allow  the  privilege. 
To  force  him  to  reveal  particulars  might  lead  to  a  prosecution,  against 
whidi  he  has  a  right  to  protect  himself.  Eaton  v.  Farmer,  46  N.  H 
400. 

The  privilege  of  refusing  to  answer  a  question  is  the  privilege  of 
the  witness,  and  not  of  the  party  by  whom  he  is  called,  and  for  that 
reason  tlie  court  will  not  allow  counsel  to  argue  in  support  of  the 
privilege  as  belonging  to  the  party  whom  he  represents.  Thomas  v. 
Newton,  Mood.  &  Malk.  48,  note  a  ;   Clark  v.  Reese,  35  Cal.  89. 

The  counsel  of  the  parties  have  no  right  to  interrupt  an  examination, 
by  advising  a  witness  that  he  is  not  bound  to  answer  the  question. 
Taylor  v.  Wood,  2  Edw.  Ch.  94.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  in- 
form the  witness  of  his  legal  rights,  and  to  say  to  him  that  he  is  not 
bound  to  answer  qiiestions  which  will  criminate  him  or  subject  him  to 
a  penalty.  lb.  The  court  will,  therefore,  always  apprise  a  witness  of 
his  privilege  as  soon  as  a  question  is  asked  which  may  place  him  in 
danger. 

Such  is  the  rule  as  to  a  witness  who  is  not  himself  a  party.  Cloyes 
V.  Thayer,  3  Hill,  564 ;  Southard  v.  Rexford,  6  Cow.  254 ;  People  v 
Brown,  72  N.  Y.  571. 

But  when  the  witness  is  also  a  party  there  is  no  reason  for  the  ap- 
plication of  the  rule.  By  taking  the  stand  as  a  witness,  while  he  may 
subject  himself  to  the  rules  applicable  to  either  witnesses,  he  is  not 
thereby  deprived  of  his  rights  as  a  party,  and  it  follows  that  his  coun- 
sel, while  he  is  in  the  witness  box,  has  a  right  to  speak  for  him, 
and  that  an  error  committed  by  the  court  against  him  may  inure 
to  his  benefit  as  a  party.     People  v.  Brown,  72  N.  Y.  571. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment,  the  public  prosecutor  has  no  right 
to  object  that  a  question  put  to  a  witness  will  subject  him  to  a 
criminal  punishment.  It  is  the  personal  privilege  of  the  witness 
alone.      Ward  v.  People,  6  Hill,  144. 

So,  in  a  civil  action,  the  privilege  is  exclusively  that  of  the  wit- 
ness ;  and  if  he  asserts  it,  bu.t  is  notwithstanding  compelled  to 
answer,  the  party  cannot  allege  this  as  a  ground  of  error.  Cloyes 
v.  Thayer,  3   Hill,  564.     But  if   the   court    improperly   allows   tlie 
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privilege,  aud  excludes  the  evidence   when  it    ought   to    have   been 
admitted,  this  will  be  error.  lb. 

If  the  witness  is  willing  to  criminate  himself  the  party  cannot 
object.  Newcomb  v.  State,  37  Miss.  383.  And  if  the  witness  vol- 
untarily testifies  in  chief  on  a  particular  subject,  he  may  be  cross- 
examined  on  the  subject,  even  though  his  answers  may  criminate 
or  disgrace  him.     JS^orfolk  v.   Oraylord,  28  Conn.  309. 

The  same  rule  of  law  which  excuses  a  witness  from  answering 
questions  which  may  tend  to  convict  him  of  a  crime  or  misdemeanor 
undoubtedly  excuses  him  from  producing  books  or  papers,  the  con- 
tents of  which  may  be  used  against  him,  and  tend  to  the  same  re- 
sult.    Byass  v,  Sullivan,  21  How.  50,  53. 

When  the  court  can  see  that  the  statute  of  limitations  has  bai-red  a 
prosecution  for  the  offense,  and  all  suits  to  enforce  the  penalty,  the 
court  must  see  that  tlie  witness  cannot  be  prejudiced,  and  in 
such  a  case  he  is  not  left  to  judge  whether  he  can  safely  testify  or 
not,  but  the  court  is  bound  to  pronounce  against  his  exemption.  Close 
V.  Olney,  1  Denio,  319,  323. 

Although  it  should  be  assumed  that  a  defendant,  who  is  called  as  a 
witness  by  the  plaintiff,  is  privileged  from  answering  a  question  put  to 
him  on  the  stand,  by  the  plaintiff,  his  refusal  to  answer  it,'  followed 
by  the  decision  of  the  justice,  that  he  is  not  bound  to  answer,  furnishes 
no  ground  for  reversing  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
mere  conjecture  that  his  refusal  to  answer  may  have  created  an  impres- 
sion in  the  minds  of  the  jurors,  that  the  answer,  if  given,  would  have 
tended  to  make  out  the  plaintiff's  case,  provided  the  judgment  is  in  all 
other  respects  unobjectionable.     Murphy  v,  Tripp,  44  Barb.  189. 

A  pardon  under  the  great  seal  takes  away  the  privilege  of  a  witness 
in  not  answering,  so  far  as  it  regards  any  danger  of  prosecution  by  the 
sovereign  power  of  the  State.  Itegina  v.  JBoyes,  1  Best  &  Smith,  311. 
A  merely  remote  and  naked  possibility  of  legal  peril  to  a  witness,  from 
aijswering  a  question,  is  not  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  the  privilege  of 
not  answering.  To  entitle  him  to  the  privilege  of  silence,  the  court 
must  see,  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  tlie  nature  of  the  evi- 
dence which  he  is  called  to  give,  that  there  is  reasonable  ground  to 
apprehend  danger  to  the  witness,  from  his  being  compelled  to  answer. 
Moreover,  the  danger  to  be  apprehended  must  be  real  and  appreciable, 
with  reference  to  the  ordinary  operation  of  law  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  things,  not  a  danger  of  an  imaginary  and  unsubstantial  character, 
having  reference  to  some  extraordinary  and  hardly  possible  contingency, 
77 


01 0  EVIDENCE. 


Criminating  answers. 


SO  improbable  that  no  reasonable  man  would  suffer  it  to  influence  his 
conduct.  lb. 

But,  before  the  privilege  of  the  witness  can  be  declared  against  and 
set  aside,  it  must  appear  affirmatively  that  no  legal  prosecution  or  steps 
have  been  taken  for  the  purpose  of  punishing  the  offense,  or  of  collect- 
ing the  penalty.  Bamk  of  Salina  v.  Henry,  2  Denio,  156  ;  S.  C,  1 
N.  Y.  83. 

In  an  action  at  law,  where  the  defendant  pleads  or  gives  notice  of 
usury  as  a  defense,  and  verifies  his  answer  or  notice  by  affidavit,  the 
jDlaintiflf  may  be  called  as  a  witness  to  prove  the  usury.  3  R.  S.  74, 
§  11,  5th  ed.  But  the  evidence  so  giyen  by  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  used 
against  him  before  a  grand  jury,  nor  on  the  trial  of  any  indictment 
against  him.     3  R.  S.  74,  §  17,  5th  ed. 

A  witness  cannot  be  asked  on  cross-examination  whether  he  has  not 
been  convicted  of  petit  larceny,  although  he  does  not  object  to  answer- 
ing the  question,  provided  the  objection  is  taken  by  the  opposite  party. 
Newcomh  v.  Griswold,  24  N.  Y.  398.  So  a  party  may  object  to  a  ques- 
tion whether  the  witness  had  not  made  certain  statements  in  an  affidavit, 
which  is  not  produced,  altho\igli  the  witness  does  not  object  to  answer- 
ing, lb. 

If  a  witness  claims  the  protection  of  the  court,  on  the  ground  that 
his  answer  would  tend  to  criminate  himself,  and  there  appears  to  be 
reasonable  ground  to  believe  that  it  would  do  so,  he  is  not  compellable 
to  answer ;  and,  if  obliged  to  answer,  notwithstanding,  what  he  says 
must  be  regarded  to  have  been  obtained  by  compulsion,  and  cannot  be 
given  afterward  in  evidence  against  him.  Regina  v.  Qat'lyett,  3  Car. 
&  Kir.  N.  P.  474.  It  makes  no  difference  to  the  right  of  the  witness 
to  protection,  that  he  had  before  answered  in  part,  as  he  is  entitled  to 
claim  the  privilege  at  any  stage  of  the  inquiry,  and  no  answers  forced 
from  him  by  the  court,  after  such  claim,  can  be  afterward  given  in 
evidence  against  him.  lb. 

A  witness  is  not  bound  to  answer  any  question  which  will  subject 
him  to  a  penalty,  or  have  a  tendency  to  subject  him  thereto.  The  cases 
in  which  penalties  are  recoverable  are  so  numerous  that  no  attempt  at 
illustration  from  the  cases  will  be  made. 

"  Any  competent  witness  in  a  cause  shall  not  be  excused  from  answer- 
ing a  question  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  on  the  ground  merely 
that  the  answer  to  such  question  may  establish  or  tend  to  establish  that 
such  witness  owes  a  debt,  or  is  otherwise  subject  to  a  civil  suit.  But 
this  provision  shall  not  be  construed  to  require  a  witness  to  give  any 
answer  which  will  have  a  tendency  to  accuse  himsel    of  any  crime  or 
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misdemeanor,  or  to  expose  him  to  any  penalty  or  forfeiture,  nor  in  any 
respect  to  vary  or  alter  any  other  rule  respecting  the  examination  of 
witnesses  "     3  E.  S.  690,  §  102,  5th  ed. ;  Code  of  Oiv.  Pro.,  §  837. 

A  witness  may  waive  his  privilege,  and  answer  any  such  questions, 
and  his  evidence  will  then  be  competent,  however  much  it  may  affect 
the  interest  of  the  parties  to  the  action.  And  in  all  cases  counsel  have 
a  right  to  put  questions  which  might  call  for  a  criminating  answer. 
After  the  question  is  put,  it  is  then^for  the  witness  to  claim  his  exemp- 
tion from  answering,  or  to  waive  it  and  answer  the  question. 

§  33.  Degrading  answers.  The  English  authorities  are  so  contra- 
dictory on  the  question  how  far  a  witness  may  be  compelled  to  answer 
questions  which  are  degrading  to  his  character,  that  but  little  assistance 
can  be  derived  from  a  review  of  them.  One  point  is  clearly  established 
in  relation  to  the  matter.  Where  the  transaction  as  to  which  tlie  wit- 
ness is  interrogated  forms  a  part  of  the  issue  to  be  tried,  he  is  bound  to 
answer  the  questions,  however  strongly  the  evidence  may  reflect  upon 
his  character.  But,  when  the  question  is  asked  for  a  mere  collateral 
purpose,  such,  for  instance,  as  the  impeachment  of  the  character  of 
the  witness,  he  is  not  bound  to  answer  any  question  which  will  degrade 
or  tend  to  degrade  his  character.     Lohinan  v.  People,  1  N.  Y.  380. 

A  witness  on  his  cross-examination  may  be  asked  for  the  purpose  of 
affecting  the  weight  of  his  testimony  whether  he  has  been  convicted  of 
a  crime  or  misdemeanor,  and  may  be  compelled  to  answer  the  question. 
Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  832. 

Whether  a  j?ar^  called  as  a  witness  has  any  right  to  refuse  to  answer 
which  is  not  possessed  by  any  other  witness  is  not  clear.  See  People 
V.  Brovin,  72  N.  Y.  571 ;  Brandon  v.  People,  42  id.  265 ;  Conners  v. 
People,  50  id.  240 ;  Real  v.  People,  42  id.  270  ;  People  v.  Casey,  72 
id.  393 

The  language  of  the  Code  is  broad  enough  to  include  all  persons  of- 
fered as  witnesses  whether  parties  or  otherwise. 

The  refusal  of  a  witness  to  answer  a  question  which  imputes  dis- 
credit generally  has  an  effect  unfavorable  to  character,  and  excites  sus- 
picion ;  whether  reasonable  or  justly  must  depend  upon  the  sort  of 
person  produced  and  the  question  put.  A  man  of  high  honor  and 
character  may  be  disposed  to  refuse,  with  scorn  and  indignation,  to 
answer  a  question  as  he  feels  as  an  insult ;  and  to  infer  dishonor  in  such 
a  case  might  be  the  heiglit  of  injustice.  A  refusal  to  answer  such  a 
question  is  never  to  be  taken  as  an  admission  of  the  truth  of  the  impu- 
tation conveyed  by  asking  the  question.  A  refusal  to  answer  leaves 
the  matter  just  as  it  would  have  stood  if  no  such  question   had   been 
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asked.  But,  if  the  witness  chooses  to  answei'  the  question,  the  answer 
will  be  conchisive,  and  not  liable  to  cofttradictton,  nnless  the  answer  is 
to  a  question  asked  the  witness  on  cross-examination  which  seeks  to 
discover  whether  he  has  been  convicted  of  a  crime  or  misdemeanor. 
The  an^er  of  a  witness  to  such  questions  are  not  conchisive.  Code  of 
Civil  Pro.,  §  832.  There  is  another  exception  to  this  rule,  perhaps,  and 
that  is,  where  a  witness  denies,  on  his  cross-examination,  that  lie  lias 
attempted  to  dissuade  a  witness  of  the  opposite  party  from  attending 
the  trial.  In  such  a  case  he  may  be  contradicted.  Attoood  v.  Welton, 
7  Conn.  66,  70,  72.  So  it  may  be  shown  that  a  witness  has  attempted 
to  suborn  another  witness  to'  swear  falsely,  if  he  denies,  on  cross-exam- 
ination, that  he  has  done  so.  Morgan  v.  Frees,  15  Barb.  342 ;  Sehults 
V.  Third  Ave.  E.  R.  Co.,  89  N.  Y.  242,  250. 

§  34.  Confidential  conimauications.  Communications,  maide  on  the 
faith  of  that  professional  confidence  which  a  client  reposes  in  his  coun- 
sel, attorney  or  solicitor,  are  not  allowed  to  be  revealed  in  a  court  of 
justice,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  client.  Yates  v.  Olmsted,  56'  N.  Y. 
632  ;  Britton  v.  Lorem,  45  id.  51  ;  Whiting  v.  Bumey,  30  id.  303  ; 
Coventry  v.  Tannahill,  1  Hill,  33 ;  Bank  of  Utica  v.  Mersereau, 
3  Barb.  Ch.  533  ;  Kings  v.  Barrett,  11  Ohio  (N.  S.),  261. 

The  Code  declares  that  an  attorney  or  counselor  at  law  shall  not  be  al- 
lowed to  disclose  a  communication  made  by  his  client  to  him  or  his 
advice  given  thereon,  in  the  course  of  his  professional  employment. 
Code,  §  835.  This  prohibition  applies  to  every  examination  of  a  per- 
son as  a  witness  unless  the  client  expressly  waives  the  benefit.  Code  of 
Civil  Pro.,  §  836. 

The  prohibition  of  the  Code  extends  in  terms  to  attorneys  and  coun- 
selors only ;  and  it  has  been  held  in  Massachusetts,  that  while  the 
policy  of  the  law  will  not  allow  the  counsel  himself  to  make  disclosures 
of  confidential  communications  from  his  client,  yet  if  the  client  sees 
fit  to  be  a  witness,  he  makes  himself  liable  to  full  cross-examination 
like  any  other  witness  and  may  be  compelled  to  testify  to  what  he  said 
to  his  counsel.  Inhabitants  of  Wolmrn  v.  Henshaw,  101  Mass.  193  ;  S. 
C,  3  Am.  Eep.  333.  See,  also.  Commonwealth  v.  Mullen,  97  Mass.  545. 
But  contra,  see  State  v.  White,  19  Eans.  445 ;  Ga/fnes  v.  Pratt,  15 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  337. 

The  expediency  of  the  rule  prohibiting  counsel  from  disclosing  con- 
fidential communications  must  depend,  not  on  the  impropriety  of  vio- 
lating the  confidence  reposed,  but  on  a  consideration  that  the  collateral 
inconvenience,  which  would  ensue  if  no  such  confidence  were  reposed, 
would  preponderate  over  the  direct  mischief  produced  by  a  ebance 
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of  the  failure  .of  justice,  resulting  from  the  exclusion  of  evidence. 
If,  in  the  cases  -within  the  operation  of  the  rule,  the  only  con- 
fidence reposed  were  a  confession  of  guilt  or  dishonesty,  the  rule 
would  be  obviously  detrimental  to  the  interest  of  justice ;  but  it  is  con- 
ceived that,  in  a  multitude  of  instances,  a  person  possessed  of  just  rights 
would  be  materially  impeded  in  vindicating  them,  if  every  communica- 
tion, made  to  his  profe^ional  adviser,  might  be  used  against  him  ;  if 
such  were  the  law,  it  would  be  necessary,  in  self-defense,  to  accompany 
all  communications  made  to  a  professional  adviser,  with  a  statement  of 
the  several  circumstances  and  explanations,  which,  however  unneces- 
sary for  the  purpose  of  communication,  would  be  requisite  to  prevent 
it  from  being  unfairly  used. 

If,  touching  matters  that  came  within  the  ordinary  scope  of  profes- 
sional employment,  attorneys,  counsel  or  solicitors  receive  a  communi- 
cation in  their  professional  capacity,  either  from  a  client,  or  on  his 
account  and  for  his  beneiit,  in  the  transaction  of  his  business,  or,  what 
amounts  to  the  same  thing,  if  they  commit  to  paper,  in  the  course  of 
their  employment  in  his  behalf,  matters  which  they  know  only  through 
their  professional  relation  to  the  client,  they  are  not  only  justified  in 
■  withholding  such  matters,  but  bound  to  withhold  them,  and  will  not  be 
compelled  to  disclose  the  information  or  produce  the  papers,  in  any 
court  of  law  or  equity,  either  as  party  or  as  witness.  If  this  protec- 
tion were  confiined  to  cases  where  proceedings  had  been  commenced, 
the  rule  would  exclude  the  most  confidential,  and  it  may  be  the  naost 
important,  of  all  communications  —  those  made  with  a  view  of  being 
prepared  either  for  instituting  or  defending  a  suit,  up  to  the  instant  that 
the  process  of  the  court  was  issued. 

If  it  were  confined  to  proceedings  begun  or  in  contemplation,  then 
every  communicition  would  be  unprotected  which  a  party  makes  with 
a  view  to  liis  general  defense  against  attacks  which  he  apprehends, 
althougli  at  the  time  no  one  may  have  resolved  to  assail  him.  But, 
were  it  allowed  to  extend  over  such  communications  the  protection 
would  he  insufficient  if  it  only  concluded  communications  more  or  less 
connected  with  judicial  proceedings ;  for  a  person  oftentimes  requires 
the  aid  of  professional  advice  upon  the  subject  of  his  rights  and  liabilities 
with  no  reference  to  any  particular  litigation,  and  without  any  other 
reference  to  litigation  generally  than  all  human  affairs  have,  in  so  far 
as  eyeiy  transaction  may,  by  possibility,  become  the  subject  of  judicial 
inquiry.  Williams  v.  Fitch,  18  N.  Y.  546  ;  Greenough  v.  OaskeU, 
1  Mylne  &  Keene,  102, 103 ;  Root  v.  Wright,  84  N.  Y.  Y2. 

It  would  be  most  mischievous  if  it  could  be  doubted  whether  or  not 
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an  attorney,  consulted  upon  a  man's  title  to  an  estate,  was  at  liberty  to 
divulge  a  flaw.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  obvious.  It  is  out  of  regard 
to  tlie  interests  of  justice  which  cannot  be  upheld,  and  to  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice  which  cannot  go  on,  without  the  aid  of  men  skilled 
in  jurisprudence,  in  the  practice  of  the  courts,  and  in  those  matters 
affecting  rights  and  obligations  which  form  the  subject  of  all  judicial 
proceedings.  If  the  privilege  were  confined  t(P  communications  con- 
nected with  suits  begun,  or  intended,  or  expected,  or  apprehended,  no 
one  could  safely  adopt  such  precautions  as  might  eventually  render  any 
proceedings  successful  or  all  proceedings  superfluous. 

The  rule  deducible  from  the  authorities  is  that  all  communications 
made  by  a  client  to  his  counsel  for  the  purposes  of  professional  advice 
or  assistance  are  privileged  from  disclosure  by  the  counsel,  whether 
such  advice  relates  to  a  suit  pending,  one  contemplated  or  any  other 
matter  proper  for  such  advice  or  aid  ;  that  when  the  communications  are 
made  in  the  presence  of  all  the  parties  to  the  controversy,  they  are  not 
privileged,  but  the  evidence  is  competent  between  such  parties.  Jirit- 
ton  V.  Lor  em,  45  N.  Y.  51 ;  Whiting  v.  Barney,  30  id.  330.  See  Carr  v. 
Weld,  4  Green  (N.  J.),  319 ;  Prouty  v.  Faton,  41  Barb.  409 ;  Galla- 
gher V.  Williamson,  23  Cal.  331.  Thus  an  attorney  employed  to  draw 
a  complaint  in  an  action  pending  in  favor  of  his  client  would  not  be 
permitted  to  disclose  the  communications  made  to  him  by  the  client  in 
relation  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit.  Sibley  v.  Waffle,  16  N.  Y. 
180,  183.  But  an  attorney  employed  to  draw  a  deed  is  competent  to 
testify  as  to  directions  received  by  him  from  the  parties  as  to  the 
transaction  between  them  at  the  time.  Knowledge  acquired  under 
such  circumstances  is  not  within  the  class  of  privileged  communica- 
tions.    Hebbard  v.  Ilaughian,  70  N.  Y.  54. 

Tlie  privilege  is  that  of  the  client  and  not  of  the  professional  adviser 
and  an  attorney  or  counsel  will  not  be  allowed,  against  his  cHent's  will, 
to  disclose  matters  of  professional  confidence,  although  he  himself  is 
willing  to  do  so.  The  client,  however,  may  waive  his  privilege ;  in 
which  case  the  court  will  compel  the  legal  adviser  to  discover  what  he 
knows,  even  though  the  interest  in  the  subject-matter,  respecting 
whicli  the  confidential  communication  was  made,  has  passed  to  a  third 
person,  and  he  objects  to  the  disclosure.  Benjamin  v  Coventry,  19 
"Wend.  353.  But  he  is  not  to  be  considered  as  waiving  it,  by  calling 
his  attorney  or  counsel  as  a  witness,  unless  he  examines  him  as  to  con- 
fidential communications.  But,  where  the  privilege  belongs  to  several 
clients,  it  cannot  be  waived  by  one  only,  nor  even  by  a  majority,  con- 
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trary  to  the  expressed  wish  of  the  others.     Banh  of   Utioa  v.  Mer- 
^ereau,  3  Barb.  Ch.  633,  596. 

The  privilege  endures  forever,  unless  removed  by  the  client.  lb. 
But  it  extends  only  to  information  derived  from  the  client,  as  such, 
either  by  oral  communications,  or  books  or  papers  shown  to  him,  or 
put  in  his  hands  by  his  client,  and  not  to  information  derived  from 
■other  persons  or  sources,  while  acting  as  such  attorney  or  counsel. 
Spenceley  v.  SchuleTiburgh,  7  East,  357 ;  Crosby  v.  Berger,  11  Paige, 
377. 

The  seal  of  professional  confidence  will  not  cover  a  communication 
made  to  an  attorney  or  counsel  to  obtain  professional  advice  or  assistance 
a.&  to  the  commission  of  a  felony  or  other  crime  which  is  malum  in  se. 
Banh  of  Utioa  v,  Mersereau,  3  Barb.  Oh.  .^34,  598,  599,  600.  But 
when  the  communication  merely  relates  to  a  fraud  which  is  not  punish- 
able criminally,  the  communication  is  protected.  lb. 

A  communication  made  to  a  clerk  of  the  plaintifE's  attorney  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  such  clerk  to  draw  a  complaint  in  an  action  pend- 
ing in  favor  of  the  person  making  such  communication  is  protected. 
SibUy  V.   Waffle,  16  K  T.  180,  183.' 

When  a  client  makes  communications  to  his  counsel  in  the  presence 
of  a  third  person,  not  connected  with  the  latter,  the  privilege  does  not 
extend  to  such  third  person,  and  he  may  be  compelled  to  testify  what 
he  has  heard  upon  the  subject.  Jadkson  v.  French,  3  Wend.  337.  An 
attorney  or  counsel  cannot,  after  he  ceases  to  act  in  that  capacity,  dis- 
close what  was  communicated  to  him  professionally.  Yorda/n  v.  Hess, 
13  Johns.  492.  But  if  the  client,  after  the  professional  relation  ceases, 
chooses  to  repeat  to  such  attorney  any  such  communication,  it  will  not 
then  be  privileged.  lb. 

The  same  principle  which  protects  oral  communications  to  counsel 
also  extends  to  papers  or  writings  in  the  hands  of  an  attorney  or  coun- 
sel, if  placed  there  for  professional  purposes.  People  v.  Benjcmiin,  9 
How.  419 ;  Jackson  v.  Burtis,  14  Johns.  392 ;  Jackson  v.  Denison, 
4  Wend.  558.  And  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  testify  as  to  their 
appearance  at  the  time  they  were  exhibited  to  him.  Gray  v.  Fox,  43 
Mo.  570.  Nor  whether  a  certain  writing  was  indorsed  thereon  at  that 
time.  Dietrich  v.  Mitchell,  43  111.  40. 

The  court  will  not,  in  any  case,  compel  an  attorney  or  counselor  to 
disclose  a  confidential  communication  made  to  him  by  a  client.  Peo- 
ple, ex  rel.  Mitchell,  v.  Sheriff  of  N.  7.,  29  Barb.  622;  S.  C,  7  Abb. 
96.  So,  on  the  other  hand,  the  court  will  not  tolerate  a  combination 
between  attorney  and  client,  where  the  object  is  to  prevent  the   court 


616  EVIDENCE. 


Confidential  communications. 


from  compelling  the  production  of  important  papers  which  ought  to  be 
produced  as  evidence.  lb. 

Thus  where  an  attempt  is  made  to  estabhsh  a  will  claimed  to  have 
been  lost  or  destroyed  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  its  execution, 
and  its  existence  at  the  time  of  such  death  has  been  shown,  and  also  its 
delivery  to  one  of  the  heirs,  the  attorney  who  drew  the  will,  and 
who  has  subsequently  been  retained  by  the  heirs  to  oppose  its  pro- 
bate, will  not  be  allowed  to  cause  a  failure  of  justice  by  refusing 
to  answer  proper  questions  put  to  him  in  regard  to  the  will,  upon  the 
pretext  that  he  is  not  at  liberty,  having  been  counsel  for  the  testator, 
to  disclose  what  he  chooses  to  consider  confidential  communications. 
Sheridan  v.  Houghton,  16  Hun,  628. 

But  the  court  has  no  power  to  compel  the  counsel  for  one  of  the 
parties  to  testify  in  spite  of  his  claim  of  privilege,  whether  he  has  in 
court  one  of  his  client's  title  papers,  and  on  obtaining  an  affirmative 
answer,  to  order  it  to  be  produced,  to  be  used  as  evidence  for  the  ad- 
verse party,  especially  where  no  previous  notice  to  produce  it  has  been 
given.  Dover  v.  Harnell,  58  G-a.  572.  But  see  People  v.  Sheriff  of 
iV.  Y.,  29  Barb.  622.  It  has  been  held  that  communications  made  to 
an  attorney  in  the  course  of  a  professional  consultation,  but  not  relating 
to  the  subject-matter  of  the  consultation,  are  not  privileged.  State 
V.  Mewherter,  46  Iowa,  88. 

On  the  other  hand  it  has  been  held  that  the  privilege  extends  to  all 
that  passes  between  client  and  attorney  in  the  cause  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  business.     Lengsfield  v.  Richardson,  55  Miss.  443. 

An  attorney  may  be  compelled  to  disclose  the  name  of  the  party  by 
whom  he  is  employed.  SatterUe  v.  Bliss,  36  Cal.  489.  And  the  man 
ner  and  time  of  his  retainer.     Shaughnessy  v.  Fogg,  15  La.  Ann.  330. 

An  attorney  is  a  competent  witness  against  his  client  in  matters  not 
professionally  confidential  between  them.    Milan  v.  State,  24  Ark.  346. 

The  rule  of  professional  sanctity  being  for  the  benefit  of  the  client 
who  may  waive  the  objection,  the  heir  of  the  client  is  entitled  to  the 
same  privilege .     Fossler  v.  Sohriber,  38  111.  172. 

A  clergyman,  or  other  minister  of  any  religion,  is  not  allowed  to 
disclose  a  confession  made  to  him,  in  his  professional  character,  in  the 
course  of  discipline  enjoined  by  the  rules  or  practices  of  the  religious 
body  to  which  he  Ijelongs.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  833.  And  a  person  duly 
autliorized  to  practice  physic  or  surgery  is  not  allowed  to  disclose  any 
information  which  he  acquired  in  attending  a  patient  in  a  professional 
capacity,  and  which  was  necessary  to  enable  him  to  act  in  that  capacity. 
Id.,  §834. 
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A  person  who  coesults  a  physician  as  to  the  means  of  procuring  an 
abortion,  and  who  gives  the  name  of  the  female  who  is  pregnant,  does 
it  at  the  risk  of  an  exposure  of  the  information  given,  for  such  com- 
munication is  not  privileged  within  this  statute.  Hewit  v.  Prime,  21 
Wend.  79. 

In  an  action  by  a  physician  to  recover  for  his  professional  services, 
he  may  prove  the  nature  of  the  disease,  and  the  character  of  the  treat- 
ment adopted,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  value  of  the  services 
rendered.  Kendall  v.  Grey,  2  Hilt.  300. 

The  privilege  extends  only  to  physicians  and  surgeons,  and  the  infor- 
mation given  to  enable  them  to  act  or  prescribe  professionally ;  and  it 
does  not  extend  to  communications  which  may  be  made  to  a  person 
who  may  be  in  charge  of  the  office  of  such  physician  in  his  absence, 
when  it  is  not  shown  that  such  communication  was  made  as  the  basis  of  a 
prescription.   lb. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  on  a  life  insurance  policy  a  physician  can- 
not disclose,  as  a  witness,  information  as  to  the  condition  of  the  insured, 
ac(juired  while  attending  upon  him  and  which  was  necessary  to  enable 
him  to  prescribe.  Dilleber  v.  Home  Life  Ins.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.  256 ; 
Edington  v.  Mutual  Life  Ins,  Co.,  67  id.  185. 

The  right  of  objecting  to  the  disclosures  of  such  privileged  communi- 
cations is  not  limited  to  the  patient  and  bis  personal  representatives, 
but  this  right  may  be  exercised  by  an  assignee,  and  his  right  is  not 
affected  by  the  decease  of  the  patient.  lb. 

Admissions  made  to  a  clergyman,  but  not  in  the  course  of  discipline 
of  his  church,  are  not  protected  by  the  statute,  even  when  the  confes- 
sions relate  to  a  criminal  offense.  People  v.  dates,  13  Wend.  312. 

A  conversation,  between  a  person  who  had  been  tried  upon  an  in- 
dictment and  acquitted,  and  one  who  was  his  counsel  at  the  trial,  and 
which  was  had  after  the  relation  of  counsel  and  client  had  ceased,  no 
further  proceedings  being  contemplated,  upon  a  subject  not  connected 
with  that  to  which  the  employment  of  the  witness  as  counsel  related, 
is  not  a  privileged  communication.  Mandeville  v,  Guernsey,  38  Barb. 
225. 

If  the  communication  is  a  privileged  one,  and  it  was  made  by  two 
or  more  clients,  jointly,  to  their  mutual  legal  adviser,  the  seal  of  con- 
fidence connot  be  removed  unless  by  the  consent  of  all  the  clients. 
Whiting  v.  Barney,  38  Barb.  393.  The  consent  of  even  a  majority 
ie  not  sufficient ;  and  one  or  more  of  the  clients  cannot  require  a  disclos- 
we  of  the  communication  as  evidence  against  the  others,  without  their 

consent.  lb. 

78 


618  EVIDENCE. 


ImpeachlDg  credit  of  witnesses. 


§  35.  Impeaching  credit  of  witnesses.  Ther*  are  several  modes 
of  impeaching  witnesses,  each  of  which  will  be  briefly  noticed  in  its 
order.  And  first,  it  may  be  premised  generally,  that  the  credit  of  a 
witness  may  be  impeached  either  by  cross-examination,  or  by  general 
evidence  affecting  his  credit,  or  by  evidence  that  he  has  before  said  or 
done  that  which  is  inconsistent  with  his  evidence  on  the  trial ;  or, 
lastly,  by  contrary  "evidence  as  to  the  facts,  themselves. 

There  are  numerous  matters  as  to  which  a  witness  may  be  cross-ex- 
amined, for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  his  credit.  But  there  are  limits 
beyond  which  a  party  is  not  permitted  to  go  ;  and,  therefore,  on  cross- 
examination,  a  witness  cannot  be  examined  as  to  what  he  has  said  at 
other  times  in  relation  to  a  fact  at  issue  in  the  action,  where  he  has  not 
been  examined  as  to  such  fact  by  the  party  calling  him  ;  and  the  mat- 
ters inquired  about  are  not  such  as  could  legally  affect  his  credibility. 
£earss  v.  Copley,  10  IST.  Y.  93. 

In  cross-examining  a  witness,  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  his  credit, 
courts  are  usually  quite  liberal  toward  the  cross-examining  counsel. 
But  where  the  sole  object  of  the  cross-examination  is  the  impeachment 
of  the  witness,  and  the  matters  inquired  about  are  collateral  and  not 
pertinent  to  the  matters  in  issue,  the  extent  to  which  such  cross-exam- 
ination shall  extend  is  entirely  discretionary  with  the  court.  Allen  v. 
JBodine,  6  Barb.  383;  LaBeau  v.  People,  34  N.  T.  223;  Real  v. 
People,  42  id.  270.  And  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  inter- 
pose and  protect  a  witness  against  any  inquiries  not  relevant  to  the 
issues  to  be  tried,  and  having  no  object  in  view  but  the  impeachment 
of  the  witness.  Varona  v.  Sooarras,  8  Abb.  302 ;  Great  W.  Turn- 
pike Go.  V.  Loomis,  32  N.  Y.  127. 

And  the  rule  is  conclusively  settled,  that  a  witness  cannot  be  cross- 
examined  as  to  any  fact  or  matter  which  is  collateral  or  irrelevant  to 
the  issue,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  him  by  other  evi- 
dence, if  he  should  deny  it,  with  intent  thereby  to  discredit  his  testi- 
mony. Plato  V.  Reynolds,  27  N.  Y.  586  ;  Qandolfo  v.  Appleton,  40 
id.  533 ;  Nation  v.  People,  6  Park.  Cr.  258  ;  Ealer  v.  Builders'  Mut. 
Fi/re  Ins.  Co.,  120  Mass.  333  ;  Carpenter  v.  Ward,  30  N.  Y.  243.  Such 
cross-examination  would  be  idle,  for  if  the  witness  should  answer  in  the 
negative,  the  court  would  not  permit  the  cross-examining  counsel  to 
contradict  the  witness.  Stokes  v.  People,  53  N.  Y.  164 ;  Lawrence  v. 
Barker,  5  "Wend.  301 ;  Howard  v.  City  Fi/re  Ins.  Co.,  4  Denio,  502 ; 
Hester  v.  Commonwealth,  85  Penn.  St.  139 ;  Henderson  v.  State,  1 
Texas  App.  432 ;  Bavis  v.  Roly,  64  Me.  427 ;  Iron  Mowntam  Bank 
v.  Murdock,  62  Mo.  70. 
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It  is  also  perfectly  well  settled  that  the  credit  of  a  witness  can  be  im- 
peached by  evidence  as  to  general  character  only,  and  not  by  evidence 
as  to  particular  facts  not  relevant  to  the  issue,  for  this  would  cause  the 
inquiry,  whicli  ought  to  be  simple  and  confined  to  the  matters  in  issue, 
to  branch  out  into  an  indefinite  number  of  issues.  Newcomb  v.  Gris- 
wold,  24  IST.  Y.  298;  Corning  x.  Corning,  6  id.  97;  Jackson  v.  Lewis, 
13  Johns.  504 ;  McDonald  v.  Ga/rrison,  2  Hilt.  610  ;  JBoon  v.  Weath- 
erkead,  23  Texas,  675 ;  Qrahiyree  v.  Kill,  21  111.  180 ;  Dimick  v. 
Downs,  82  id.  570 ;  Moreland  v.  Lawrence,  23  Minn.  84 ;  Leverich  v. 
Frank,  7  Oregon,  212. 

The  characters,  not  only  of  the  witnesses  in  the  principal  cause,  but 
of  every  one  of  the  impeaching  collateral  witnesses,  might  be  impeached 
by  separate  charges,  and  loaded  with  such  an  accumulated  burden  of 
collateral  proof,  that  the  administration  of  justice  would  become  im- 
practicable. '  Besides  this,  no  man  could  come  prepared  to  defend  him- 
self against  charges  which  might  thus  be  brought  against  him,  without 
previous  notice;  and  though  every  man  may  be  supposed  to  be  capable 
of  defending  his  general  character,  he  cannot  be  prepared  to  defend 
himself  against  particular  charges  of  which  he  has  had  no  previous  notice. 
But  it  must  not  be  forgotten  that,  under  the  Code,  the  fact  that  a 
witness  has  been  convicted  of  a  crime  or  misdemeanor  may  be  shown 
for  the  purpose  of  affecting  the  weight  of  his  testimony  either  by  the 
record  or  by  his  cross-examination  ;  and  that  the  cross-examining  party 
is  not  concluded  by  the  answers  of  the  witness  on  this  question.  Code 
of  Civil  Pro.,  §  832. 

Before  one  witness  is  permitted  to  speak  of  the  general  character  of 
another,  it  must  be  proved  that  the  former  has  had  a  proper  knowledge 
of  that  character. 

In  one  case,  Curtis  v.  Fay,  37  Barb.  64,  69,  70,  the  plaintiff  called 
a  witness  named  Pritchard  to  speak  as  to  the  character  of  a  witness 
named  Jones.  Pritchard  did  not,  of  himself,  know  any  thing  about 
Jones'  reputation.  All  he  could  testify  on  the  subject  of  his  reputation 
was  what  some  person  at  Genoa,  whom  he  did  not  know,  told  him  it 
was.  This  was  held  to  be  insufficient,  and  the  court  said  :  "  An  im- 
peaching or  sustaining  witness  is  not  to  speak  of  the  reputation  unless 
he  knows  it,  and  such  knowledge  must  be  founded  upon  an  acquaintance 
and  intercourse  with  the  neighbors  and  acquaintances  of  the  individual 
whose  character  is  in  question,  and  that  intercourse  must  be  of  some 
length  of  time  —  sufficient,  at  least,  to  enable  him  to  gather  the  general 
estimation  in  which  he  is  held  in  the  community  where  he  resides." 

The  character  of  a  witness  may  be  impeached  by  persons  in  whose 
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neighborhood  the  attacked  witness  had  resided  until  within  four  year& 
prior  to  the  trial,  notwithstanding  such  witness  had  then  removed  to  a 
place  fourteen  miles  distant  from  that  neighborhood,  where  he  had  since 
resided,  and  the  impeaching  witness  did  not  know  the  character  borne 
by  the  attacked  witness  at  the  latter  place.  Sleeper  v.  Van  Middle- 
worth,  4  Denio,  431.  But  when  the  acquaintance  with  the  witness  is 
limited,  and  its  existence  was  at  a  remote  period,  a  different  rule  pre- 
vails. See  Keaior  v..  People,  32  Mich.  484 ;  Teese  v.  Hun,tmgdon, 
23  How.  (U.  S.)  2. 

It  has  been  held  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  that  to  impeach  a  witness' 
testimony  as  to  his  character  eight  or  ten  years  previous  to  the  trial 
is  competent,  though  there  has  been  no  knowledge  of  his  character  by 
the  impeaching  witness  since  that  time  ;  and  that  the  presumption  of 
the  contimied  bad  character,  thus  raised,  must  be  met  by  testimony 
tending  to  establish  the  fact  of  a  change  of  character.  Graham  v. 
Chrystal,  2  Keyes,  21 ;  S.  C,  2  Abb.  App.  Dec.  263.  See  Dolliner  t. 
Lintz,  84  IST.  T.  669 ;  Willard  v.  Goodnough,  30  Vt.  397 ;  People  v. 
Haynes,  55  Barb.  450 ;  Bueker  v.  Beaty,  3  Ind.  70  ;  Rogers  v.  Lewis, 
19  id.  405;  Arnold  y.  Cohb,  21  id.  492. 

The  law  does  not  presume  that  a  person  of  mature  age,  whose  general 
character  has  been  notoriously  bad  up  to  within  a  period  of  five  years,  has 
so  reformed  as  to  have  acquired  an  unimpeachable  reputation  since  that 
time.  Reformation  may  be  shown  in  answer  to  the  attack,  but  the 
law  will  not  presume  it  in  advance.  Raihbvm,  v.  Ross,  46  Barb.  127. 
A  party  who  desires  to  impeach  the  general  character  of  his  adversary's 
witness  may  prove  his  general  character  five  years  preyious  to  the  trial, 
although  the  witness  sought  to  be  impeached  had  resided  at  a  fixed 
residence  for  the  last  three  or  four  years,  at  a  place  different  from  that 
of  the  impeaching  witness ;  and  if  such  evidence  is  excluded,  it  will  be 
error.  lb. 

In  one  case,  Wilmot  v.  Richardson,  6  Duer,  328,  340,  the  character 
of  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  thorougly  impeached. 
A  supporting  witness  was  then  called,  who  had  seen  the  impeached 
witness  for  some  six  months,  at  a  period  twelve  years  before  the  trial,, 
and  who  had  not  seen  the  impeached  witness  since  then  until  within 
six  months  of  the  time  of  the  trial ;  and  he  further  testified  that  he  had 
never  heard  the  other  witness  spoken  of  one  way  or  the  other.  The 
court  below  permitted  him  to  testify  as  to  the  character  of  the  impeached 
witness,  which  was  held  to  be  wrong,  and  the  court  said :  "  This  de- 
cision cannot  be  sustained,  unless  it  be  a  sound  rule  that  a  witness 
whose  character  is  impeached  may  counteract  the  effect  of  the  impeach- 
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ing  evidence  by  proof  that,  in  the  opinion  of  others  who  have  but  a 
slight  acquaintance  with  him,  and  never  heard  hitn  apoken  of  one  way 
or  the  other,  and  who  know  nothing  of  his  general  character,  he  is  a 
credible  witness.  I  presume  no  one  holds  the  opinion  that  a  witness 
can  be  impeached  by  the  testimony  of  persons  who  really  know  noth- 
ing of  his  general  character,  and  never  heard  him  spoken  of,  that  they 
■do  not  consider  him  a  credible  witness.  If  such  evidence  is  incom- 
petent for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  a  witness,  I  think  it  is  equally  so 
to  sustain  one  who  has  been  effectually  impeached." 

But  where  a  witness  called  to  sustain  the  character  of  an  impeached 
witness  testifies  that  he  does  not  know  the  general  character  of  such 
witness  for  truth  and  veracity,  but  gives  evidence  importing  an  ac- 
quaintance with  his  associates  and  a  knowledge  of  his  character,  and 
testifies  that  he  has  heard  his  character  questioned,  it  is  competent  for 
him  to  testify  that  he  would  believe  the  witness  imder  oath.  Adams 
Y.  Greenwich  Ins.  Co.,  70  N.  Y.  166  ;  People  v.  Davis,  21  Wend.  309. 

It  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  determine  whether  the 
time  to  which  the  question  put  to  the  impeaching  witness  relates  is  so 
remote  as  to  make  the  answer  immaterial  and  inadmissible.  Teese  v. 
Huntingdon,  23  How.  (U.  S.)  2 ;  Snow  v.  Grace,  29  Ark.  131. 

A  witness  who  has  never  heard  about  the  character  of  another  wit- 
ness until  after  the  controversy  arose  is  nevertheless  competent  to 
state  what  he  knows  about  it.  MasJe  v.  State,  36  Miss.  77. 

A  witness  is  not  incompetent  as  an  impeaching  witness  merely  be  - 
cause  he  has  not  heard  the  character  of  the  witness  sought  to  be  im- 
peached canvassed,  if  he  knows  the  character  of  such  witness.  Qhilds 
V.  State,  55  Ala.  28.  'But  it  would  be  otherwise  if  the  witness  only 
knows  the  individual  and  does  not  know  his  character.  Hoadley  v. 
State,  55  Ala.  31. 

The  proper  inquiry  as  to  the  character  of  the  witness  must  be  as  to 
his  general  reputation  where  he  is  best  known.  It  is  not  enough  that 
the  impeaching  or  the  sustaining  witnesses  can  state  what  "  others  say," 
for  those  others  may  be  few  in  number,  and  their  acquaintance  with 
the  witness  may  be  extremely  limited.  ^  Ordinarily,  the  impeaching  or 
sustaining  witness  ought  to  come  from  the  neighborhood  of  the  person 
whose  character  is  in  qiiestion. 

A  person  is  not  permitted  to  manufacture  evidence  for  the  purpose 
of  impeaching  witnesses.  And  where  a  person  went  a  distance  to  a 
strange  place,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  character  of  a  wit- 
ness and  for  the  purpose  of  subpoenaing  impeaching  witnesses  against 
him,  he  was  not  permitted  to  testify  as  to  the  result  of  his  inquiries, 
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nor  to  give  his  views  as  to  the  character  of  the  witness  whose   credit 
was  in  question.     Douglass  v.  Tousey,  2  Wend.  352 

In  the  impeachment  of  witnesses,  it  is  general  character  alone 
that  is  in  question ;  and,  therefore,  specific  acts  of  immorality  on 
the  part  of  a  witness  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  to  impair  his 
credibihty.  Corning  v.  Corning,  6  N.  Y.  97 ;  Varona  v.  So- 
carras,  8  Abb.  302 ;  Qreaton  v.  Smith,  1  Daly,  330 ;  Lee  v.  Cliudr 
sey,  2  Keyes,  543  ;  LaBeau  v.  People,  34  N.  T.  223  ;  Wehrhamp  v. 
WilUtt,  1  Keyes,  250;  S.  C,  4  Abb.  Ct.  A  pp.  Dec.  548;  Mc- 
Donald V.  Garrison,  2  Hilt.  510;  S.  C,  9  Abb.  178;  Boon  v. 
Weatherhead,  23  Texas,  675;  CraUree  v.  Kile,  21  111.  180; 
Dimick  v.  Downs,  82  111.  570  ;  Moreland  v.  Lawrence,  23  Minn.  84 ; 
Leverich  v.  Frank,  6  Oregon,  212  ;  Conley  v.  Meeker,  85  N".  Y.  618 ; 
Bakemam,  v.  Eose,  18  Wend.  146.  As  was  said  in  the  case  last  cited 
you  cannot  inquire  whether  the  witness  has  the  general  reputation  of 
being  a  thief,  prostitute,  murderer,  forger,  adulterer,  gambler,  swindler, 
or  the  like,  although  each  and  every  of  such  oiFenses  to  a  greater  or  less 
degree  impairs  the  moral  character  of  the  witness  and  tends  to  impeach 
his  or  her  veracity.  The  inquiry  must  be  general  in  its  scope  and 
tendency. 

Petit  larceny  is  not  a  felony,  and  a  conviction  for  that  offense 
does  not  destroy  the  competency  of  a  witness,  but  the  record  of 
conviction  may  be  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  the 
credit  of  the  witness.  Carpenter  v.  Nixon,  5  Hill,  260.  Interest 
does  not  render  a  witness  incompetent,  but  it  may  affect  his  credit,  and, 
therefore,  it  may  be  shown  by  a  witness,  on  cross-examination,  that  he 
is  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  that  a  transfer  of  his  interest  to  the 
plaintiff  was  a  mere  sham.  Koyt  v.  Lynch,  2  Sandf.  328.  When  a 
party  to  the  action  is  a  witness,  he  may  be  impeached  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  any  other  witness.    Yarona  v.  ^Socarras,  Abb.  302. 

What  should  be  the  question  put  to  an  impeaching  witness,  both  as 
regards  substance  and  form,  has  often  been  matter  of  grave  discussion. 

It  has  been  held,  that  merely  proving  that  the  general  character  of 
a  witness  is  bad  is  not  enough  to  effectually  impeach  him,  when  the 
impeaching  witness  is  not  asked  whether  he  would  believe  the  other 
witness  on  oath.  Gilbert  v.  Sheldon,  13  Barb.  623.  To  show  general 
bad  character  is  immaterial;  the  party  must  go  further,  and  prove  that 
the  character  of  the  witness  is  bad  as  to  truth  and  veracity,  or  must 
show,  by  the  impeaching  witness,  that  he  would  not  believe  the  other 
on  oath.  lb.  In  the  case  last  cited,  it  was  not  even  shown  that  the 
general  moral  character  of  the  witness  was  bad. 
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But,  in  a  later  case,  it  has  been  held,  that,  after  impeaching  witnesses 
are  shown  to  be  acquainted  with  the  general  moral  character  of  the 
person  whose  credit  is  assailed,  and  they  declare  it  to  be  bad,  the 
question  of  credit  is  then  for  the  jury,  under  proper  comments  from 
the  court,  without  any  inquiry  of  the  discrediting  witnesses  as  to  whether 
they  would  believe  him  under  oath.  Wright  v.  Paige,  36  Barb.  438, 
4*6 ;  S.  C,  3  Keyes,  581. 

In  the  case  just  cited,  the  court  said :  "  In  the  case  at  bar,  a  female 
witness  is  shown  to  be  of  bad  moral  character  — reputed  to  be  dishonest, 
unchaste,  wanting  integrity,  untruthful,  thievish,  and  a  keeper  of  a 
resort  for  vUe  characters  ;  and  the  court  is  asked  to  charge  the  jury 
that  she  stands  before  them,  as  regards  the  question  of  general  impeach- 
ment, a  perfectly  fair  witness ;  in  the  exact  language  of  the  request, 
'  that  the  impeaching  testimony  in  that  behalf  was  of  no  force ; '  and 
for  the  reason  simply  that  the  witnesses  were  not  asked  whether  they 
would  believe  her  under  oath.  The  proposition  is  contrary  to  the  dic- 
tates of  reason  and  propriety  —  simply  absurd."  Per  Bockes,  J.  See 
AUis  V.  Leonard,  68  N.  Y.  288. 

The  almost  invariable  practice,  however,  of  asking  the  impeaching 
witness  whether  he  would  believe  the  other  on  oath  is  not  to  be  disre- 
garded in  practice.  And  a  neglect  or  refusal  to  put  the  question  implies 
a  doubt  whether  the  impeaching  witness  would  declare  against  the 
credit  of  the  witness,  so  far  as  to  swear  that  he  was  not  to  be  believed 
under  oath.  In  these  cases,  "  the  true  object  to  be  effected  is,  to  prove 
the  witness'  general  character  for  truth  to  be  bad.  His  general  char- 
acter, in  other  respects,  is  of  no  consequence.  All  experience  shows 
that  the  general  characters  of  many  men  are  bad,  in  the  common 
acceptation  of  the  word,  while  their  veracity  is  unimpeachable.  Indeed, 
most  men  term  that  man's  general  character  bad,  who  has  some  one 
cardinal  vice,  although  in  other  respects  he  may  be  irreproachable.  In 
short,  I  hold,  that  proof  of  general  bad  character,  as  that  term  is  gene- 
rally understood  and  used  in  society,  does  not,  necessarily  and  legally, 
prove  the  fact  that  the  witness'  character  for  veracity  is  bad ;  and, 
therefore,  I  consider  it  to  be  immaterial  evidence,  where  the  party 
avows  his  intention  to  stop  with  that  question.  AH  the  elementary 
writers,  in  their  formula  of  queries  to  the  impeaching  witness,  indicate, 
most  clearly  and  decidedly,  that  further  questions  must  be  put,  in  order 
to  render  the  impeachment  effectual."  Per  Shanklaitd,  J.,  in  OiTbert 
V.  Sheldon,  13  Barb.  626,  627.  And  it  is  proper  to  remark  here,  that 
where  a  witness  is  sought  to  be  impeached,  on  account  of  his  bad  char- 
acter   and  witnesses  are  called  for  that  purpose,  who  testify  that  they 
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are  acquainted  with  the  general  character  of  the  witness  whose  credit 
is  in  question,  they  may  be  asked  whether  tliey  would  believe  him  on 
oath,  notwithstanding  they  disclaim  all  knowledge  of  the  witness'  char- 
acter for  truth  and  veracity.  Johnson  v.  People,  3  Hill,  178.  See 
Hunt  V.  Scott,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  260. 

Various  methods  of  examining  an  impeaching  witness  have  been 
suggested  by  the  text-books,  some  authorizing  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
general  character  of  the  witness  sought  to  be  impeached,  without  limit- 
ing the  inquiry  as  to  the  character  of  the  witness  for  truth,  and  without 
adding  the  further  question  as  to  whether  the  witness  would  believe 
the  other  under  oath ;  others  limiting  the  question  to  general  reputation 
for  truth ;  others  adding  an  inquiry  as  to  the  moral  character  of  the 
witness  sought  to  be  impeached ;  while  others  again  limit  the  inquiry 
to  the  point  whether  the  impeaching  witness  would  believe  the  other 
under  oath.  On  looking  into  the  reports  it  will  be  found  that  the 
courts  have  first  and  last  given  sanction  to  questions  in  each  and  every 
form  above  suggested.  Nor  are  these  the  only  questions  which  ma)'  be 
asked  of  the  impeaching  witness.  In  addition  to  any  or  all  of  them 
the  witness  may  be  asked  whether  he  would  believe  the  witness  sought 
to  be  impeached  on  oath,  but  in  this  State  at  least  it  is  not  necessary  to 
do  so.    Wright  v.  Paige,  3  Keyes,  581 ;  Allis  v.  Leonard,  58  N.  Y.  388. 

"Where  it  is  sought  to  impeach  a  witness,  on  the  ground  that  he  has 
made  statements,  out  of  court,  which  are  contrary  to  what  he  has  sworn 
on  the  trial,  such  proof  may  be  made  by  any  competent  witness  who 
heard  his  previous  statements.  And,  where  such  previous  statements 
were  made  on  oath  as  a  witness,  any  person  who  was  present  in  court, 
and  heard  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  is  as  competent  to  testify  what 
he  swore  to  as  the  Judge  who  presided  at  the  trial,  or  as  counsel  who 
took  minutes  of  the  evidence.  Grimm  v.  Hamel,  2  Hilt.  431 ;  TooTcer 
V.  Gormer,  id.  71.  Written  notes  or  minutes  of  the  evidence  may 
be  more  reliable,  and  therefore  a  jury  or  court  might  attach  more  credit 
to  them  than  to  a  statement  from  mere  memory,  if  any  conflict  existed 
between  them. 

On  the  subject  of  relevancy,  it  has  been  long  settled,  that  a  witness 
may  be  asked  whether,  on  some  former  occasions,  he  has  not  given  a 
different  and  contradictory  representation  of  the  same  subject. 

If  the  witness  answers  in  the  affirmative,  the  question  and  its  answer 
of  course  affects  his  credit,  whether  the  subject-matter  of  the  answer 
be  relevant  or  irrelevant  to  the  matters  in  issue ;  if  he  answers  in  the 
negative,  and  the  subject  of  the  answer  be  irrelevant  to  the  matters  in 
issue,  the  answer  is  conclusive,  and  evidence  cannot  be  given  to  con- 
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tradict  the  witness ;  but  if  the  subject  of  the  answer  be  relevant  to  the 
matters  in  issue,  then  evidence  may  be  given,  to  show  that  the  witness 
has,  on  a  former  occasion,  given  a  different  representation  of  the 
subject ;  and  the  inquiry  is  made,  in  order  to  lay  a  foundation  for  proof 
of  contradictory  statements.  Carpenter  v.  Ward,  30  N".  Y.  243 ;  Sloan 
V.  New  York  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  45  id.  125  ;  Patchvn  v.  Astor  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.,  18  id.  268 ;  Qandolfo  v.  Appleton,  40  id.  533. 

It  is  competent  to  inquire  of  a  witness  what  he  has  testified  to  on  a 
former  trial  as  to  matters  involved  in  the  trial  then  before  the  court ; 
and  in  case  the  witness  is  unable  to  state  what  he  did  testify,  to  ask 
hypothetically,  if  he  testified  in  a  given  way,  was  that  testimony  true. 
This  the  witness  may  answer  or  not,  as  he  chooses.  If  he  answers  that 
he  does  not  recollect,  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  answer  the  hypotheti- 
cal question.  If  he  answers  that  he  does  not  recollect  how  he  testified, 
but  if  he  did  testify  as  supposed,  it  was  true,  evidence  cannot  then  be 
received  that  he  did  so  testify,  as  proof  of  the  fact,  for  this  would  be 
substituting  evidence  given  on  a  former  trial  for  evidence  in  the  case 
at  bar.  Evidence  of  what  a  witness  testified  to  on  a  former  trial  is 
admissible  only  on  the  question  of  credibility,  and  not  as  proof  of  the 
fact.     McCaie  v.  Brayton,  38  N.  T.  196. 

But  a  witness,  or  a  party  who  is  a  witness,  is  not  bound  to  state  what 
he  swore  to  on  the  former  trial,  since  his  statements  might  be  used 
against  him  in  a  prosecution  for  perjury  if  there  was  a  contradiction 
between  the  two  statements.     Pickard  v.  Collins,  23  Barb.  444. 

Although  it  appears  that  a  witness  has  sworn  diiferently  upon  the 
same  point  on  a  former  occasion,  he  is  not  to  be  pronounced  incompe- 
tent by  the  judge,  and  his  evidence  stricken  out  and  wholly  excluded 
from  consideration,  as  though  he  had  been  convicted  of  a  crime,  ren- 
dering him  incompetent  to  testify  as  a  witness ;  but  his  testimony  must 
remain  in  the  case,  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  connection  with  the 
other  evidence,  under  such  prudential  instructions  as  may  be  given  by 
the  court,  and  subject  to  the  determination  of  the  court  having  a  juris- 
diction to  grant  new  trials  in  cases  of  verdicts  against  evidence.  Dunn 
V.  People,  29  JST.  Y.  523 ;  Warren  v.  Haight,  62  Barb.  490. 

To  entitle  the  examining  cotmsel  to  show  a  discrepancy  between  a 
statement  made  on  a  former  trial  and  that  made  by  the  witness  on  the 
present  trial,  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  his  credibility,  it  must 
appear  that  the  testimony  related  to  a  point  material  to  the  issue  on 
trial  or  to  a  fact  brought  out  on  the  examination  of  the  adverse  counsels 
Carpenter  v.  Ward,  30  N.  Y.  243  l  Henderson  v.  State^  1  Texas  App. 
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A  party  has  the  right,  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  the  testimony 
of  an  adverse  witness,  to  prove  statements  made  by  him  contradicting 
the  testimony  given  after  the  requisite  examination  of  the  witness  in 
regard  to  such  statement,  but  he  cannot  be  cross-examined  upon  a  point 
not  material  to  the  issue,  and  his  testimony  in  respect  thereto  shown 
to  be  untrue  by  other  evidence.  Schell  v.  Plvmib,  55  N.  Y.  592.  See 
a/nte,  p.  563. 

If  a  party  desires  to  discredit  a  witness  by  showing  that  he  has  made 
statements  out  of  court  in  conflict  with  his  evidence  in  court  upon  a 
material  question  in  the  case,  the  examining  counsel  should  first  lay  tlie 
foundation  for  contradiction  by  asking  the  witness  specifically  whether 
he  has  made  such  statements ;  Sloan  v.  Wew  York  Central  R.  R.  Co., 
45  N.  Y.  125 ;  Budlong  v.  Van  Nostrand,  24  Barb.  25 ;  People  v. 
Devine,  44  Cal.  452 ;  Spannhorst  v.  Zink,  46  Mo.  197 ;  and  should  sf> 
frame  his  question  as  to  direct  his  attention  to  the  particular  time, 
place,  subject  or  circumstance  to  which  it  relates.  State  v.  McZaugh- 
Un,  44  Iowa,  82 ;  Gafney  v.  People,  50  N.  Y.  416 ;  Pendleton  v.  Em- 
pire Stone  Dressing  Co.,  19  id.  13 ;  Sprague  v.  Cadwell,  12  Barb.  516 ; 
EUl  V.  Gust,  55  Ind.  45. 

The  witness  sought  to  be  impeached  should  have  an  opportunity  of 
making  explanation  in  order  that  it  may  be  seen  whether  there  is  a 
serious  conflict,  or  only  a  misunderstanding  or  misaapprehension. 
Sloan  V.  New  York  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  45  K  Y.  125;  Gafney  v. 
People,  50  id.  416. 

For  in  every  such  case  there  are  two  questions ;  first,  whether  the  wit- 
ness ever  did  the  act  or  used  the  expressions  alleged ;  secondly,  whether 
his  having  done  so  impeaches  his  credit,  or  is  capable  of  explanation.  It 
would  be  manifestly  unjust  to  receive  the  testimony  of  the  adversary's 
witness  to  prove  the  fact,  without  also  admitting  the  party's  witness 
to  deny ;  and  assuming  the  act  to  have  been  done,  or  the  expression  to 
have  been  used,  it  would  also  be  unjust  to  deny  to  the  party,  or  the 
witness  who  admits  the  act  or  expression,  the  best,  or,  it  may  be,  the 
only  means  of  explanation. 

If  the  witness  admits  the  words,  declarations  or  acts,  proof  on  the 
other  side  becomes  unnecessary,  and  an  opportunity  is  afforded  to  the 
witness  of  giving  such  reasons,  explanations,  or  exculpations  of  his 
conduct,  if  any  there  be,  as  the  circumstances  may  furnish ;  and  thus 
the  whole  matter  is  brought  before  the  court  at  once,  which  is  the  most 
convenient  course. 

If  the  witness  denies  the  words,  declarations  or  acts  imputed  to  him, 
then  the  foundation  having  been  thus  laid  for  contradiction,  the  party 
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seeking  to  discredit,  the  witness  may,  on  reaching  his  part  of  the  case, 
call  witnesses  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  statements  embraced 
in  the  questions  asked  the  adverse  witness  were  in  fact  made  by  him. 
The  usual  and  most  accurate  mode  of  examining  the  contradicting 
witness  is  to  ask  the  precise  questions  put  to  the  principal  witness. 
Otherwise,  hearsay  evidence  not  strictly  contradictory  might  be  in- 
troduced, to  the  injury  of  the  parties,  and  in  violation  of  legal  rules. 
But  this  is  a  matter  to  some  extent  under  the  control  and  discretion 
of  the  court.  Sloan  v~  New  York  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  45  N.  Y.  125. 
See  HotoKkiss  v.  Oermania  Ins.  Co.,  5  Hun,  91. 

If  the  witness  neither  directly  admits  nor  denies  the  act  or  declara- 
tion, as  when  he  merely  says  that  he  does  not  recollect ;  or,  if  he  gives 
any  other  indirect  answer  not  amounting  to  an  admission,  it  is  compe- 
tent for  the  adversary  to  prove  the  affirmative,  for  otherwise  the  witness 
might  in  every  such  case  exclude  evidence  of  what  he  had  said  or  done, 
by  answering  that  he  did  not  remember.  Jones  v.  People,  2  Col.  T.  351 ; 
NuU  V.  Nute,  41  N.  H.  60 ;  Ray  v.  Bell,  24  111.  444 ;  Gregg  v.  Jami- 
son, 55  Penn.  St.  458. 

If  the  witness  declines  to  answer  on  account  of  the  tendency  of  the 
question  to  criminate  him,  the  adverse  party  is  still  at  liberty  to  ad- 
duce the  same  proof.  And  the  possibility  that  the  witness  may  on  that 
ground  decline  to  answer  affords  no  sufficient  reason  for  not  giving  him 
the  opportunity  of  answering  with  a  view  to  explain  the  circumstances 
and  to  exculpate  himself. 

So  strict  is  the  rule  in  relation  to  the  examination  of  a  witness  as  to 
contradictory  statements,  that  a  witness  whose  testimony  has  been 
taken  conditionally  {de  hene  esse),  cannot  be  impeached  on  the  trial,  by 
proving  that  subsequent  to  such  conditional  examination  he  had  made 
statements  inconsistent  with  his  testimony,  or  had  said  that  what  he 
had  sworn  to  was  false.  Before  such  evidence  can  be  given,  the  wit- 
ness mxist  be  interrogated  in  relation  to  it.  Stacy  v.  Graham,  14  N. 
T.  492 ;  8.  C,  3  Duer,  444. 

And  if  a  court  allows  a  witness  to  be  impeached  by  such  a  contra- 
diction before  the  witness  has  been  interrogated,  it  will  be  error,  and 
the  error  will  not  be  cured  by  afterward  recalling  the  witness  and  per- 
mitting him  to  explain  his  testimony.  Sprague  v.  Cadwell,  12  Barb. 
516.  Such  an  explanation  would  not,  or  at  least  might  not,  in  all 
cases,  reinstate  the  witness  to  the  same  standing  with  the  jury,  as  he 
would  have,  in  case  he  had  been  permitted  to  make  the  explanation 
before  being  contradicted.     An  explanation  made  afterward  might  be 
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said  to  be  forced  from  the  witness,  which  otherwise  would  appear  to  be 
frank  and  ingenuous. 

The  reason  of  the  foregoing  rules  apply  as  strongly  to  written  as  to 
oral  statements  made  by  the  witness ;  and  when  his  evidence  is  sought 
to  be  impeached  by  written  statements  alleged  to  have  been  made  by 
him,  the  writing  should  be  first  produced,  so  that  he  may  have  an  oppor- 
tunity for  inspection  and  examination.  But  as  the  writing  is  the  best 
evidence  of  the  statement  made  by  the  witness  therein,  questions  as  to 
the  contents  are  not  ordinarily  admissible.  Gafney  v.  People,  50  H". 
T.  416. 

It  is  sufficient  to  show  the  paper  to  the  witness  or  read  it  to  him,  and 
if  its  genuineness  is  admitted,  the  party  can  introduce  it  in  evidence 
when  he  has  the  case  and  the  right  to  put  in  evidence.  Neither  the 
other  party  nor  the  witness  have  a  legal  right  to  enter  into  any  explana- 
tion of  the  contents  of  the  paper  until  after  it  has  been  introduced  in 
evidence.  The  court  may,  however,  in  its  discretion,  vary  the  order  of 
proof.  Romertze  v.  East  River  Nat.  JBanJc^  49  N.  Y.  577.  See  Clajpp 
V.  Wilson,  5  Denio,  285. 

It  is  only  when  a  witness  has  stated  facts  differently  from  what  he 
swears,  that  he  can  be  contradicted ;  and,  therefore,  it  is  not  competent 
to  show  that  a  witness  has  previously  expressed  an  opinion  contradict- 
ory to  his  present  opinion  or  statement.  Holmes  V.  Anderson,  18 
Barb.  420 ;  Elton  v.  Larhins,  5  Carr.  &  Payne,  385.  This  rule,  how- 
ever, does  not  seem  to  be  without  exceptions.  In  one  case,  Patohin  v. 
Astor  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  13  IST.  Y.  268,  the  question  was,  whether  a 
certain  steamer  was  seaworthy  or  unseaworthy,  on  account  of  an  al- 
leged defect  in  the  fire  jackets,  and  whether  the  vessel  took  fire  from 
this  cause.  A  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  named  Stebbins,  was  on  board 
at  the  time  of  the  fire,  as  chief  engineer,  and  he  was  competent  to  give 
an  opinion  upon  the  subject.  He  testified  that  the  vessel  was  sea- 
worthy, and  his  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  fire  did  not  originate 
from  such  defect.  On  his  cross-examination  he  was  asked  whether  he 
did  not  say  on  the  daj'  of  the  loss,  "  My  G-od  !  is  it  possible  that  so 
many  lives  should  be  lost,  when  $500  expended  on  those  water 
jackets  would  have  saved  the  whole  ;  "  and  he  denied  any  recollection 
of  using  that  expression,  and  stated  that  he  had  no  such  idea.  It  was 
held  that  the  defendant  might  contradict  this  witness,  by  showing  that 
he  made  such  statement,  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  him.  The 
question  put,  for  the  purpose  of  contradiction,  was  in  this  form  :  "  Did 
Stebbins  say,  My  God !  is  it  possible  that  boat  has  burned,  when  $500 
laid  out  on  the  water  jackets  would  have  saved  her  ?  "    And  it  was 
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held  that  the  sUght  discrepancy  between  the  expression  about  which  he 
was  examined  and  the  one  offered  to  be  proved  was  not  material. 

But,  where  a  party  calls  a  witness  and  has  him  sworn  and  examined, 
he  cannot,  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  witness,  give  evidence  to 
show  that  he  has  at  other  times  made  declarations  or  statements  which 
are  contradictory  of  those  sworn  to  on  the  trial.  Thomvson  v.  Blan- 
chard,  4  N.  Y.  303  ;  People  v.  Saffcrd,  5  Denio,  112. 

The  testimony  of  a  witness  as  to  a  matter  of  fact  is  not  affected  by 
proof  that  he  was  a  public  officer  required  by  law  to  make  a  record  of 
the  facts  in  question  ;  and  that  such  record,  as  originally  made  by  him, 
did  not  include  a  statement  contained  in  his  oral  testimony ;  and,  there- 
fore, proof  of  the  alteration  of  the  record  by  a  subsequent  insertion  of 
such  statement  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  his  oral  testimony. 
Mallory  v.  Perkins,  9  Bosw.  572. 

It  is  always  competent  to  show  that  a  witness  is  hostile  to  the  party 
against  whom  he  is  called  ;  that  he  has  threatened  revenge,  or  that  a 
quarrel  exists  between  them.  Newton  v.  Hams,  6  N.  T.  345 ;  Chelton 
V.  State,  4:5  Md.  564.  The  fact  itself  is  all  that  the  law  will  permit  to 
be  shown.  Bcyynton  v.  Boynton,  43  How.  380.  A  jury  would  scrutin- 
ize more  closely  and  doubtingly  the  evidence  of  a  hostile  than  that  of 
an  indifferent  or  a  friendly  -fitness.  Hence  it  is  always  competent  to 
show  the  relations  which  exist  between  the  party  against  as  well  as  the 
one  for  whom  he  was  called.     Starhs  v.  People,  5  Denio,  106,  108. 

A  party  cannot  bring  evidence  to  confirm  the  character  of  a  witness 
before  the  credit  of  that  witness  has  been  impeached,  either  upon  cross- 
examination,  or  by  the  testimony  of  other  witnesses;  but  if  the 
character  of  a  witness  has  been  impeached,  although  upon  cross-exami- 
nation only,  evidence  on  the  other  side  may  be  given  to  support  the 
character  of  the  witness  by  general  evidence  of  good  conduct. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  a  party  will  not  be  permitted  to  give  evidence 
of  his  witness'  good  character  until  it  has  been  attacked  on  the  other 
side,  either  by  the  evidence  of  witnesses  called  for  such  purpose,  or  by 
the  evidence  of  the  witness  on  cross-examination  going  to  impeach  his 
general  character.  People  v.  Gay,  7  N.  Y.  378 ;  Braoy  v.  XMe,  31 
Barb.  273 ;  Frost  v.  McOa/rgar,  29  id.  617  ;  Hannah  v.  MoKelUp,  49 
id.  342;  Adams  v.  Oreenwioh  Ins.  Co.,  70  IST.  Y.  166,  170. 

In  the  case  of  People  v.  Oay,  above  cited,  the  witness  had  stated,  on 
cross-examination,  that  he  had  been  committed  for  trial  upon  a  charge 
of  perjury,  but  this  was  held  not  to  be  a  sufficient  impeachment  to 
authorize  evidence  in  his  behalf  of  general  good  character,   on  the 
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ground  that  it  is  a  legal  presumption  that  the  witness  is  innocent  of 
the  charge  made  against  him. 

Evidence  which  merely  goes  to  show  that  the  account  given  by  a 
witness  is  improbable,  to  show  that  the  facts  were  different  from  the 
account  he  has  given,  or  to  show  that  the  witness  had  made  declarations 
hostile  to  the  party  against  whom  he  was  called,  does  not  amount  to  an 
attack  upon  general  character,  which  will  authorize  the  party  to  call 
witnesses,  to  show  the  general  character  of  the  attacked  witness  to  be 
good.  Sta/rTcs  v.  People,  5  Denio,  106.  And  see  People  v.  Hulse,  3 
Hill,  309  ;  Leonori  v.  Bishop,  4  Duer,  420. 

Where  the  veracity  of  a  witness  is  attacked,  and  he  is  sought  to  be 
impeached  only  by  proof  of  contradictory  statements  made  by  him  on 
other  occasions,  in  respect  to  the  same  matter,  or  by  proof  of  particular 
facts  stated  by  such  witness  against  himself,  on  his  examination,  evi- 
dence of  his  general  good  character,  or  of  good  character  for  truth  and 
veracity,  is  incompetent  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the  witness. 
Frost  V.  McCargar,  29  Barb.  617  j  Webb  y.  State,  29  Ohio  St.  351 ; 
Hcmnah  v.  MoKellip,  49  Barb.  342. 

If  a  witness  is  impeached  by  showing  that  he  has  made  statements 
at  other  times  inconsistent  with  his  testimony  he  may  be  corroborated 
by  proving  other  declarations  in  harmony 'with  it,  whether  they  were 
made  before  or  after  the  impeaching  declarations.  Broohbanh  v.  State, 
55  Ind.  169.  See  also,  A  dams  v.  Germania  Ins.  Co.,  70  K  T.  166, 170 ; 
Sotcitliiss  V.  Oermania  Ins.  Go.,  5  Hun,  91 ;  People  v.  Doyell,  48 
Cal.  85  ;  Dailey  v.  State,  28  Ind.  285.  But  see  Bxitler  v.  Truslow,  55 
Barb.  293 ;  Queener  v.  Morrow,  1  Cold.  (Tenn.)  123 ;  Dudley  v. 
Bolles,  24  Wend.  465  ;  Smith  v.  Stickney,  17  Barb.  489. 

Where  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness  is  conducted  in  a  manner 
which  tends  to  impair  his  credibility,  by  showing  that  a  certain  prose- 
cution was  the  result  of  a  conspiracy  in  which  the  witness  was  con- 
cerned, it  is  competent  for  the  party  to  sustain  his  witness  by  evidence 
corroborating  his  statements  and  vindicating  his  motives.  Lohma.n  v. 
Peo2)le,  1  ]Sr.  Y.  380. 

Evidence  which  is  given  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  the  character 
of  a  witness  should  be  as  to  his  character  for  truth  and  veracity,  and 
not  to  his  honesty.  Gurney  v.  Kenny,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  132.  And  an 
opinion  that  a  witness  is  honest  can  have  little  weight  against  his  own 
testimony  that  he  had  committed  numberless  larcenies.  lb.  And  it 
has  been  held  that  after  the  credit  of  a  witness  has  been  impeached 
by  the  production  of  a  record  of  his  conviction  for  the  crime  of  lar- 
ceny, it  is  not  competent  for  the  party  calling  him  to  give  evidence 
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explanatory  of  the  conviction,  and  in  favor  of  the  innocence  of  the  wit- 
ness, notwithstanding  thp  conviction.  Oardner  v,  jB<wtholomev)^  40 
Barb.  325.  But  in  a  late  case  it  was  held  that  where  a  party  had  testi- 
fied as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  and  the  adverse  party  had  put  in 
evidence  a  record  of  the  conviction  of  the  witness  in  another  State  for 
a  felony,  the  counsel  for  the  party  thus  impeached  should  be  allowed 
to  ask  his  client  whether  he  was  guilty  of  the  offense  for  which  he  was 
convicted,  and  that  to  exclude  such  testimony  was  error.  Sims  v.  Sims, 
75  N.  T.  466. 

Where  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness  tends  to  impeach  his  credi- 
bility, it  is  competent  for  the  party  calling  him  to  sustain  him  by  giv- 
ing in  evidence  letters  of  the  adverse  party  which  tend  to  show  that  the 
witness  is  worthy  of  credit.  Stacey  v.  Graham,  14  N.  Y .  492 ; 
S.  a,  3  Duer,  444. 

"When  an  attempt  is  made  to  impeach  a  witness  by  showing  a  bias, 
on  his  part,  toward  the  party  calling  him,  on  account  of  relationship, 
it  is  competent  for  such  party  to  show  that  he  and  the  witness  are  at 
variance,  and  not  on  good  terms.     Olapp  v.  Wilson,  5  Denio,  285. 

When  the  character  of  a  witness  is  impeached  by  general  evidence, 
the  party  who  called  the  witness  is  at  liberty  to  examine  the  impeach- 
ing witnesses  as  to  the  grounds  of  their  behef.  And  the  impeaching 
witnesses  may  themselves  be  impeached  in  the  same  manner  as  any 
other  witnesses. 

It  would  seem  that  there  is  no  particular  stage  in  the  trial  of  a  cause, 
at  which  a  party  must  produce  his  evidence  to  impeach  the  character  of 
a  witness  for  truth  and  veracity.  Thus,  after  the  plaintiff  has  been 
sworn  as  a  witness  in  chief,  and  the  defendant  has  put  in  his  defense, 
and  the  plaintiff  has  again  testified  in  reply,  the  defendant  may  put  in 
evidence  in  rebuttal,  impeaching  the  character  of  the  plaintiff  for  truth 
and  veracity.     Foster  v.  Newbrough,  58  N.  Y.  481. 

The  effect  of  an  impeachment  on  the  testimony  given  by  the  wit- 
ness will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

§  36.  Impeaching  a  party's  own  witness.  It  is  now  proposed  to 
inquire  whether  a  party  can  be  allowed  to  produce  evidence  for  the 
purpose  of  disproving  or  impeaching  the  testimony  of  his  own  witness, 
although  such  evidence  should  have  the  effect  of  throwing  discredit 
upon  the  witness. 

It  is  clear  that  a  party  is  not  to  be  sacrificed  to  his  witness ;  he  is  not 
represented  by  him,  nor  ought  he  to  be  identified  with  him,  or  bound 
by  all  he  may  say.  On  the  other  hand,  a  party  ought  to  be  placed 
under  such  restrictions  as  may  be  necessary  for  preventing  unfair  or 
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dislionest  practice.  If  a  party  produces  a  witness,  knowing  him,  at  the 
time,  to  be  a  man  of  infamous  character,  and  that  witness,  in  giving  evi- 
dence, disappoints  or  deceives  him,  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  prove 
his  infamy,  for  the  purpose  of  destroying  the  effect  of  his  evidence. 
Knowing  the  infamy  of  his  cliaracter,  he  had  more  reason  to  suspect 
and  disbelieve  than  to  trust  him  ;  nor  has  he  any  just  ground  to  com- 
plain that  his  cause  is  prejudiced  by  false  evidence,  as  he  could  ex- 
pect nothing  less  from  such  a  witness ;  and  he  suffers  not  unjustly  for 
using  a  witness  whom  he  knew  to  be  infamous. 

But,  if  a  party,  not  acting  himself  a  dishonest  part,  is  deceived  by 
his  witness  —  or,  if  a  witness,  professing  himself  a  friend,'  tiirns  out  an 
enemy,  and,  after  promising  proof  of  one  kind,  gives  evidence  directly 
contrary  —  is  the  party  to  be  restrained  from  laying  the  true  state  of 
the  case  before  the  court  ?  The  common  sense  of  mankind  might  be 
expected  to  answer  this  proposition  in  the  negative,  and  to  decide  that 
the  true  state  of  the  case  should  be  made  known.  Further,  if  a  wit- 
ness, whether  from  mistake,  from  ignorance,  or  from  design,  gives 
evidence  unfavorable  to  the  party  who  calls  him,  is  the  party  to  be  re- 
strained from  calling  other  witnesses  to  prove  facts  different  from  those 
which  he  has  represented  ?  All  must  agree  that  such  proof  of  a  differ- 
ent state  of  facts  ought  to  be  allowed. 

But,  in  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  it  is  an  established 
rule  that  a  party  shall  never  be  permitted  to  produce  general  evidence 
to  discredit  his  own  witness  ;  for  that  would  be  to  enable  him  to  de- 
stroy the  witness  if  he  spoke  against  him,  and  to  make  him  a  good 
witness  if  he  spoke  for  him,  with  the  means  in  his  hand  of  destroying 
his  credit  if  he  spoke  against  him.  The  meaning  of  the  rule  is  that  a 
party,  after  producing  a  witness,  cannot  prove  him  to  be  of  such 
general  bad  character  as  would  render  him  unworthy  of  credit. 
Thompson  v.  Blanchard,  4  N.  Y.  303,  311 ;  Williwms  v.  Sargeant, 
46  id.  481 ;  Pollock  v.  Pollock,  Yl  id.  137.  And  see  Orvffim,  v.  Wall, 
32  Ala.  149 ;  Brolley  \.  LapTiam,  13  Gray  (Mass.),  294 ;  Rockwood  v. 
Poundstone,  38  111.  199 ;  Thorn  v.  Moore,  21  Iowa,  285  ;  People  v. 
Sheehan,  49  Barb.  217. 

Nor  can  the  party  producing  a  witness  be  permitted  to  prove  that 
such  witness  has,  at  another  time,  made  declarations  or  statements  con- 
tradictory to  the  statements  to  which  he  testified,  for  the  purpose  of 
affecting  his  credibility  as  a  witness.  Hunt  v.  Fish,  4  Barb.  324; 
Thompson  v.  Blanchard,  4  N.  Y.  303 ;  Coulter  v.  American 
Merchant^    Union  Empress  Co.,  56  id.  585;   People  v.  Safford,  5 
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Denio,  112 ;  Scmchez  v.  People,  20  IST.  Y.  147 ;  Adams  v.  Wheeler, 
97  Mass.  67  ;  Stearns  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  53  Penn.  St.  490. 

"Whatever  may  be  the  rule  of  evidence  elsewhere,  it  is  settled  in  this 
State  that  a  party  may  not  impeach,  either  by  general  evidence  or  by  proof 
of  contradictory  statements  out  of  court,  a  witness  whom  he  has  presented 
to  the  court  as  worthy  of  credit.  He  may  contradict  him  as  to  a  fact 
material  in  the  cause,  although  the  effect  of  that  proof  may  be  to  dis- 
credit him,  but  he  cannot  adduce  such  a  contradiction  when  it  is  only 
material  as  it  bears  upon  his  credibility.  Coulter  v.  American  Mer- 
chants Union  Mepress  Co.,  56  N.  Y.  585  ;  Williams  v.  Sargeant,  46 
id.  481 ;  Hunter  v.  Wetsell,  84  id.  549,  556.  See  Wam^en  v.  Gahriel, 
51  Ala.  235 ;  Whitney  v.  Eastern  R.  R.  Co.,  9  Allen  (Mass.),  364  ; 
Olmstead  v.  Winsted  Bank,  32  Conn.  278  ;  Norwood  v.  Kenfield,  30 
Cal.  393;  RockwoodY.  Poundstone,  38111.  199;  Thorn  Y.Moore,%\ 
Iowa,  285.  For  example,  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
received  by  the  plaintiff  in  attempting  to  avoid  danger  of  being  run  over 
by  an  express  wagon  belonging  to  the  defendant,  which  was  being  rap- 
idly driven  on  the  sidewalk  behind  the  plaintiff,  if  the  plaintiff  calls 
the  driver  as  a  witness  to  prove  his  employment  by  the  defendant,  and 
the  defendant  afterward  calls  the  driver  as  a  witness  to  prove  that  he  did 
not  drive  upon  the  sidewalk,  the  plaintiff  will  be  at  liberty  to  contra- 
dict the  witness  as  to  his  not  having  driven  on  the  sidewalk,  because 
that  fact  is  generally  material  in  the  cause,  but  will  not  be  at  liberty  to 
show-  that  after  the  affair  wa%  over  the  witness  made  a  statement  which 
conceded  that  he  had  driven  on  the  walk,  because  that  statement  does 
not  bear  upon  the  question  whether  he  did  or  did  not  drive  upon  the 
walk,  but  only  upon  the  question  whether  his  testimony  that  he  did 
not  so  drive  was  worthy  of  belief.  Coulter  v.  American  Merchants' 
Union  Express  Co.,  56  N.  Y.  585.  But  where  a  party  calling  a  wit- 
ness is  surprised  by  testimony  contrary  to  his  expectations,  he  may  be 
permitted  to  interrogate  the  witness  in  respect  to  previous  declarations 
made  by  him  inconsistent  with  his  testimony,  for  the  purpose  of  prob- 
ing his  recollection,  and  by  showing  the  witness  that  he  is  mistaken, 
inducing  him  to  correct  his  evidence,  or  by  recalling  to  his  mind  the 
statements  previously  made  drawing  out  an  explanation  of  his  appar- 
;  ent  inconsistency,  and  also  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  circumstances 
'■  which  induced  the  party  to  call  him.  Such  inquiries  will  not  be  ex- 
cluded simply  because  they  may  result  unfavorably  to  the  witness. 
But  when  the  sole  effect  of  an  affirmative  answer  to  a  question  asked 
by  a  party  to  his  own  witness  will  be  to  discredit  the  witness,  it  must 
be  excluded.  Bullard  v.  Pear  sail,  53  IST.  Y.  230. 
80 
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The  declarations  and  admissions  of  a  party  to  the  record,  of  any  fact 
material  to  the  issue,  are  always  competent  evidence  against  him.  Ma/r- 
vin  V.  Richmond,  3  Denio,  58. 

And  a  party  may  prove  the  declarations  of  an  adverse  party,  as  to  a 
fact  material  to  the  issue,  although  such  declarations  are  inconsistent 
with  and  tend  to  contradict  the  testimony  of  a  witness  previously  called 
by  the  party  offering  to  prove  such  declarations.  Williams  v.  Sa/r- 
gernit,  46  N.  T.  481. 

So  while  a  party  cannot  cross-examine  his  own  witness,  and  is  in 
general  bound  by  the  answers  made,  it  is  not  objectionable,  after  the 
witness  has  given  an  ambiguous  answer,  to  inquire  as  to  any  facts  or 
circumstances  tending  to  enable  him  to  recollect  the  fact  sought  to 
be  proved  more  clearly  or  certainly.  0''Hagan  v.  Dillon,  76  N.  Y. 
170. 

And  when  a  witness  by  surprise  gives  evidence  against  the  party 
who  called  him,  that  party  will  not  be  precluded  from  proving  his 
case  by  other  witnesses  ;  for  it  would  be  contrary  to  justice  that  the 
treachery  of  a  witness  should  exclude  a  party  from  establishing  the 
truth  by  the  aid  of  other  testimony.  When  a  party  is  thus  surprised 
by  the  statements  of  his  own  witness,  and  he  calls  other  witnesses  to 
contradict  him  as  to  particular  facts,  it  does  not  follow  from  necessity 
that  the  whole  of  the  evidence  of  the  contradicted  witness  is  to  be  re- 
jected. The  whole  matter  is  a  question  for  the  jury.  Bradley  v. 
Eicardo,  8  Bing.  57.  • 

A  party  is  not  precluded  from  giving  evidence  to  matters  in  issue 
between  the  parties  in  any  case  merely  because  it  contradicts  his  own 
witness.  If  the  testimony  offered  is  material,  and  goes  to  the  very 
facts  in  issue,  it  is  competent,  although  it  should  contradict  every  other 
witness  whom  the  party  has  examined.  The  rule  prohibits  a  contra- 
diction which  is  attempted  for  the  mere  purpose  of  impeachment  of 
the  party's  own  witness,  or  where  the  matter  sought  to  be  contradicted 
is  collateral  only,  and  not  going  to  the  issue.  Parsons  v.  Suydam,  3 
E.  D.  Smith,  276,  282,  283 ;  Pickard  v.  Collins,  23  Barb.  444. 

A  party  calling  a  witness  is  not  bound  by  his  testimony  in  all  its 
parts.  He  may,  if  he  is  able,  satisfy  the  court  or  jury,  from  the  facts 
and  circumstances  stated  by  the  witness  himself,  that  the  witness  is 
mistaken  in  some  of  his  statements  or  conclusions,  while  he  is  correct 
in  the  others.     Keutgen  v.  Parhs,  2  Sandf.  60,  67. 

When  a  witness  is  cross-examined  as  to  collateral  matters,  for  the 
purpose  of  affecting  his  credit,  his  answers  in  relation  to  such  matters 
are  conclusive.    Ante,  564,  618.     But,  when  the  questions  relate  to 
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matters   which   are  material  to   the  issues,  his  answers  are  not  con- 
clusive, even  though  the  evidence  came  out  on  cross-examination,  and  , 
he  may  be  contradicted  by  other  witnesses.     Mills  v.  Carnh/,  1  Bosw.    ' 
160. 

If  either  party  to  an  action  calls  his  adversary  as  a  witness,  he  will  be 
bound  by  the  same  rules  which  apply  to  other  witnesses  ;  and  he  can- 
not impeach  the  general  character  of  such  witness,  nor  show  that  he 
has  made  contradictory  statements.  Pickard  v.  Collins,  23  Barb.  444. 
The  cross-examination  of  a  witness  does  not,  as  a  general  rule,  make 
him  the  witness  of  the  cross-examining  party,  so  as  to  prevent  him  from 
impeaching  the  witness.  And  where  a  witness  for  the  plaintiil  was 
cross-examined  by  the  defendant,  and  the  cross-examination  suspended 
and  then  renewed  after  the  plaintiff  had  rested,  and  he  was  then  re- 
examined by  the  plaintiff,  and  again  cross-examined  by  the  defendant, 
this  was  held  not  to  preclude  the  defendant  from  impeaching  the  gen- 
eral character  of  the  witness,  and  from  showing  that  he  had  made 
contradictory  statements.  Matice  v.  Allen,  33  Barb.  543.  And  see 
People  V.  Moore,  15  Wend,  419.  But,  if  the  cross-examination  re- 
lates to  entirely  new  matter ;  or  if  the  party  entitled  to  cross-examine 
a  witness  calls  him  subsequently  to  prove  new  matter  on  his  own  side, 
it  may  be  that  he  will  so  far  make  the  witness  his  own  as  not  to  be 
permitted  to  impeach  his  general  character.  lb.  See  Oraig  v.  Grant, 
6  Mich.  447 ;  Fairchild  v.  Bascomb,  35  Yt.  398. 

"When,  however,  a  party  is  under  the  necessity  of  calling  a  witness 
for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  formal  proof  which  the  law  in  some 
cases  requires,  he  is  not  precluded  from  impeaching  such  a  witness. 
And,  for  that  reason,  a  party  may  impeach  a  subscribing  witness,  whom 
he  has  been  compelled  to  introduce  as  a  witness.  Dennett  v.  Dow,  5 
Shepley,  19  ;  Shorey  v.  Russey,  32  Me.  579.  And  see  Greenougk  v. 
Secies,  5  J.  Scott  (N.  S.),  807,  note,  and  cases  cited.  But  see  Brown  v. 
Buckley,  1  McOarter  (N.  J.),  294. 

A  party,  after  cross-examining  a  witness  of  the  adverse  party,  may, 
by  permission  of  the  court,  recall  and  question  him  for  the  purpose  of 
impeaching  him,  and  afterward  introduce  other  testimony  to  that  end. 
He  does  not,  by  so  recalling  him,  make  the  witness  his  own.  State 
V.  Jones,  64  Mo.  391. 

The  justice  has  a  discretion  as  to  the  number  of  witnesses  to  be 
called  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  a  witness.  Oreen  v.  Brown,  2 
Barb.  120  ;  Nolton  v.  Moses,  3  id.  31,  35.  A  reasonable  number 
ought  to  be  allowed  on  each  side  ;  and  five  or  six  witnesses  on  each  side 
would  ordinarily  be  a  reasonable  number.  lb.     If  the  circumstances  of 
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the  ease  reqiiire  it,  the  court  will  of  course  allow  the  examination  of  a 
larger  number.  lb. 

§37.  Duty  of  jury  in  weighing  evidence.  A  jury  taken  from  the 
body  of  the  community  may  well  be  presumed  to  be  possessed  of  such 
knowledge  and  experience,  derived  from  their  intercourse  with  society, 
as  will  peculiarly  fit  them  for  the  determination  of  all  disputed  facts 
arising  out  of  the  ordinary  transactions  of  life. 

It  must,  however,  be  recollected,  that  jurors,  unaccustomed  as  they 
usually  are  to  judicial  investigations,  require,  in  complicated  cases,  all 
the  aid  which  can  be  derived  from  the  arguments  of  counsel,  and  from 
the  experience  and  penetration  of  the  court,  to  direct  their  attention  to 
the  essential  points,  and  enable  them  to  arrive  at  a  just  conclusion. 
When  a  jury  is  called,  the  law,  in  its  wisdom,  ultimately  relies  upon 
their  integrity  and  understanding,  but  it,  nevertheless,  anxiously  pre- 
pares the  way  for  a  correct  conclusion,  by  excluding  from  their  con- 
sideration all  such  evidence  as  is  likely  to  embarrass,  mislead,  or  preju- 
dice them  in  the  course  of  their  inquiry.  So  far  the  law  proceeds  by 
certain  and  definite  rules.  Much  yet  remains  to  be  done  of  a  na- 
ture which  cannot  be  defined. 

The  law,  to  use  an  ordinary  phrase,  has  no  scales  wherein  to  weigh 
the  different  degrees  of  probability,  stiU  less  to  ascertain  what  weight 
of  evidence  shall  amount  to  absolute  proof  of  any  disputed  fact.  Its 
business  is  to  define,  to  distinguish,  and  to  apply  legal  consequences  to 
ascertained  facts ;  but  whether  a  fact  is  probable  or  improbable,  true 
or  false,  admits  of  no  legal  definition  or  test.  The  principles  on  which 
the  investigation  or  ascertainment  of  truth  depend  are  fixed  and  in- 
variable, however  the  particular  process  prescribed  by  different  systems 
of  law,  for  the  purpose  of  investigation,  may  vary. 

As  the  power  of  discriminating  between  truth  and  falsehood  depends 
rather  upon  the  exercise  of  an  experienced  and  intelligent  mind  than 
upon  the  application  of  artificial  and  technical  rules,  the  law  has  dele- 
gated this  important  office  to  a  jury  of  the  country,  whenever  either  of 
the  parties  choose  to  call  one.  If  no  jury  is  called,  the  justice  takes 
the  place  of  a  jury,  and  he  is  governed  by  the  same  legal  rules 
which  apply  to  a  jury  trial. 

Although  all  questions  of  pure  fact  belong  peculiarly  to  the  province 
of  a  jury,  who  are  to  be  guided  in  their  decision  by  their  conscien- 
tious judgment  and  belief,  yet  it  is  to  be  recollected  that  in  many  in- 
stances the  effect  of  particular  evidence  is  the  subject  of  legal 
definition  and  cognizance,  as  in  the  case  of  legal  presumptions  result- 
ing in  particular  facts. 
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Juries  are  bound  by  all  the  rules  and  presumptions  of  law,  as  far  as 
they  apply;  they  are  to  confine  themselves  strictly  to  the  matters 
put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings ;  they  are  bound  by  the  admissions  of 
the  parties  upon  the  record,  and  by  all  estoppels  which  in  point  of  law 
conclude  the  parties.  They  are  also  bound  to  give  proper  legal  effect 
to  all  instruments  established  by  competent  evidence,  and  to  notice  all 
matters  which  are  judicially  noticed  by  the  court.  They  are  to  be 
governed  by  the  order  of  proof  which  the  law  prescribes,  and  their 
verdict  must  be  founded  on  the  evidence  adduced  in  the  cause.  It  is 
now  perfectly  settled  that  a  juror  cannot  give  a  verdict  founded  on  his 
own  private  knowledge,  for  it  could  not  be  known,  in  that  case,  whether 
the  verdict  was  according  to  the  evidence,  or  against  it ;  and  besides, 
it  is  very  possible  that  the  private  grounds  of  belief  might  not  amount 
to  legal  evidence.  And  if  such  evidence  were  to  be  privately  given 
by  one  juror  to  the  rest,  it  would  want  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  and  the 
juror  would  not  be  subject  to  cross-examination.  If,  therefore,  a  juror 
knows  any  fact  material  to  the  issues,  he  ought  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness, 
and  he  is  then  liable  to  a  cross-examination  like  other  witnesses ;  and 
if  he  privately  states  such  facts  to  the  other  jurors,  it  will  be  a  good 
ground  for  a  new  trial. 

It  sometimes  happens  that  evidence  is  admitted  for  one  purpose, 
while  it  is  not  competent  evidence  for  another  purpose.  Or  it  is  some- 
times admitted  as  against  one  party,  while  it  is  not  competent  evidence 
against  the  other  parties.  In  aU  such  cases  the  jury  is  bound  to  apply 
the  evidence  so  far  only  as  it  is  legally  applicable. 

Suppose  the  ease  of  an  action  against  two  defendants  for  the  recovery 
of  a  demand  which,  it  is  claimed,  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
If  there  is  evidence  of  a  new  promise,  or  of  a  payment  by  one,  such 
promise  or  payment  is  no  evidence  as  against  the  other.  So,  if  two 
persons  are  tried  together  for  a  criminal  offense,  a  confession  made  by 
one  which  criminates  the  other  is  not  evidence  except  as  against  the 
party  confessing. 

Previous  to  the  remarks  which  will  be  made  on  the  force  and  weight 
of  evidence,  whether  direct  or  circumstantial,  it  is  to  be  observed  that 
the  measure  of  proof  sufficient  to  warrant  the  verdict  of  a  jury  varies 
much,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case. 

Evidence  which  satisfies  the  minds  of  the  jury  of  the  truth  of  the 
fact  in  dispute,  to  the  entire  exclusion  of  every  reasonable  doubt,  con- 
stitutes full  proof  of  the  fact.  Absolute,  mathematical,  or  metaphysical 
certamty  is  not  essential,  and  in  the  course  of  judicial  investigations 
would  be  usually  unattainable. 
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Even  the  most  direct  evidence  can  produce  nothing  more  than  such 
a  high  degree  of  probability  as  amounts  to  moral  certainty.  From  the 
highest  degree  it  may  decline,  by  an  infinite  number  of  gradations,  until 
it  produces  in  the  mind  nothing  more  than  a  mere  preponderance  of 
assent  in  favor  of  a  particular  fact. 

The  distinction  between  full  proof  and  mere  preponderance  of  evi- 
dence is,  in  its  application,  very  important.  In  all  criminal  cases  what- 
soever, it  is  essential  to  a  verdict  of  condemnation,  that  the  guilt  of 
the  accused  should  be  fully  proved ;  neither  a  mere  preponderance  of 
evidence,  nor  any  weight  of  preponderant  evidence  is  sufficient  for 
the  purpose,  unless  it  generates  full  belief  of  the  fact,  to  the  exclusion 
of  all  reasonable  doubt. 

But,  in  many  cases  of  a  civil  nature,  where  the  right  is  dubious,  and 
the  claims  of  the  contesting  parties  are  supported  by  evidence  nearly 
equipoised,  a  mere  preponderance  of  evidence  on  either  side  may  be 
sufficient  to  turn  the  scale.  But,  even  where  the  contest  is  as  to  civil 
rights  only,  a  mere  preponderance  of  evidence,  such  as  would  induce 
a  jury  to  incline  to  the  one  side  rather  than  to  the  other,  is  frequently 
insufficient.  And  it  is  so  in  all  cases  in  which  it  falls  short  of  fully 
disproving  a  legal  right  once  admitted  or  established,  or  of  rebutting  a 
presumption  of  law. 

One  who  seeks  to  charge  another  with  a  debt  must  do  so  by  full  and 
satisfactory  proof ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  when  a  debt  has  once  been 
established  by  competent  proof,  the  debtor  cannot  discharge  himself 
but  by  full  proof  of  its  satisfaction. 

Again,  where  the  law  raises  a  presumption  in  favor  of  the  fact,  the 
contrary  must  be  fully  proved,  or  at  least  such  facts  must  be  proved  as 
are  sufficient  to  raise  a  contrary  and  stronger  presumption.     . 

Another  distinction  which  requires  notice  is  that  between  prima 
fade  and  conclusive  evidence.  Prima  fade  evidence  is  that  which, 
not  being  inconsistent  with  the  falsity  of  the  hypothesis,  nevertheless 
raises  such  a  degree  of  probability  in  its  favor,  that  it  must  prevail, 
if  it  is  accredited  by  the  jury,  unless  it  is  rebutted  or  the  con- 
trary proved. 

Conclusime  evidence,  on  the  other  hand,  is  that  which  excludes,  or  at 
least  tends  to  exclude,  the  possibility  of  the  truth  of  any  other  hypothesis 
than  the  one  attempted  to  be  established.  All  evidence  is  weak  or 
strong,  by  comparison.  In  civil  actions,  slight  evidence  of  right  or 
title  is  sufficient,  as  against  a  stranger  who  possesses  no  color  of  title. 
Thus,  the  mere  possession  of  goods  by  one  who  has  found  them  is 
evidence  of  property,  as  against  a  wrong-doer,  in  an  action  for  their 
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conversion,  and  so  tiie  mere  occupation  of  land,  however  recent,  will 
enable  the  occupier  to  maintain  trespass  against  a  stranger. 

The  evidence  to  be  weighed  by  a  jury,  or  by  a  court  sitting  in  their 
place,  consists  either  in  :  First,  the  direct  testimony  of  witnesses ;  or, 
secondly,  indirect  or  circumstantial  evidence ;  or  thirdly,  in  both,  either 
united  or  opposed  to  each  other.  The  nature  and  force  of  such  evi- 
dence may  be  considered  either  separately  or  in  conflict. 

First,  as  to  the  direct  testimony  of  witnesses.  The  credit  due  to  the 
testimony  of  witnesses  depends  upon  :  1st,  their  integrity  and  honesty  ; 
2d,  their  ability ;  3d,  their  number,  and  the  consistency  of  their  testi- 
mony ;  4th,  the  conformity  of  their  testimony  with  experience ;  and, 
5th,  the  coincidence  of  their  testimony  with  collateral  circumstances. 

1st.  Their  integrity.  A  witness,  to  be  trustworthy,  must  be  both 
wUUng  and  able  to  declare  the  truth.  His  credibility  is  founded,  in 
the  first  instance,  upon  experience  of  human  veracity,  from  which  the 
law  presumes  that  a  disinterested  witness,  who  delivers  his  testimony 
under  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  and  under  the  peril  of  the  temporal  pun- 
ishments due  to  perjury,  will  speak  the  truth. 

A  witness  of  depraved  and  abandoned  character  may  not  be  un- 
worthy of  credit,  where  it  appears  that  there  is  not  the  slightest  mo- 
tive or  inducement  for  misrepresentation ;  for  there  is  a  natural  tend- 
ency to  declare  the  truth,  which  is  never  wholly  eradicated,  even  from 
the  most  vicious  minds  ;  and  the  danger  of  detection,  and  the  risk  of 
temporal  punishment,  may  operate  as  restraints  upon  the  most  unprin- 
cipled, even  where  motives  for  veracity  of  a  higher  character  or  nature 
are  entirely  wanting. 

But  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  it  is  difficult  to  detect  the  motives 
which  may  influence  a  depraved  and  corrupted  mind ;  and  hence  it  is 
for  the  jury  to  consider  whether  the  apparent  want  of  motive  to  de- 
ceive is  sufficient  to  give  credit  to  an  exceptionable  witness,  and  whether 
some  assurance  of  the  actual  absence  of  such  a  motive  is  not  necessary 
to  warrant  them  in  placing  confidence  in  such  a  witness. 

It  frequently  happens  that  a  witness  labors  under  some  influence, 
arising  from  natural  affection,  near  connection,  or  mere  expectation  of 
contingent  benefit  or  evil,  which  may  afford  a  strong  temptation  to 
perjury.  In  these,  as  in  so  many  other  cases,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  es- 
timate the  degree  of  influence  by  which  the  testimony  of  a  witness  is 
likely  to  be  corrupted,  and  to  determine  whether,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, he  is  the  witness  of  truth. 

In  arriving  at  this  conclusion,  a  consideration  of  the  demeaiior  of 
the  witness  upon  the  trial,  and  of  the  manner  of  giving  his  evidence, 
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both  in  chief  and  upon  cross-examination,  is  oftentimes  not  less  mai 
terial  than  the  testimony  itself.  An  over-forward  and  hasty  zeal,  on 
the  part  of  the  witness,  in  giving  testimony  which  will  benefit  the 
party  whose  witness  he  is ;  his  exaggerations  of  circumstances ;  his  re- 
luctance in  giving  adverse  evidence  ;  his  slowness  in  answering  ;  his 
evasive  replies  ;  his  affectation  of  not  hearing  or  not  understanding  the 
question,  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  time  to  consider  the  effect  of  his 
answer ;  precipitancy  in  answering,  without  waiting  to  hear  or  to  un- 
derstand the  nature  of  the  question  ;  his  inability  to  detail  any  circum- 
stances wherein,  if  his  testimony  were  untrue,  he  would  be  open  to 
contradiction ;  of  his  forwardness  in  minutely  detailing  those  where  he 
knows  contradiction  to  be  impossible ;  an  affectation  of  indifference ; 
are  all,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  obvious  marks  of  insincerity. 

On  the  other  hand,  his  promptness  and  frankness  in  answering 
questions,  without  regard  to  consequences,  and  especially  his  unhesi- 
tating readiness  in  stating  all  the  circumstances  attending  the  transac- 
tion, by  which  he  opens  a  wide  field  for  contradiction  if  his  testimony 
is  false,  are,  as  well  as  numerous  others  of  a  similar  nature,  strong  in- 
ternal indications  of  his  sincerity.  The  means  thus  afforded  by  a  viva 
voce  examination,  of  judging  of  the  credit  due  to  witnesses,  especially 
where  their  statements  are  in  conflict,  are  of  incalculable  advantage  in  the 
investigation  of  truth,  and  they  not  unfrequently  supply  the  only  true 
test  by  which  the  real  character  of  the  witnesses  can  be  appreciated. 

2d.  Their  ahility.  The  ability  of  a  witness  to  speak  the  truth  must 
of  course  depend  on  the  opportunities  which  he  has  had  of  observing 
the  facts,  the  accuracy  of  his  powers  of  discerning,  and  the  faithful- 
ness of  his  memory  in  retaining  the  facts  once  observed  and  known. 

-Where  a  witness  testifies  to  a  fact,  which  is  wholly  or  partially  the 
result  of  reason  upon  particular  circumstances,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
reasons  of  the  witness  for  drawing  that  conclusion  are  of  the  most  es- 
sential importance,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  his  conclu- 
sion was  a  correct  one,  although  it  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the 
reasons  which  a  witness  gives  for  his  belief  are  those  which  occur  to 
liim  upon  his  examination,  and  are  frequently  different  from  those 
which  actually  produced  his  belief  or  conviction. 

These  observations  apply  with  peculiar  force  to  all  questions  of  skill 
and  science,  and  even  to  many  of  mere  ordinary  fact ;  thus  where  a 
witness  is  called  to  state  that  another  witness  is  not  to  be  believed  upon 
his  oath,  his  grounds  for  arriving  at  that  conclusion  are  of  the  liighest 
importance.  Where,  on  the  other  hand,  a  witness  states  the  impres- 
sion on  his  senses,  by  any  subject-matter  of  frequent  experience,   his 
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reasons  are  of  little  weight ;  for  he  will  frequently  assign  a  bad  reason 
where  his  knowledge  is  certain. 

The  probability  that  the  witness  had  originally  a  clear  perception  of 
the  facts  and  their  circumstances  is  strengthened  and  confirmed  by 
the  consideration,  that  they  were  of  such  a  nature  as  were  likely  to  at- 
tract his  attention. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  diminished  by  the  consideration,  that  the 
transaction  was  remote,  and  such  as  was  not  likely  to  excite  notice  or 
observation.  Such  considerations  operate  strongly  where  detailed  evi- 
dence is  given  of  oral  declarations,  after  the  lapse  of  a  considerable  in- 
terval of  time. 

Of  all  kinds  of  evidence,  that  of  extra-judicial  and  casual  declara- 
tions is  the  weakest  and  most  unsatisfactory.  Such  words  are  often 
spoken  without  serious  intention,  and  they  are  always  liable  to  be 
mistaken  and  misreraembered ;  and  their  meaning  is  liable  to  be  mis- 
represented and  exaggerated. 

The  necessity  for  caution  cannot  be  too  strongly  and  emphatically 
impressed,  where  particular  expressions  are  detailed  in  the  evidence, 
which  were  used  at  a  remote  period  of  time,  or  to  which  the  attention 
of  the  witness  was  not  particularly  called ;  or  where  misconception 
was  likely  to  arise  from  their  situation  and  the  circumstances  under 
which  they  were  placed ;  or  from  the  prejudice  of  the  witness,  especi- 
ally if  his  object  was  to  extract  an  admission  for  the  purposes  of  the 
cause.  Such  evidence  is  fabricated  easily  and  contradicted  with  diffi- 
culty. 

In  cases  of  this  kind,  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  those  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  case  which  are  free  from  suspicion,  are  frequently 
the  safest  and  surest  guides  to  truth.  And  evidence  of  this  kind  is  of 
the  very  weakest  kind  where  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  party  making 
the  admission  knew  his  legal  rights  and  situation. 

3d.  Their  number  and  consistency.  The  testimony  of  a  single  wit- 
ness, where  there  is  no  ground  for  suspecting  either  his  ability  or  his 
integrity,  is  a  sufficient  legal  ground  for  belief.  That  it  is  strong 
enough  to  produce  actual  belief,  every  man's  experience  will  vouch. 

Where  direct  testimony  is  opposed  by  conflicting  evidence,  or  by  ordi- 
nary experience,  or  the  probabilities  of  the  case,  the  consideration  of  the 
number  of  witnesses  becomes  most  material.  It  is  more  improbable 
that  a  number  of  witnesses  should  be  mistaken,  or  that  they  should  have 
conspired  to  commit  a  fraud  by  direct  perjury,  than  that  one  or  a  few 
should  be  mistaken  or  willfully  perjured.  In  the  next  place,  not  only 
must  the  difficulty  of  procuring  a  number  of  false  witnesses  be  greatly 
81 
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increased  in  proportion  to  the  number,  but  the  danger  and  risk  of  de- 
tection must  be  increased  in  a  far  higher  proportion  ;  for  the  points  on 
which  their  false  statements  may  be  compared  with  each  other,  and 
with  ascertained  facts,  must  necessarily  be  greatly  multiplied. 

The  consistency  of  testimony  is  also  a  strong  and  most  important 
test  for  judging  of  the  credibility  of  witnesses. 

Where  several  witnesses  bear  testimony  to  the  same  transaction,  and 
concur  in  their  statement  of  a  series  of  particular  circumstances 
and  the  order  in  which  they  occur,  such  coincidences  exclude  all 
apprehension  of  mere  chance  and  accident,  and  can  be  accounted 
for  only  by  one  or  other  of  two  suppositions  —  either  the  testimony 
is  true,  or  the  coincidences  are  the  result  of  concert  and  conspiracy. 
If,  therefore,  the  independency  of  the  witnesses  be  proved  and 
the  supposition  of  previous  conspiracy  be  disproved  or  rendered 
highly  improbable,  to  the  same  extent  will  the  truth  of  their  testi- 
mony be  established.  So  far  does  this  principle  extend,  that  in 
many  cases,  except  for  the  purpose  of  repelling  suspicion  of  fraud 
and  concert,  the  credit  of  the  witnesses  themselves  for  honesty  and 
veracity  may  become  wholly  immaterial.  "Where  it  is  once  established 
that  the  witnesses  to  a  transaction  are  not  acting  in  concert,  then  al- 
though individually  they  should  be  unworthy  of  credit,  yet  if  the  coin- 
cidences in  their  testimony  are  too  numerous  to  be  attributed  to  mere 
accident,  they  cannot  possibly  be  explained  on  any  other  supposition 
than  that  of  the  truth  of  their  statement. 

The  considerations  which  tend  to  negative  any  suspicion  of  concert 
or  collusion  between  the  witnesses  are  either  extrinsic  of  their  testi- 
mony, siich,  for  instance,  as  relate  to  their  character,  situation,  their 
remoteness  from  each  other,  the  absence  of  previous  intercourse  with 
each  other  or  with  the  parties,  and  of  all  interest  in  the  subject-matter 
of  the  litigation ;  or  they  arise  internally  from  a  minute  and  critical 
examination  and  comparison  of  the  testimony  itself. 

The  nature  of  such  coincidences  is  most  important  as  an  aid  in 
determining  whether  they  are  of  artificial  creation  or  the  natural  result 
of  a  truthful  statement  of  actual  events. 

It  is  here  to  be  observed,  that  partial  variances  in  the  testimony  of 
different  witnesses,  on  minute  and  collateral  points,  although  they  fre- 
quently afford  the  adverse  advocate  or  counsel  a  topic  for  copious  ob- 
servation, are  of  little  importance,  unless  they  are  of  too  prominent 
and  striking  a  nature  to  be  ascribed  to  mere  inadvertence,  inattention 
or  defect  of  memory.  It  has  been  well  remarked  by  a  great  observer, 
that  "  the  usual  character  of  human  testimony  is  substantial  truth  under 
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circumstantial  variety."  It  so  rarely  liappens  that  witnesses  of  the 
same  transaction  perfectly  and  entirely  agree  in  all  points  connected 
■with  it,  that  an  entire  and  complete  coincidence  in  every  particular,  so 
far  from  strengthening  their  credit,  not  unfrequently  engenders  a  sus- 
picion of  practice  and  concert. 

The  real  question  must  always  be,  whether  the  points  of  variance 
and  of  discrepancy  are  .of  so  strong  and  decisive  a  natiire  as  to  render 
it  impossible,  or  at  least  difScult,  to  attribute  them  to  the  ordinary 
sources  of  such  varieties,  inattention,  or  want  of  memory.  It  would, 
theoretically  speaking,  be  improper  to  omit  the  observation,  that  the 
weight  and  force  of  the  united  testimony  of  numbers,  upon  abstract 
mathematical  principles,  increases  in  a  higher  ratio  than  that  of  the 
mere  numbers  of  such  witnesses. 

Such  considerations,  however,  are  of  little  practical  importance. 
The  maxim  of  the  law  is  ponderantur  testes,  non  nuraerantur  y  or,  in 
other  words,  witnesses  are  weighed,  not  counted ;  that  is,  they  are  esti- 
mated by  the  weight  and  value  of  their  testimony,  and  not  by  their 
number. 

No  definite  degrees  of  probability  can,  in  practice,  be  assigned  to  the 
testimony  of  witnesses ;  their  credibility  usually  depends  upon  the 
special  circumstances  attending  each  particular  case,  upon  their  connect 
tion  with  the  parties  and  the  subject-matter  of  litigation,  tlieir  previous 
characters,  the  manner  of  delivering  their  evidence,  and  many  other 
circumstances  by  a  careful  consideration  of  which  the  value  of  their 
testimony  is  usually  so  well  ascertained  as  to  leave  no  room  for  mere 
numerical  comparison. 

itli.  The  canformityi  of  their  testimony  with  experience.  As 
one  principal  ground  of  faith  in  human  testimony  is  experience,  it 
necessarily  follows  that  such  ^testimony  is  strengthened  or  weakened 
by  its  conformity  or  its  inconsistency  with  ow  previous  knowledge  and 
experi^ence.  A  man  easily  credits  a  witness  who  states  that  to  have 
happened  which  he  himself  has  known  to  happen  under  similar  circum- 
stances ;  and  he  may  still  believe,,  although  he  shoiild  not  have  had 
actual  experience  of  similar  facts;  but  where  that  is  asserted  which  is 
not  only  unsupported  by  common  experience,  but,  contrary  to  it,  belief 
is  slow  and  difficult.  Mr.  Locke  gives  an  amusing  instan.ce :.  "  The 
Dutch,  embassador  told  the  king  of  Siam  that  in  his  country  the  water 
was  so  hard  in  cold  weather  that  it  would  bear  an  elephant  if  he  were 
there."  The  king  replied :  "  Hitherto  I  have  believed  the  strange 
things  you  told  me,  because  I  looked  upon  you  as  a  sober,  fair  man,  but 
now  I  am  sure  you  lie." 
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In  ordinary  cases,  if  a  witness  were  to  state  that  which  was  incon- 
sistent with  the  known  course  of  nature,  or  even  with  the  operation 
of  the  common  principles  by  which  the  conduct  of  mankind  is  usually 
governed,  he  would  probably  be  disbelieved  ;  for  it  might  be  more  prob- 
able in  the  particular  instance,  that  the  witness  was  mistaken,  or  meant 
to  deceive,  than  that  such  an  anomaly  had  really  occurred.  But  although 
the  improbability  of  testimony,  with  reference  to  experience,  affords  a 
just  and  rational  ground  for  doubt,  the  very  illustration  cited  by  Locke 
shows  that  mere  improbability  is  by  no  means  a  certain  test  for  trying 
the  credibility  of  testimony,  without  regard  to  the  number,  consistency, 
character,  independence,  and  situation  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  col- 
lateral circumstances  which  tend  to  confirm  their  statement. 

In  ordinary  cases  where  a  witness  stands  wholly  unimpeached  by  any 
extrinsic  circumstances,  credit  ought  to  be  given  to  his  testimony, 
unless  it  is  so  grossly  improbable  as  to  satisfy  the  jury  that  he  is  not  to 
be  trusted. 

5th.  Conformity  with  collateral  circumstances.  Direct  testimony 
is  not  only  capable  of  being  strengthened  or  weakened,  to  an  indefinite 
extent,  by  its  conformity,  on  the  one  hand,  or  its  inconsistency  on  the 
other,  with  circumstances  which  are  collateral  to  the  disputed  fact,  or 
the  main  fact  in  question  in  the  case.  The  value  of  these  collateral 
circumstances,  as  evidence,  is  determined  by  the  rules  applicable  to 
circumstantial  evidence.  Any  evidence  which  is  not  direct  and  positive 
is  of  this  class. 

An  inference  or  conchision  from  circumstantial  or  presumptive  evi- 
dence may  be  either  the  pure  result  of  previous  experience  of  the 
ordinary  or  the  necessary  connection  between  the  known  or  admitted 
facts  and  the  fact  inferred ;  or,  of  both  reason  and  experience  con- 
jointly. And  hence  such  an  inference  or  conclusion  differs  from 
presumption,  although  the  latter  term  has  sometimes,  yet  not  with 
strict  propriety,  been  used  in  the  same  extended  sense ;  for  a  presump- 
tion, in  strictness,  is  an  inference  as  to  the  existence  of  one  fact,  from 
a  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  some  other  fact,  made  solely  by  virtue 
of  previous  experience  of  the  ordinary  connection  between  the  known 
and  the  inferred  facts,  and  independently  of  any  process  of  reason  in 
the  particular  instance. 

By  circumstantial  or  presumptive  proof  is  meant  that  measure  and 
degree  of  circumstantial  evidence  which  is  sitfficient  to  produce  convic- 
tion in  the  minds  of  the  jury  of  the  fact  in  question. 

To  the  validity  of  every  such  proof,  it  is  essential,  first,  that  a  basis 
of  facts  be  established  by  sufficient  evidence  ;  and,  in  the  next  place. 
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that  the  proper  conclusion  should  be  deduced  by  the  aid  of  reason  and 
experience  from  those  facts  and  circumstances  so  established.  The 
force  and  tendency  of  circumstantial  evidence  to  produce  conviction 
and  belief  depend  upon  a  consideration  of  the  coincidence  of  circum- 
stances with  the  fact  to  be  inferred ;  that  is,  with  the  hypothesis,  and 
the  adequacy  of  such  coincidences  to  exclude  every  other  hypothesis. 

No  one  fact  or  circumstance  ever  happens  which  does  not  owe  its 
birth  to  a  multitude  of  others,  which  is  not  connected  on  every  side 
by  kindred  facts,  and  which  does  not  tend  to  the  generation  of  a  host 
of  dependent  ones,  wliich  necessarily  coincide  and  agree  in  their 
minutest  bearings  and  relations,  in  perfect  harmony  and  concord,  with- 
out the  slightest  discrepancy  or  disorder. 

It  is  obvious  that  all  facts  and  circumstances  which  have  really  hap- 
pened were  perfectly  consistent  with  each  other,  for  they  did  so  actu- 
ally consist.  It  is,  therefore,  a  necessary  consequence,  that  if  a  number 
of  the  circumstances  which  attended  a  disputed  fact  be  known  and  as- 
,  certained,  and  those  so  coincide  and  agree  with  the  hypothesis  that  the 
disputed  fact  is  true,  that  no  other  hypothesis  can  consist  with  those 
circumstances,  the  truth  of  that  hypothesis  is  necessarily  established. 

And  again,  where  the  known  and  ascertained  facts  so  coincide  and 
agree  with  the  hypothesis  that  the  disputed  fact  is  true,  as'  to  render 
the  truth  of  any  other  hypothesis,  on  the  principles  of  reason  and  ex- 
perience, exceedingly  remote  and  improbable,  and  reasonably,  though 
not  absolutely  and  metaphysically,  impossible,  the  hypothesis  is  estab- 
lished as  morally  true.  It  also  follows,  that  if  any  of  the  established 
circumstances  be  absolutely  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  the  sup- 
posed fact,  the  hypothesis  cannot  be  true,  notwithstanding  the  degree 
and  extent  of  coincidence  in  other  respects ;  for,  if  that  fact  really 
existed,  it  was  necessarily  consistent  with  all  the  circumstances. 

Thus,  in  the  first  place,  it  sometimes  happens  that  the  coincidence 
between  the  known  facts  and  the  hypothesis  is  such  as  absolutely  and 
demonstratively  to  exclude  any  other.  If,  for  instance,  it  were  to  be 
proved  that  A.  entered  a  room  containing  a  watch  and  that  the  watch 
was  gone  on  his  departure,  and  it  were  also  proved  that  no  agent  but 
A.  in  the  interval  had  had  access  to  the  room,  the  proof  that  A.  took  the 
watch  would  be  conclusive  and  complete,  for  the  supposition  that  it 
had  been  removed  by  any  other  agent  would  be  entirely  excluded. 

In  the  next  place,  the  nature  and  degree  of  coincidence  between  the 
circumstances  and  the  hypothesis  may  oftentimes  be  sufficient  to  exclude 
all  reasonable  doubt,  and  thus  generate  full  moral  conviction  and  belief, 
although  it  is  not,  as  in  the  former  case,  of  an  absolute  and  demonstra- 
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tive  nature.  The  probability  of  a  hypothesis  must  always  be  propor- 
tioned to  tlie  nature,  extent  and  number  of  its  coincidences  with  the 
circumstances  proved. 

Connections  and  coincidences  between  circumstances  and  the  hypothe- 
sis which  they  tend  to  prove  are  either  those  of  a  natural  or  mechanical 
nature,  which  are  the  objects  of  sense,  or  they  are  of  a  moral  nature. 
Those  of  the  first  class  may  consist  generally  in  proximity  in  point  of 
time  and  space,  and  all  other  circumstances  which  show  that  the  sup- 
posed agent  had  the  means  and  opportunity  of  doing  the  particular 
act,  and  connect  him  with  it.  As  common  instances,  the  possession 
of  stolen  goods,  in  case  of  burglary,  robbery  or  larceny,  and  stain 
of  blood  upon  the  person,  the  possession  of  deadly  weapons  recently 
used,  marks  of  conflict  and  violence,  in  case  of  homicide,  may  be  cited. 

Circumstances  of  the  above  description,  although  they  may  be  in 
themselves  of  an  imperfect  and  inconclusive  nature,  frequently  derive 
a  conclusive  tendency  from  those  which  are  of  a  moral  kind,  and  which 
depend  upon  a  knowledge  and  experience  of  man  as  a  rational  and 
moral  agent. 

There  are,  in  fact,  no  existing  relations,  natural  or  artificial,  no  occur- 
rences or  incidents  in  the  course  of  nature  or  dealings  of  society,  which 
may  not  constitute  the  materials  of  proof,  and  become  important  links 
in  the  chain  of  evidence.  Experience  points  out  some  laws  of  human 
conduct  almost  as  general  and  constant  in  their  operation  as  the  me- 
chanical laws  of  the  material  world  themselves  are. 

That  a  man  will  consult  his  own  preservation,  and  serve  his  own 
interests  ;  that  he  will  prefer  pleasure  to  pain,  and  gain  to  loss ;  that 
he  will  not  in  a  state  of  sanity  commit  a  crime  or  any  other  act  mani- 
festly tending  to  endanger  his  person  or  property,  without  a  motive ; 
and  conversely,  that  if  he  has  done  such  an  act  he  had  a  motive  for 
doing  it,  are  principles  of  action  and  of  conduct  so  clear  that  they  may 
be  properly  regarded  as  axioms  in  the  theory  of  evidence. 

In  estimating  the  force  of  a  number  of  circumstances  tending  to  the 
proof  of  a  disputed  fact,  it  is  of  essential  importance  to  consider  whether 
they  are  dependent  or  independent.  If  the  facts  A,  B,  C,  and  D,  are 
so  essential  to  the  particular  influences  to  be  derived  from  them,  when 
established,  that  the  failure  in  the  proof  of  any  one  of  them  would 
destroy  the  inference  altogether,  they  are  dependent  facts ;  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  notwithstanding  the  failure  in  proof  of  one  or  more  of 
those  facts,  the  rest  of  them  -would  still  afford  the  same  inference  or 
probability  as  to  the  contested  fact  which  they  did  before,  they  would 
be  properly  termed  independent  facts. 
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The  force  of  a  particular  inference,  drawn  from  a  number  of  depend- 
ent facts,  is  not  augmented,  neither  is  it  diminished,  in  respect  of  the 
number  of  such  independent  facts,  provided  thej  are  established ;  but 
the  probability  that  the  inference  itself  rests  upon  sure  grounds  is,  in 
general,  weakened  by  the  multiplication  of  the  number  of  circum- 
stances essential  to  the  proof;  for  the  greater  the  number  of  circum- 
stances essential  to  the  proof  is,  the  greater  latitude  is  there  for  mis- 
take or  deception- 

On  the  other  hand,  where  each  of  a  number  of  independent  circum- 
stances, or  combinations  of  circumstances,  tends  to  the  same  conclusion, 
the  probability  of  the  truth  of  the  fact  is  necessarily  greatly  increased 
in  proportion  to  the  number  of  those  independent  circumstances. 

Ill  concluding  the  subject  of  circumstantial  evidence,  a  few  of  the 
general  rules  will  be  noticed.  And  these  rules  are  always  essential  in 
the  application  of  circumstantial  proof. 

First.  The  eircuTristances  from  which  the  oonelusion  is  drawn 
must  hefuUy  estoMished.  If  the  basis  be  unsound,  the  superstructure 
cannot  be  secure.  The  party  upon  whom  the  burden  of  proof  rests 
is  bound  to  prove  every  single  circumstance  which  is  essential  to  the 
•conclusion^  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  whole 
issue  had  rested  upon  the  proof  of  each  individual  and  essential  circum- 
stance. Black  V.  State,  1  Texas  App.  368 ;  People  v.  Kennedy,  32 
N.  T.  141 ;  Douglass  v.  Mitchell,  35  Penn.  St.  MO. 

Circumstantial  evidence  consists  in  reasoning  from  facts  which  are 
known  or  proved,  to  establish  such  as  are  conjectured  to  exist ;  but  the 
process  is  fatally  vicious,  if  the  circumstances  from  which  we  seek  to 
deduce  the  conclusion  depends  itself  upon  conjecture.  lb. 

It  is  obvious  that  proof  of  this  nature  is  more  strong  and  cogent 
where  the  circumstances  are  numerous,  and  derived  from  many  different 
and  independent  sources,  than  where  they  are  few,  and  depend  on  the 
credit  and  testimony  of  one  or  two  witnesses.  Where  all  the  circum- 
stances rest  on  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness,  the  evidence  can  never 
be  superior  to  the  lowest  degree  of  direct  evidence,  and  must  frequently 
fall  below  it ;  for,  in  addition  to  the  question,  whether  the  witness  was 
trustworthy,  another  question  would  arise,  that  is,  whether  the  infer- 
ence was  correctly  drawn  from  the  facts  which  he  was  supposed  to  prove. 

A  few  circumstances  may  be  consistent  with  several  solutions  ;  but 
the  whole  context  of  circumstances  can  consist  with  one  hypothesis 
only :  and  the  wider  the  range  of  circumstances  is,  the  more  certain 
will  it  be  that  the  hypothesis  which  consists  with,  and  reoonciles  them 
all,  is  the  true  one. 
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Secondly.  It  is  essential  that  all  the  facts  should  be  consistent  with 
the  hypothesis.  For,  as  all  things  which  have  happened  were  necessa- 
rily congruous  and  consistent,  it  follows  that  if  any  one  established  fact 
is  wholly  irreconcilable  with  the  hypothesis,  the  latter  cannot  be  true. 
Such  an  incongruity  and  inconsistency  is  sufficient  to  negative  the  hy- 
pothesis, even  although  it  coincides  and  agrees  with  all  the  other  facts 
and  circumstances  of  the  case  to  the  minutest  extent.  Undoubtedly 
such  an  intimate  coincidence  in  other  respects  would  suggest  the  neceS- 
eity  of  investigating  the  truth  of  the  incongruous  circumstances  with 
great  caution  ;  yet,  if  the  incongruity  could  not  eventually  be  removed, 
the  hypothesis  would  fall,  although  no  other  could  be  suggested. 

Thirdly.  It  is  essential  that  the  circumsta7ices  shovM  he  of  a  con- 
clusive nat/iire  and  tendency.  Evidence  is  always  indeiinite  and  incon- 
clusive, when  it  raises  no  more  than  a  limited  probability  in  favor  of 
the  fact,  as  compared  with  some  definite  probability  against  it,  whether 
the  precise  proposition  can  or  cannot  be  ascertained.  It  is,  on  the  other 
hand,  of  a  conclusive  nature  and  tendency,  where  the  probability  in 
favor  of  the  hypothesis  exceeds  all  arithmetical  or  definite  limits. 

Such  evidence  is  always  insufficient,  where,  assuming  all  to  be  proved 
which  the  evidence  tends  to  prove,  some  other  hypothesis  may  still  be 
true ;  for  it  is  the  actual  exclusion  of  every  other  hypothesis  which  in- 
vests the  circumstances  with  the  force  of  proof. 

Whenever,  therefore,  the  evidence  leaves  it  indifEerent  which  of  sev- 
eral hypotheses  is  true,  or  merely  establishes  some  finite  probability  in 
favor  of  one  hypothesis  rather  than  another,  such  evidence  cannot 
amount  to  proof,  however  great  the  probability  may  be. 

Fourthly.  It  is  essential  that  the  circumstances  should,  to  a  moral 
certainty,  actually  exclude  every  hypothesis  hut  the  one  proposed  to  he 
proved.  Stephens  v.  People,  4  Park.  396 ;  Williams  v.  State,  41  Tex. 
209  ;  Barnes  v.  State,  id.  342 ;  Jeferds  v.  People,  5  Park.  522 ;  People 
V.  Cunningham,  6  id.  898.  Hence  results  the  rule  in  criminal  cases, 
that  the  coincidence  of  circumstances  to  indicate  guilt,  however  numer- 
ous they  may  be,  avails  nothing  unless  the  corpus  delicti,  the  fact  that 
the  crime  has  been  actually  perpetrated,  be  first  established.  So  long 
as  the  least  doubt  exists  as  to  the  act,  there  can  be  no  certainty  as  to 
the  criminal  agent. 

Hence,  in  charges  of  homicide,  it  is  an  established  rule  that  the 
accused  shall  not  be  convicted  unless  the  death  be  first  distinctly  proved, 
either  by  direct  evidence  of  the  fact,  or  by  an  inspection  of  the  body. 

So  a  prisoner  cannot  be  convicted  of  larceny  in  stealing  the  goods  of 
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a  person  unknown,  unless   the  fact   of  the   larceny  or  robbery  be 
previously  proved. 

Lastly.  Mere  circumstantial  evidence  ought  in  no  case  to  be  relied  on 
when  direct  and  positive' evidence,  which  might  have  been  given,  is  will- 
fully withheld  by  the  prosecutor,  or  the  person  attempting  to  establish  the 
issue  in  his  favor  by  the  introduction  of  evidence.  Where  direct  evi- 
dence is  attainable,  circumstantial  evidence  is  of  a  secondary  nature ; 
and  besides  this,  the  great  excellence  of  indirect  evidence  is  its  freedom 
from  suspicion,  and  no  greater  discredit  can  be  thrown  upon  it  than  by 
the  withholding  of  direct  evidence. 

Weighing  conflicting  evidence.  "Where  the  evidence  is  conflicting, 
the  first  step  in  the  process  of  inquiry  must  naturally  and  obviously  be, 
to  ascertain  whether  the  apparent  inconsistencies  and  incongruities 
which  such  evidence  presents  may  not,  without  violence,  be  reconciled  ; 
and  if  not,  to  what  extent,  and  in  what  particulars,  the  adverse  evi- 
dence is  irreconcilable  ;  and  then,  by  careful  investigation  and  compar- 
ison, to  reject  that  which  is  vicious ;  and  thus,  if  it  is  practicable,  to 
reduce  the  whole  to  testimony  and  circumstances  of  uniform  and  con- 
sistent tendency. 

"Where  the  testimony  of  direct  witnesses  is  found  to  be  irreconcila- 
ble, it  becomes  an  important  duty  to  distinguish  between  the  miscon- 
ceptions of  an  innocent  witness,  which  may  not  affect  his  general  tes- 
timony, and  willful  and  corrupt  misrepresentations,  which  destroy  his 
credit  altogether.  The  presumption  of  reason  as  well  as  of  law,  in 
favor  of  innocence,  will  attribute  a  variance  in  testimony  to  the  former 
rather  than  to  the  latter  origin.  Partial  incongruities  and  discrepan- 
cies in  testimony,  as  to  collateral  points,  are  to  be  expected  ;  and  it  is 
for  a  jury  to  determine  whether  they  are  of  such  a  nature  and  charac- 
ter that  they  may  be,  or  cannot  be,  attributed  to  mistake.  In  estimating 
the  probability  of  mistake  and  error,  and  also  in  deciding  on  which 
side  the  mistake  lies,  much  must  depend  on  the  natural  talents  of  the 
adverse  witnesses,  their  quickness  of  perception,  strength  of  memory, 
their  previous  habits  of  general  attention,  or  of  attention  to  particular 
subject-matters.  A  physician  or  surgeon  would  be  much  more  hkely 
to  observe  particular  symptoms  or  appearances,  in  a  medical  or  surgi- 
cal case,  and  to  form  from  them  correct  conclusions,  than  an  unskillful 
and  inexperienced  person  would  be  likely  to  do.  Much  also  must  de- 
pend upon  a  comparison  of  the  means  and  opportunity  which  the  wit- 
nesses had  for  making  observations  of  the  circumstances  which  were 
likely  to  excite  and  engage  their  attention,  and  of  their  reasons  and 
82 
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motives  for  attending ;  and  here  it  is  to  be  observed  that  there  is  an  im- 
portant distinction  between  positive  and  negative  testimony. 

If  one  witness  were  to  swear  positively  that  he  saw  or  heard  a  fact, 
and  another  were  to  swear  that  he  was  present,  but  did  not  see  or 
hear  it,  and  the  witnesses  were  equally  trustworthy,  the  general  prin- 
ciple would,  in  ordinary  cases,  create  a  preponderance  in  favor  of  the 
affirmative ;  for  it  would  usually  happen  that  a  witness  who  swore 
positively,  minutely  and  circumstantially  to  a  fact  which  was  untrue, 
would  be  guilty  of  perjury :  but  it  would  by  no  means  follow  that  a, 
witness  who  swore  negatively  would  be  perjured,  although  the  affirmar 
tive  were  true ;  because  the  falsity  of  the  testimony  might  arise  from 
inattention,  mistake,  or  defect  of  memory  ;  and,  therefore,  even  inde- 
pendently of  the  usual  presumption  in  favor  of  innocence,  the  proba- 
bility would  be  in  favor  of  the  affirmative. 

When  the  evidence  in  a  case  is  of  both  an  affirmative  and  negative 
character,  the  affirmative  evidence  is  entitled  to  the  greater  weight. 
Frantz  v.  Lenhart,  56  Penn.  St.  365  ;  Pool  v.  Bevers,  30  Ala.  672 ; 
Stitt  V.  Huidekopers,  17  "Wall.  384.  See  McKeever,  v.  W.  T.  G.  (&  E. 
R.  E.  E.  Go.,  88  N.  Y.  667 ;  Gulhcme  v.  JSf.  F.  G.  c&  H.  E.  E.  E. 
Co.,  60  id.  133.  But  it  is  not  true  as  a  matter  of  law  that  negative 
evidence  may  not  be  sufficient,  in  fact,  to  counterbalance  the  positive 
testimony  of  a  single  witness.  Gampbell  v.  Hew  England  Ins.  Co., 
98  Mass.  381.  Where  there  is  no  conflict,  negative  testimony  may 
have  all  the  force  of  positive  evidence.  Eennick  v.  iV.  Y.  C.  E.  E. 
Co.,  36  N.  Y.  132.  An  issue  of  fact  may  be  proved  by  either  affirma- 
tive or  negative  evidence.     Dujfisld  v.  Delancy,  36  111.  258. 

If  two  persons  should  remain  in  the  same  room  for  the  same  period 
of  time,  and  one  of  them  should  swear  that  during  that  time  he  heard 
a  clock  in  the  room  strike  the  hour,  and  the  other  should  swear  that  he 
did  not  hear  the  clock  strike,  it  is  very  possible  that  the  fact  might  be 
true  that  the  clock  did  strike,  and  yet  each  might  swear  truly.  It  is 
not  only  possible  but  it  is  probable  that  the  latter  witness,  though  in 
the  same  room,  through  inattention,  might  be  unconscious  of  the  fact, 
or  being  conscious  of  it  at  the  time,  that  the  recollection  had  after- 
ward faded  or  escaped  from  his  memory.  It  follows,  therefore,  by 
way  of  corollary  to  the  last  proposition,  that  in  such  eases,  unless  the 
contrary  manifestly  appears,  the  presumption  in  favor  of  human 
veracity  operates  to  support  the  affirmative.  See  Chicago  <&  Eock 
Idamd  E.  R.  Co.  v.  SbiM,  19  111.  499. 

And  further,  when,  in  cases  of  conflicting  testimony,  upon  a.  com- 
parison between  the  witnesses  in  respect  of  the  means  and  opportunity 
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which  they  have  had  of  ascsertaining  the  facts  to  which  they  testify,  it 
turns  out  that  the  one  class  has  had  more  competent  and  adequate 
means  of  information  than  the  other  ;  or  that,  under  the  circumstan- 
ces, the  attention  of  the  latter  was  not  so  likely  to  be  fullj^  excited  and 
particularly  directed  to  the  facts,  this  principle  co-operates  with  the 
weight  of  evidence  in  favor  of  the  former,  in  all  cases  where  there  is 
room  for  error  or  mistake.     See  Durham  v.  Holeman,  30  Ga.  619. 

The  application  of  this  principle  supposes  that  the  positive  can  be 
reconciled  with  the  negative  testimony  without  violence  and  constraint. 
Evidence  of  a  negative  nature  may,  under  particular  circumstances, 
not  only  be  equal,  but  superior,  to  positive  evidence.  This  must  al- 
ways depend  upon  the  question,  whether,  under  the  particular  circum- 
stances, the  negative  testimony  can  be  attributed  to  inattention,  error 
or  defect  of  memory.  If,  in  the  instance  already  supposed,  two  per- 
sons were  placed  in  the  room  where  the  clock  was,  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining,  by  their  senses,  whether  it  would  strike  or  not, 
there  would  be  little  room  to  attribute  the  variance  between  their  nega- 
tive testimony  and  the  positive  testimony  of  a  third  witness  to  mistake 
or  inattention,  and  the  real  question  would  be  as  to  the  credit  of  the 
witnesses. 

The  negative  testimony  of  witnesses  familiar  with  a  certain  com- 
modity, and  who  have  long  dealt  in  it,  that  they  never  saw  any  of  a 
specified  brand,  may  be  weighed  against  the  testimony  of  another  wit- 
ness that  he  had  seen  it,  in  determining  the  existence  of  such  a  brand, 
and  whether  it  was  known  in  the  market.  Pollen  v.  Leroy,  10  Bosw. 
38. 

If  a  witness  swears  that  three  persons  had  an  important  conversation 
together,  and  one  of  these  persons  swears  that  no  such  conversation 
ever  took  place,  the  rule  giving  affirmative  testimony  preference  over 
negative  will  not  apply  and  the  jury  must  be  guided  by  other  tests  in 
determining  the  tnith.  Reeves  v.  Poindeoeter,  8  Jones'  L.  (N.  C.)  308. 
It  will  be  seen  from  the  eases  that  no  general  and  universal  rule  can 
be  laid  down,  respecting  the  comparative  value  of  positive  and  nega- 
tive testimony.  Denharn  v.  Holman,  26  Ga.  183.  But  when  positive 
testimony,  on  the  one  side  is  met  by  belief  or  impressions  on  the  other, 
and  there  are  no  means  of  determining  the  truth  other  than  by  the 
testimony  itself,  there  is  in  feet  no  conflict  of  evidence,  and  a  finding 
which  rejects  the  positive  testimony  and  adopts  the  mere  impression  is 
not  only  not  jeoncliisive,  but  is  against  evidence.  Dresser  v.  Yam,  Pelt, 
1  Hilt.  316.  But  it  must  be  remembered  that  circumstances  may  out- 
weigh direct  evidence.     Bowie  v.  Madox,  29  Q&.  286.     An  inherent 
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improbability  in  a  statement  may  deny  all  its  claims  to  belief.  Blank- 
man  V.  Vallejo,  15  Cal.  638 ;  Stilwell  v.  Carpenter,  2  Abb.  N.  C. 
238. 

Where  the  testimony  of  conflicting  witnesses  is  irreconcilable,  and 
cannot  be  attributed  to  incapacity  or  error,  it  frequently  becomes 
a  painful  and  difficult  task  to  decide  to  which  class  credit  is  due.  And 
here  it  is  to  be  observed,  in  the  first  place,  that  all  those  considerations 
which  have  been  applied  as  tests  of  the  credit  and  veracity  of  wit- 
nesses uncontradicted,  are  also  tests  of  credibility  in  cases  of  conflict  in 
their  evidence.  The  first  point  of  comparison  is  their  character  for  in- 
tegrity. 

This  may  either  depend  on  positive  evidence  as  to  their  previous 
situation,  conduct  and  character,  or  may  be  a  matter  of  inference 
and  presumption  from  their  relative  situation  as  to  the  parties  or  the 
subject-matter  of  the  cause,  and  the  various  and  almost  innumerable 
circumstances  by  which  their  testimony  may  be  influenced  or  biased. 
Where  the  testimony  is  equally  balanced  in  all  other  respects,  a  slight 
degree  of  interest  or  connection  may  be  sufficient  to  turn  the  scale.  In 
such  cases,  also,  any  variance  in  the  testimony  of  witness  from  a  former 
statement  relating  to  the  same  transaction,  if  it  is  established  and  not 
explained,  necessarily  tends  to  impeach  either  his  integrity  or  his 
ability. 

All  those  circumstances  which  were  likely  to  influence  and  bias 
a  witness  in  favor  of  the  party  are  of  course  entitled  to  great  considera- 
tion in  weighing  their  credit,  although  they  do  not  exclude  their  testi- 
mony. These  are  of  too  obvious  and  extensive  a  nature  to  require 
enumeration.  Not  only  may  the  stronger  motives  arising  from  the  ties 
of  consanguinity,  affinitJ^  friendship  or  expectation  of  future  gain  cast 
a  doubt  upon  the  credit  of  witnesses  whose  testimony  is  contrasted 
with  that  of  persons  who  stand  wholly  indifferent,  but  so  also  in  cases 
where,  in  other  respects,  the  weight  of  testimony  is  nicely  balanced, 
many  considerations  of  an  inferior  and  weaker  description,  siich  as 
the  interest  which  the  witness  may  possess  in  a  similar  question,  or  the 
bias  and  prejudice  which  may  arise  in  favor  of  a  party  from  connection 
in  the  way  of  trade,  profession  or  membership  of  any  description 
which  would  afford  not  the  slightest  ground  for  questioning  the  credit 
of  an  unimpeached  witness,  may  become  of  essential  importance. 

Such  considerations  become  still  more  important  where  any  suspicion 
arises  from  the  manner  and  demeanor  of  the  witness  in  delivering  his 
testimony.  These,  indeed,  frequently  afford  strong  tests  for  judging 
of  his  sincerity,  although  his  motive  be.  not  apparent. 
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But,  above  all,  where  the  credit  of  conflicting  witnesses  is  doubtful, 
as  far  as  regards  their  number,  their  integrity,  their  means  of  knowl- 
edge, and  the  consistency  and  probability  of  their  testimony,  a  com- 
parison of  their  statements  with  each  other,  and  with  undisputed  or 
established  facts,  is  a  great  test  of  credibility. 

The  relative  consistency  of  testimony  is  a  most  important  test  of 
comparison.  If  a  witness  testifies  to  facts  incohei'ently  or  inconsist- 
ently, that  circumstance  goes  to  the  credibility  of  the  witness ;  and  if 
his  manner  is  very  inconsistent  or  incoherent,  his  testimony  should  be 
received  with  great  caution.     Evans  v.  Lipscourt,  31  Ga.  71. 

In  cases  of  conflicting  testimony,  and  particularly  where  the  subject 
of  litigation  is  remote  in  point  of  time,  or  the  question  depends  upon 
the  terms  of  oral  communications,  the  evidence  of  written  instruments 
or  documents  connected  with  the  transaction  are,  on  account  of  their 
permanency,  of  the  most  obvious  and  essential  importance. 

As  the  depositions  of  dead  or  absent  witnesses  are,  in  point  of  law, 
of  a  secondary  nature  to  be  viva  voce  testimony  of  witnesses  subjected 
to  the  ordeal  of  cross-examination,  so  are  they  inferior  and  weaker  in 
point  of  force  and  effect. 

As  the  credit  due  to  a  witness  is  founded  in  the  first  instance  on 
general  experience  of  human  veracity,  it  follows  that  a  witness  who 
gives  false  testimony  as  to  one  particular  cannot  be  credited  as  to  any, 
according  to  the  legal  maxim,  falsus  in  uno,  falsus  in  omnibus. 
The  presiimption  that  the  witness  will  declare  the  truth  ceases  as  soon 
as  it  manifestly  appears  that  he  is  capable  of  perjury.  Faith  in  a  wit- 
ness' testimony  cannot  be  partial  or  fractional.  Where  any  material 
fact  rests  on  his  testimony,  the  degree  of  credit  due  to  him  must  be 
ascertained,  and  according  to  the  result  his  testimony  is  to  be  credited 
or  rejected. 

Where  a  witness  has  testified  to  matters  which  were  material  to  the 
issues  on  trial,  and  as  to  which  deliberate  false  swearing  would  be  per- 
jury, and  he  is  contradicted  by  other  witnesses,  it  is  not  erroneous  for 
the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  they  are  the  judges  of  the  credibility 
of  the  witnesses,  and  that  if  they  believe  the  witness  has  knowingly 
testified  falsely  in  reference  to  any  fact,  he  is  not  entitled  to  be  be- 
lieved in  reference  to  any  other  fact  testified  to  by  him.  Roth  v. 
Wells,  29  N.  T.  471. 

How  far  the  maxim  falsus  in  vm,o,  falsus  in  omnibus  is  to  be 
relied  upon  as  a  test  in  weighing  evidence,  is  an  open  question.  The 
fact  that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  has  been  shown  to  be  untrue  in 
some  particular  does  not  as  a  matter  of  law  require  that  his  testimony, 
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as  to  other  matters  in  which  he  is  not  contradicted,  shall  be  disre- 
garded, where  it  is  not  clear  that  the  testimony  was  corraptly  given. 
Derring  v.  Metcalf,  74  N.  Y.  501.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  that 
the  maxim  applies  on\.j  to  cases  of  willfully  false  testimony,  Chicago, 
etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Berger,  1  111.  App.  472 ;  The  Santissirtia  Trinidad, 
4  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  338,  339 ;  Wilhins  v.  Earl,  44  N.  Y.  172 ;  OaUam.an 
T.  Shaw,  24  Iowa,  441,  and  does  not  apply  in  cases  of  mere  contra- 
diction. Galliher  v.  People,  82  111.  145 ;  Wilkins  v.  Earl,  44  N.  Y. 
172.  If  the  jury  find  that  the  witness  has  sworn  corruptly  false  in 
one  material  thing,  they  should  pronounce  him  false  in  his  whole  testi- 
mony, and  utterly  disregard  it.  People  v.  Evans,  40  N.  Y.  1.  See 
State  V.  Sehmnwald,  31  Mo.  147,  except  so  far  as  his  testimony  is 
supported  by  corroborating  proof.  Crdbtree  v.  Ha^enhaugh,  25  111. 
233.  But  the  credibility  of  witnesses  is  altogether  a  question  for  the 
jury.  Bowers  v.  People,  74  111.  418 ;  StampofsTci  v.  Steffens,  79  id. 
303 ;  Wallace  v.  State,  28  Ark.  531 ;  Schillaharger  v.  Norftoe,  15 
Kans.  547.  .And  while  the  jury  in  weighing  evidence  should  be  gov- 
erned by  legal  rules,  the  court  cannot  compel  them  to  disregard  the 
evidence  of  any  witness  on  the  ground  that  the  witness  is  wholly  un- 
worthy of  belief,  though  it  may  caution  them  to  weigh,  bis  testimony 
with  care  and  close  scrutiny.     Pease  v.  Smith,  61  S.  Y.  474. 

All  testimony  when  once  admitted  in  the  cause  is  in  general  for  the 
jury  to  consider,  whether  it  be  that  of  an  accomplice  in  crime,  or  of  a 
person  discredited  as  to  his  general  character,  or  not  strictly  regardful 
of  the  truth.  Pease  v.  Smith,  61  N.  Y.  474;  White  v.  McLean,  57 
id.  670 ;  Merritt  v.  Lyon,  3  Barb.  110 ;  Dunn.  v.  People,  29  N.  Y.  523 ; 
Wart'en  v.  Eaighi,  62  Barb.  490.  There  may  be  an  exception  to 
this  rule  where  the  witness  is  shown  to  be  guilty  of  perjury,  though 
not  convicted  of  the  offense.  Pease  v.  Smith,  61  N.  Y.  474, 484.  See 
I>erring  v.  Metcalf,  74  id.  501 ;  Stofer  v.  State,  15  Ohio  St,  47. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  observe  that  this,  the  maxim  falsus  in  imo 
falsfus  m  omnibus,  does  not  extend  to  the  total  rejection  of  a  witness 
whose  misrepresentation  has  resulted  from  mistake  or  infirmity,  and 
not  from  design  ;  but  though  his  honesty  remains  nnim peached,  this  is  a 
consideration  which  necessarily  affects  his  character  for  accuracy.  State 
V.  ElJdns,  63  Mo.  159.  See  KoehucJce  v.  Ross,  16  Abb.  Fr.  (N.  S.) 
345. 

Neither  does  the  principle  apply  to  the  testimiony  given  in  favor  of 
the  adversary.  Sach  evidence  is  rather  to  be  considered  as  truth  re- 
luctantly admitted,  and  divulged  only  because  it  was  not  in  the  power 
of  a  corrupt  witness  to  conceal  it.    Hence  it  is  a  geaeral  principle  that 
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a  jury  may  believe  that  whicli  makes  against  his  point  who  swears, 
although  they  do  not  believe  that  which  m^es  for  it. 

The  presumption  is  abfi&ys  jori?na facie,  and,  in  the  absence  of  cir- 
cumstances which  generate  suspicion,  in  favor  of  the  veracity  of  a  wit- 
ness ;  but,,  where  the  usual  and  general  presumption  is  encountered  by 
an  opposite  one,  it  is  necessary  that  the  credit  of  the  witness  should  be 
established  by  some  collateral  aid  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury. 

From  the  cases  cited  it  will  be  seen  that  the  jury  are  not  bound  to 
disbelieve  an  impeached  witness,  and  upon  the  same  principle  they  are 
not  bound  to  believe  a  witness  who  has  not  been  impeached  by  direct 
testimony,  if  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case  the  testimony  of  the 
witness  seems  to  them  improbable.  Blanhman  v.  Vallejo,  15  Cal.  638  ; 
Stilwell  V.  Carp&tder,  2  Abb.  N.  0.  238.  So,  a  justice  in  the  trial  of  a 
cause  is  authorized  to  disregard  the  testimony  of  a  witness,  if  from  liis 
appearance,  character  and  other  circumstances  he  disbelieves  him. 
Bonohoe  v.  Henry,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  162.  But  it  is  undoubtedly  the 
general  rule  that  where  unimpeached  witnesses  testify  distinctly  and 
positively  to  a  fact  and  are  uncontradicted,  their  testimony  should  be 
credited  and  have  the  effect  of  overcoming  a  mere  presumption.  Ehoood 
V.  Union  Telegraph  Co.,  45  N.  Y.  548 ;  Newton  v.  Pope,  1  Cow.  110  ; 
Lomer  v.  Meeher,  25  N.  T.  361 ;  Conrad  v.   Williams,  6  Hill,  444. 

But  this  rule  is  subject  to  many  qualifications.  There  may  be  such 
a  degree  of  improbability  in  the  statements  themselves  as  to  deprive 
them  of  credit,  however  positively  made ;  the  witnesses  though  unim- 
peached may  have  such  an  interest  in  the  question  at  issue  as  to  affect 
their  credibility ;  and  furthermore  it  is  often  a  difficult  question  to  de- 
cide when  a  witness  is  in  a  legal  sense  uncontradicted.  He  may  be 
contradicted  by  circumstances  as  well  as  by  statements  of  others  con- 
trary to  his  own.  In  such  eases  courts  and  juries  are  not  bound  to  re- 
frain from  exei'cising  their  judgment  and  blindly  adopt  the  statement 
of  the  witness,  for  the  simple  reason  that  no  other  witness  has  denied 
them,  and  that  the  character  of  the  witness  is  not  impeached.  Elwood 
V.  Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.y  45  N.  T.  54&.  See  Kavanah  v. 
Wilson,  70  id.  177. 

A  few  words  more  in  relation  to  the  excuses  which  jurors  sometimes 
offer  for  the  rendering  of  a  verdict  which  is  not  in  accordance  with 
either  law  or  justice,  nor  even  with  fair  preponderance  of  evidence, 
when  that  is  properly  weighed  and  applied. 

What  circumstances  will  amount  to  proof  can  never  be  matter  of 
general  definition.  The  legal  test  is  the  sufficieney  of  the  evidence  to 
satisfy  the  judgment  and  the  conscience  of  the  jury.      Sometimes   evi- 
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dence  is  given  by  a  witness  which  is  so  improbable  as  to  amount  to  a 
moral  certainty  that  it  is  false,  or  at  least  unreliable,  and  yet  ejffect  is 
given  to  it  by  jurors  who  found  their  verdict  upon  it.  In  such  cases 
the  excuse  is  made  by  jurors  that  the  facts  were  sworn  to,  and  they 
could  not  do  otherwise  than  to  act  upon  them.  If  the  jurors  did  not 
credit  the  evidence,  they  had  no  right,  under  their  oath,  to  give  it  any 
such  effect.  It  is  true  that  jurors  cannot  arbitrarily  disregard  the  evi- 
dence in  a  cause  ;  but,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  law  gives  them  a 
large  latitude  in  judging  of  the  credit  of  witnesses,  and  of  the  effect  to 
be  given  to  their  evidence.  If,  on  a  full  and  careful  examination  of 
the  evidence  of  a  witness,  the  jury  are  satisfied  that  it  cannot  be  true, 
they  ought  no't  to  give  effect  to  it  in  rendering  a  verdict. 

There  are  in  many  cases  difficulties  enough  as  to  the  proper  disposi- 
tion of  some  portions  of  the  evidence,  and  the  general  rules  which  have 
been  given  were  intended  to  aid  the  proper  solution  of  the  difficulty. 
No  cases  of  conflicting  evidence  are  more  difficult  of  solution  than 
those  where  facts,  apparently  well  established,  lead  to  opposite  conclu- 
sions. These,  in  some  remarkable  instances,  are  of  such  a  nature  as  to 
leave  the  mind  in  a  state  of  perplexity  after  the  most  patient  and  la- 
borious investigation.  But  it  rarely  happens  where  there  are  such  con- 
flicting probabilities,  so  nicely  balanced,  that  some  rule  of  legal  poHcy 
does  not  intervene  to  turn  the  scale.  And  in  all  such  cases  in  which 
the  evidence  leaves  the  matter  so  doubtful,  the  true  rule  is  to  decide  it 
against  the  party  who  holds  the  affirmative  of  the  issue,  whether  that 
party  be  plaintiff  or  defendant.  Long  v.  Hitohooch,  9  Carr.  &  Payne, 
619  ;  Fox  V.  Decker,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  150  ;  Cotton  v.  Wood,  8  J.  Scott 
(N.  S.),  568. 

Where  there  is  a  general  denial  of  all  the  allegations  in  the  com- 
plaint, the  plaintiff  will  be  required  to  satisfy  the  court  or  jury  that 
there  is  preponderance  of  evidence  in  his  favor,  or  he  will  fail  to  re- 
cover. So,  where  the  defendant  does  not  interpose  a  denial,  or  where 
he  concedes  that  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  is  established,  but  he 
relies  upon  some  affirmative  defense,  such  as  a  set-off,  recoupment, 
tender,  payment  and  the  like,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant 
to  establish  these  issues,  and  if  he  does  not  satisfy  the  court  or-  jury 
that  the  preponderance  of  evidence  is  in  his  favor  on  these  issues,  his 
defense  will  fail. 


PART  VII. 

TRIAL. 

CHAPTER  I. 

PEEPAEATION  FOR  TRIAL. 

Section  1.  Subpoena.  After  an  issue  has  beeni  joined,  and  the  cause 
adjourned  to  a  day  for  trial,  the  next  important  matter  which  requires  at- 
tention is  to  make  a  careful  preparation  for  such  trial.  This  prepai-ation 
relates  to  two  different  subjects.  The  first  is  to  examine  the  law  in  rela- 
tion to  the  action  upon  its  merits,  and  also  as  to  the  admissibility  of  any 
evidence  which  is  not  clearly  admissible  within  the  general  rules  of  evi- 
dence. So,  it  is  also  proper  to  examine  such  legal  questions  as  may  be 
properly  raised  by  the  matters  disclosed  by  answer.  The  duty  of  investi- 
gating all  legal  questions  will,  of  course,  devolve  upon  the  attorney  or 
counsel  who  is  to  try  the  cause.  And  to  a  young  lawyer  nothing  can 
be  of  greater  service  than  to  make  a  full  and  careful  brief  for  the  trial 
of  every  cause  of  any  importance.  No  point  of  law  and  no  class  of 
evidence  need  be  overlooked  in  the  hurry  of  a  trial  if  this  is  properly 
done.  It  is  not  necessary  to  make  a  formal  brief  in  every  case,  but  a 
methodical  and  diligent  examination  of  the  points  of  law,  and  of  the 
details  of  the  evidence  in  a  cause,  are  nearly  indispensable  to  a  certainty 
of  success,  or  to  a  thorough  and  exhaustive  trial  on  the  merits.  It  may 
be  convenient  to  state  those  points,  upon  which  a  brief  should  be  ex- 
plicit. A  brief  usually  consists  of  three  parts :  1st.  An  abstract  of 
the  pleadings ;  2d.  A  statement  of  the  case  ;  and,  3d.  A  statement  of 
the  proofs.  A  more  particular  and  formal  brief  may  contain  an  enu- 
meration of  several  important  matters :  1st.  The  names  of  the  parties, 
their  residence  and  occupation,  the  character  in  which  they  sue  or  de- 
fend, and  the  reason  why  they  prosecute  or  resist  the  action.  2d.  An 
abridgment  of  the  pleadings,  showing  what  facts  are  in  issue,  and  what 
facts  are  admitted.  3d.  A  regular  chronological  and  methodical  state- 
ment of  all  material  facts.  4th.  A  summary  of  the  points  or  ques- 
tions in  issue  and  of  the  proof  which  is  to  support  such  issues,  men- 
tioning specially  the  names  of  the  witnesses  by  whom  the  facts  are  to 
83 
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be  proved,  or,  if  it  is  to  be  established  by  written  evidence,  an  ab- 
stract of  such  evidence.  5th.  Tlie  personal  character  of  the  witnesses 
should  be  mentioned,  whether  the  moral  character  is  good  or  bad, 
whether  they  are  naturally  timid  or  over-zealous,  whether  firm  or 
wavering.  6th.  If  known,  the  evidence  which  will  be  introduced  by 
the  opposite  party  should  be  stated,  and  such  facts  or  witnesses  as  are 
adapted  to  oppose,  rebut,  explain  or  answer  it  by  new  matter,  should 
be  mentioned.  Let  the  facts  be  stated  in  such  a  manner  that  it  will  be 
convenient,  at  any  moment,  to  find  the  desired  information  which  has 
been  noted.  Brevity  is  desirable,  but  when  the  facts  are  material  they 
cannot  be  too  extended.  7th.  A  full  and  careful  statement  of  the  legal 
principles  involved,  with  a  reference  to  the  authorities  which  sustain 
them,  is  always  an  indispensable  part  of  a  lawyer  s  duty  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  cause  for  trial  or  for  argument.  It  is  not  to  be  understood 
that  it  is  recommended  that  a  very  formal  and  particular  brief  should 
be  made  for  the  trial  of  every  action,  since,  in  some  cases,  the  facts 
may  be  few  and  the  legal  rules  undisputed.  But  an  experienced  law- 
yer is  well  aware  of  the  numerous  surprises  which  have  been  in  reserve 
for  him,  in  cases  in  which  it  was  supposed  that  the  matter  was  too 
plain  to  be  doubted.  And,  when  an  inexperienced  practitioner  is  -re- 
quired to  meet  counsel  of  long  experience,  the  propriety  of  a  thorough 
preparation  will  probably  be  fully  appreciated,  even  by  those  who  rely 
quite  confidently  upon  fine  natural  abilities.  And  it  may  be  stated  as 
a  rule,  that  in  the  practice  of  the  law,  thorough  examination  of  the  law, 
and  a  careful  investigation  of  the  evidence  are  indispensable  pre- 
requisites of  professional  success.  Too  many  causes  have  been  tried,  and 
a  just  cause  lost,  or  a  meritorious  defense  has  been  disregarded  for  the 
want  of  due  preparation  for  trial.  And  it  is  not  a  little  annoying  to 
find  that  a  cause  was  lost  in  consequence  of  great  negligence  in  not 
discovering  and  proving  important  facts  which  really  existed,  but  whicli 
a  want  of  proper  attention  has  failed  to  elicit  and  prove  on  the  trial. 
More  has  been  said  upon  this  point,  perhaps,  than  might  be  deemed 
necessary,  but  it  will  be  found,  in  practice,  that  far  too  many  impor- 
tant causes  are  disposed  of  in  such  a  hasty  and  unprepared  manner, 
that  justice  fails  and  innocent  parties  unnecessarily  and  unjustly  suffer 
loss.  Causes  are  occasionally  tried  on  the  return  day  of  the  process, 
but  this  is  so  rarely  the  case  that  no  particular  remarks  need  be  made' 
in  relation  to  the  matter. 

But  when  an  issue  has  been  joined,  and  the  cause  adjourned  for 
trial,  the  first  duty  of  the  parties  is  to  obtain  a  subpoena,  and  then  im- 
mediately subpcena  every  material  witness  wlio  may  be  needed  at  such 
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trial.  And,  so  far  as  it  is  practicable,  the  party  ought  to  acquaint  him- 
self with  the  particulars  of  the  evidence  which  each  witness  will  give. 
An  observance  of  this  rule  wUl  avoid  the  subpoenaing  of  unnecessary 
witnesses,  as  well  as  with  the  too  common  occurrence  of  swearing  a 
witness  before  it  is  known  whether  his  evidence  will  not  aid  the  oppo- 
site side  of  the  case  more  than  that  of  the  party  calling  him.  And  it 
is  quite  too  frequently  the  case  that  a  witness  is  called  and  sworn,  and 
then  examined,  merely  to  end  in  a  disclosure  that  he  knows  nothing 
material  in  relation  to  the  case.  Every  material  witness  ought  to  be 
duly  subpoenaed.  This  course  will  compel  his  attendance,  if  he  is 
unwilling  to  appear  voluntarily.  But  it  is  always  best  to  subpoena 
every  witness,  however  willing  he  may  be  to  attend.  Some  event  may 
occur  which  prevents  his  attendance,  and  if  an  adjournment  becomes 
necessary  in  consequence,  it  is  important  to  show  due  diligence  to  entitle 
the  party  to  such  adjournment.  Deas  v.  Smith,  1  Gaines,  172.  So, 
if  an  attacliment  is  desired,  it  is  important  to  show  that  the  witness 
has  been  duly  subpoenaed.  The  attendance  of  witnesses  to  give  evi- 
dence orally  is  procured  by  the  service  of  a  subpoena,  which  is  a  process 
authorized  by  the  statute  for  that  purpose. 

A  subpoena  is  usually  obtained  from  the  justice  before  whom  the 
cause  is  pending.  This,  however,  is  not  indispensable,  since  any  justice 
of  the  peace  may  issue  a  subpoena  to  compel  the  attendance  of  wit- 
nesses, either  before  himself  or  before  any  other  justice.  Yol.  1,  p.  34, 
§  2969.  But  no  justice  has  a  right  to  issue  a  subpoena  returnable 
before  any  justice  other  than  himself,  unless  the  party  applying  for  it 
shall  prove  by  his  own  oath,  or  that  of  some  other  person,  that  an 
action  is  actually  pending  before  such  other  justice.  lb.  The  oath  may 
be  in  the  following  form : 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  all  such  questions 
as  may  be  put  to  yon  in  relation  to  the  propriety  or  necessity  of  issuing 
a  siTbpoena  in  a  cause  said  to  be  now  depending  before  A.  E.,  Esq., 
a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  New  Scotland,  in  the  county  of 
Albany,  in  which  action  C.  D.  is  plaintiff,  and  E.  L.  is  defendant. 

After  administering  the  oath,  the  justice  may  examine  the  party 
sworn  as  to  the  pendency  of  the  action,  and  when  the  actual  pendency 
of  such  action  is  shown,  he  should  issue  the  sjibpoena,  making  it 
returnable,  of  course,  before  the  justice  before  whom  the  action  is  to 
be  tried, 

A  justice's  subpoena  extends,  territorially,  farther  than  the  limits 
of  the  county  in  which  it  is  issued.  And  a  subpoena  is  valid  to 
compel  the  attendance  of  any  witness  in  the  coimty  in  which  it  is- 
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sued,  or  from  any  adjoining  county,  but  in  no  other  case.  Vol.  1,  p.  34, 
§  2969. 

When  the  subpoena  merely  requires  the  witness  to  attend  and  be 
sworn  and  examined  orally,  the  process  is  called  a  subpmna  ad  testifi- 
candum. There  are  cases,  however,  in  which  it  is  desirable  that  the 
witness  should  bring  with  him,  and  produce  at  the  trial,  certain  books, 
documents,  instruments  or  papers,  which  are  described  in  the  process, 
and  it  is  then  called  a  subpmna  duces  tecum. 

There  is,  however,  but  one  subpoena,  for  when  it  is  desirable  that  a 
witness  should  produce  a  paper,  etc.,  it  is  merely  necessary  to  add  a 
clause  to  that  effect,  in  the  manner  shown  by  the  following  form  ; 

Albany  County, 
Town  of  Watervliet, 
To  John  Smith,  Greeting : 

You  are  hereby  commanded,  in  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  State 
of  New  York,  to  appear  before  the  undersigned,  at  his  office  in  the 
said  town,  on  the  20th  day  of  June,  1882,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  fore- 
noon, to  give  evidence  in  a  civil  action  then  and  there  to  be  tried  be- 
tween A.  B.,  plaintiff,  and  0.  D.,  defendant,  on  the  part  of  the  plaint- 
iff (or  defendant).* 

Dated  at  the  town  aforesaid,  the  lith  day  of  June,  1882, 
,  E.  F.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

If  either  of  the  witnesses  has  a  paper,  etc.,  which  is  desired  aa  evi- 
dence at  the  trial,  then  add  the  following  clause  to  the  original  sub- 
poena : 

Duces  tecum  clause. 

And  you,  John  Smith,  are  also  commanded  to  bring  with  you,  and 
there  produce  as  evidence  a  certain  promissory  note  {describe  with 
particularity)  which  is  now  in  your  possession,  or  under  your  control, 
together  with  all  papers,  documents,  deeds,  writings  or  instruments 
which  you  have  in  your  custody  and  possession,  or  under  your  control, 
which  relate  to  the  said  action. 

This  clause  should  be  inserted  immediately  after  the  *  in  the  forego- 
ing form,  and  then  conclude  as  in  that  precedent. 

The  particular  paper  must  be  described  accurately  in  the  subpoena, 
or  the  witness  will  not  be  compelled  to  produce  it.  The  description, 
however,  will  be  sufficient  if  it  fully  apprises  the  witness  what  paper, 
instrument,  etc.,  he  is  required  to  produce.  He  is  entitled  to  fair  no- 
tice of  the  paper  required,  so  that  he  may  comply  with  the  process ;  so, 
on  the  other  hand,  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  evade  the  process  under 
the  pretense  that  the  notice  was  not  sufficiently  explicit,  if  it  is  such 
that  the  court  can  say  is  reasonably  particular. 
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A  witness,  or  a  party  who  is  subpoenaed  with  a  subpcena  duces  tecuin, 
is  as  much  bound  to  produce  the  papers  or  documents  required,  as  he 
is  to  appear  and  give  evidence.  His  mere  appearance,  without  produc- 
ing them,  will  not  be  a  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  sub- 
pcena ;  and  he  will  be  liable  to  the  party  subpoenaing  him,  to  all  dam- 
ages which  he  may  sustain  in  consequence  of  his  disobedience  of  the 
process,  as  well  as  to  all  the  consequences  of  a  contempt  of  court. 
Zane  v.  Cole,  12  Barb.  680 ;  Bonesteel  v.  Lynde,  8  How.  226,  352 ; 
MitoheWs  Gase,  12  Abb.  249.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  court 
will  always  order  the  paper  to  be  introduced  as  evidence,  merely  be- 
cause the  witness  was  bound  to  produce  it  at  the  trial. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  counsel  will  not  be  compelled  to  pro- 
duce a  paper  as  evidence,  if  it  was  put  into  his  hands  as  a  professional 
man,  McMory  v.  Benjamin,  9  How.  419 ;  Kellogg  v.  Kellogg,  6 
Barb.  116 ;  Jackson  v.  Denison,  4  Wend.  658  ;  Coveney  v.  Tannahill, 
1  Hni,  33^  and  will  not  be  compelled  to  disclose  its  contents  as  a  wit- 
ness, lb.  But  he  may  be  compelled  to  prove  the  existence  of  the 
paper,  that  it  is  in  his  possession,  and  that  it  was  deposited  with  him 
by  his  client.  This  is  done  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  secondary 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  paper  sought. 

The  right  to  refuse  to  produce  a  paper  does  not  seem  to  be  favored 
by  some  of  the  earlier  cases.  Peck  v.  WilUavis,  13  Abb.  68  ;  MitcheWs 
Case,  12  Abb.  249.  It  is  for  the  court  and  not  for  the  witness  to  de- 
cide whether  the  disclosure  will  be  a  violation  of  professional  confi- 
dence, lb.  Since  the  Code  an  attorney  or  counselor  at  law  is  not  al- 
lowed to  disclose  any  communication  made  by  his  client  to  him,  or  his 
advice  given  thereon,  in  the  course  of  his  professional  employment. 
This  has  been  sufficiently  discussed  elsewhere.     Ante,  393,  612. 

A  witness  is  bound  to  produce  a  paper  for  the  purpose  of  identifica- 
tion, if  duly  subpoenaed  for  that  pm-pose.  People  v.  Sheriff  of  N.  Y., 
29  Barb.  622  ;  S.  C,  7  Abb.  96.  No  collusion  or  combination  between 
a  party  and  his  counsel  will  be  tolerated,  where  the  object  is  to  defeat 
the  operation  of  the  process  of  the  court.  lb.  See  Shelp  v.  Morrison, 
13  Hun,  110.  A  person  cannot  be  compelled  to  prodvice  a  book  of 
account  upon  a  trial  or  hearing  otherwise  than  by  an  order  requiring 
him  to  produce  it,  or  by  a  subpcena  dtoces  tecum,  and  the  witness  may, 
in  a  proper  case,  procure  such  a  modification  of  the  terms  of  the  order 
as  justice  requires.  A  justice  of  the  peace  may  make  an  order  requiring 
the  production  of  a  book  of  account,  or  modifying  an  order  for  such 
production  at  any  time  after  the  commencement  of  the  action  before 
him.     Vol.  1,  p.  41,  §  867.     A  subpcena  duces  tecum,  requiring  the  pro- 
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duction  of  a  book  of  account,  may  be  issued  by  the  justice  and  modified 
by  him  after  service,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  order  before  mentioned, 
lb.  Such  subpoena  must  be  procured  from  the  justice  and  served  at 
least  five  days  before  the  day  when  the  vi^itness  is  required  to  attend, 
lb.  If  a  subpcena  duces  tecum  is  too  broad  in  its  terms  and  will 
require  the  witness  to  produce  an  imreasonable  number  of  books,  the 
witness  should  move,  upon  such  notice  as  the  justice  prescribes,  for  an 
order  relieving  him  wholly  or  partially  from  the  obligations  imposed 
upon  him.  The  justice  should  not  make  an  order  merely  relieving  the 
party  from  the  obligation  of  the  subpoena,  but  should  direct  the  witness 
to  allow  an  inspection  of  the  books,  or  should  compel  the  witness  to 
produce  copies  of  such  portions  of  the  books  as  are  material  to  the 
issues.  Clyde  v.  Rodger s,  24  Hun,  145.  It  was  formerly  held  that 
an  officer  of  a  corporation  was  not  bound  to  produce  the  corporate  books 
and  papers  under  a  subpoena  duces  tecum,  for  the  reason  that  he  has 
no  such  control  over  them,  or  any  such  property  in  them,  as  makes  it 
his  right  or  his  duty  to  produce  them.  La  Fa/rge  v.  La  Farge  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  14  How.  26 ;  S.  C,  6  Duer,  680.  But  the  Code  has  swept 
away  this  distinction  and  permits  a  party  to  compel  the  production  of 
a  book  or  paper  belonging  to  or  under  the  control  of  a  corporation,  by 
a  subpoena  or  order  directed  to  the  president  or  head  of  the  corporation, 
or  to  the  officer  having  custody  of  the  book  or  paper,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  it  were  in  the  hands  or  under  the  control  of  a  natural  person. 
Vol.  1,  p.  183,  §  868. 

This  process  does  not  require  a  party  to  produce  any  thing  but  papers, 
documents,  etc.,  and,  therefore,  a  party  cannot  be  required  to  produce 
a  chattel  in  relation  to  which  an  action  is  pending.  And  where  an  ac- 
tion was  brought  upon  a  warranty  made  on  the  sale  of  a  watch,  it  was 
held  that  the  plaintiff,  though  a  witness  on  the  stand,  was  not  compella- 
ble to  produce  it  for  inspection,  although  he  had  it  in  his  pocket  at 
the  time.  Hunter  v.  Allen,  35  Barb.  42.  But  a  witness  being  sworn, 
and  having  then  a  document  in  his  possession,  is  bound  to  produce  it, 
if  required,  though  he  has  not  received  any  notice  to  produce  it,  nor 
been  served  with  a  subpoena  duces  tecum.  Snelgrove  v.  Stevens,  1 
Carr.  &  Marsh.  508 ;  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  25  How.  490 ;  S.  C,  16 
Abb.  87  ;  41  N.  Y.  619,  n.    And  see  ante,  452,  454. 

This  subpoena  is  intended  to  secure  the  production  of  the  paper  de- 
sired. But  a  mere  notice  to  produce  a  paper  will  be  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize the  introdiiction  of  parol  evidence  as  to  its  contents,  if  such 
notice  is  served  on  a  party  to  the  action,  and  he  has  the  paper  in  his 
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possession,  or  under  his  control.     This  subject  has  been  discussed  in  a 
previous  place.     Ante,  ^52  to  458. 

A  party  may  take  as  many  subpcenas  as  he  chooses^  or  he  may  take 
a  single  subpoena  and  insert  the  names  of  as  many  witnesses  as  he  deems 
proper.  The  justice  sometimes  inserts  the  name  of  one  witness,  and 
then  the  party  subsequently  inserts-the  names  of  such  other  witnesses 
as  he  deems  material  or  useful.  There  is  no  law,  however,  which  re- 
quires a  justice  to  insei-t  the  names  of  any  of  the  witnesses,  since  the 
statute  relating  to  blank  process  does  not  include  subpoenas.  Ante, 
101.  The  name  of  the  witness  may  be  inserted  in  the  subpoena  at  any 
time,  whether  before  or  after  its  service.  Wakefield  v.  Oall,  Holt's 
N.  P.  526.  A  subpoena  may  be  served  by  a  party  to  the  action,  or  by 
an  agent  or  third  person,  or  by  a  constable.  Proof  of  service  is  rarely 
required,  imless  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  attachment  or  on  the 
taxation  of  costs.  When  it  is  served  by  a  constable,  his  return 
thereto,  stating  the  manner  of  service  and  the  sum  paid  to  the  witness, 
is  presumptive  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated.  Yol.  1,  p.  34, 
§  2970. 

ConstoibMs  Return. 

I  served  the  within  subpoena  on  each  of  the  undernamed  witnesses, 
by  stating  to  each  the  contents  thereof,  and  tendering  to  each  the  sum 
of  twenty-five  cents,  viz.  :  on  John  Smith  at  Northville,  in  the  county 
of  Fulton,  on  the  14th  day  of  June,  1882 ;  on  Richard  Roe,  at  May: 
field,  in  said  county,  on  the  15th  day  of  June,  1882  ;  and  on  John  Stiles, 
at  Gloversville,  in  said  county,  on  the  18th  day  of  June,  1882. 

G.  H.,  Constable. 

A  subpoena  must  be  served  on  the  witness  a  reasonable  time  before 
the  trial,  or  he  will  not  be  liable  to  an  attachment  for  non-attendance. 
Hammond  v.  Stewart,  1  Strange,  510  ;  Chalmers  v.  Melville,  1  E.  D. 
Smith,  502.  A  witness  is  allowed  a  reasonable  time  to  arrange  his 
own  affairs,  so  as  to  injure  his  interests  as  little  as  may  be.  And  where 
a  party  delaj's  subpoenaing  a  witness  to  a  very  late  hour  before  the  trial, 
he  may  be  compelled  to  suffer  such  consequences  as  may  result.  An 
attachment  was  refused  in  one  case  where  the  witness  was  served  with 
a  subpoena  about  twelve  o'clock  at  noon,  to  attend  before  a  referee  at 
half-past  three  of  the  same  afternoon.  At  the  time  of  the  service  of 
the  process,  the  witness  had  closed  his  place  of  business  on  Saturday, 
and  was  about  to  go  on  board  of  a  steamboat  to  go  to  a  specified  place, 
to  remain  over  the  Sabbath,  and  his  family  were  then  on  board  of  the 
boat.  The  witness  offered  to  attend  as  a  witness  on  the  Monday  fol- 
lowing, on  his  return,  and  the  court  held  this  sufficient  and  refused  aa 
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attachment.  lb.  And  see  RoTne  v.  Smith,  1  Marsh.  410.  A  reasona- 
ble time  for  travel  is  allowed  to  a  witness,  and  he  may  avail  himself  of 
the  ordinary  modes  of  conveyance.  Wilkie  v.  Ohadwick,  13  Wend. 
49.  He  cannot  be  required  to  travel  on  the  Sabbath ;  nor  can  he 
hmit  his  traveling  to  thirty  miles  a  day.  lb.  The  service,  to  be  valid, 
must  be  personal,  and  it  must  be  made  upon  the  witness  himself.  If 
the  witness  is  a  married  woman,  the  service  must  be  made  upon  her 
personally,  and  not  upon  her  husband,  and  the  fees  must  be  paid  to 
her,  and  not  to  him.  Goodwin  v.  West,  Cro.  Car.  522;  W".  Jon. 
430.  The  subpoena  must  be  served  at  some  place  within  the  county  in 
which  the  action  is  to  be  tried,  or  an  adjoining  county.    See  ante,  659. 

A  witness  may  be  subpoenaed  in  his  own  house.  And  when  the 
outer  door  of  the  house  is  open,  the  law  authorizes  the  person  having 
such  subpoena  to  enter  the  house  and  to  make  due  service  of  the  pro- 
cess. And  such  person  is  not  bound  to  leave  the  house  before  he  can 
reasonably  make  the  service,  notwithstanding  he  may  be  ordered  to 
leave.  And  if  he  entered  the  house  peaceably,  through  an  open  door, 
or  in  any  other  legal  manner,  he  may  lawfully  resist  any  person  who 
attempts  to  prevent  the  service  of  the  process.  Hager  v.  Darvforth, 
20  Barb.  16.  A  subpoena  may  be  served  by  reading  it  to  the  witness, 
or  by  stating  its  contents  to  him.  Vol.  1,  p.  34,  §  2970.  "Where  the 
service  of  a  subpoena  is  commenced,  either  by  reading,  or  by  stating 
its  contents  to  a  witness,  he  cannot  evade  such  service  by  running  off 
so  as  not  to  hear  it.  The  person  making  the  service  may  continue 
reading  or  stating  the  contents  of  the  process,  and  the  service  will  be 
entirely  valid,  notwithstanding  such  witness  failed  to  hear  what  was 
read  or  stated,  because  it  was  the  fault  of  the  witness  himself  that  he 
did  not  hear  it,  and  he  wiU  not  be  allowed  to  take  any  advantage  of 
his  own  wrong. 

As  a  part  of  the  service  of  a  subpoena,  it  is  necessary  to  pay  to  the 
witness,  or  to  tender  to  him,  at  the  time  of  such  service,  the  fees  al- 
lowed by  law  for  one  day's  attendance.  Vol.  1,  p.  34,  §  2970.  Since  the 
enactment  of  the  Code,  which  requires  a  party  to  appear  as  a  witness, 
when  subpoenaed  by  the  opposite  party,  it  is  as  necessary  to  pay  fees 
to  a  party,  when  subpoenaed,  as  it  is  to  pay  them  to  any  other  witness. 
Anderson  v.  Johnson,  1  Sandf.  713  ;  Hewlett  v.  Brown,  7  Abb.  74. 
No  witness  is  bound  to  appear  in  obedience  to  the  commands  of  a  sub- 
poena until  his  legal  fees  are  paid  or  tendered  to  him.  Hurdv.  Swan, 
4  Denio,  75 ;  Fuller  v.  Prentice,  1  H.  Bla.  49.  Nor  can  a  witness 
be  compelled  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  until  his  fees  are  paid  or  ten- 
dered,  although  he  may  be   actually  present  in  court    at  the    trial. 
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Hurd  V.  Swan,  4  Denio,  75  ;  Bowles  v.  Johnson,  ]  W.  Bla.  36. 
The  same  rule  applies  to  a  party  when  he  is  called  as  a  witness  by  the 
opposite  party.     Hewlett  v.  Brown,  1  Bosw.  655 ;  S.  0.,  7  Abb.  74. 

When  the  trial  of  a  cause  will  occupy  more  than  one  day,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  plaintifE  to  seek  for  his  witnesses,  and  to  pay  or  to  tender 
to  them  their  fees  for  a  second  day's  attendance.  And  this  ought  to 
be  done  on  the  first  day,  as  the  witness  is  under  no  legal  obligation  to 
remain  any  longer  than  the  first  day,  unless  the  fees  for  the  second  day 
are  paid  or  tendered.  JHurd  v.  Swan,  4  Denio,  75.  The  witness  is 
not  bound  to  apply  for  his  fees,  nor  to  notify  the  party  that  he  will 
leave  if  his  fees  are  not  paid.  lb.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  plaintifE,  too, 
to  be  certain  that  he  has  paid  a  sufficient  sum  as  witnesses'  fees ;  and 
if  he  pays  too  little,  the  witness  will  not  be  bound  to  appear,  though 
he  accepted  the  money,  unless  he  expressly  agreed  to  accept  the  sum 
paid  as  sufficient,  and  promised  to  attend  court.  lb.  A  witness  may 
waive  the  payment  of  fees,  if  he  chooses  to  do  so,  by  an  express  agree- 
ment to  that  effect.  lb.  ;  Goodwin  v.  West,  Cro.  Car.  522,  540.  So 
a  witness  may  agree  to  attend  as  a  witness,  and  accept  of  his  board  and 
traveling  expenses  in  lien  of  fees,  and  this  will  be  a  valid  contract.  When 
there  are  two  causes  adjourned  for  trial  on  the  same  day,  and  at  the 
same  place,  the  witness  is  entitled  to  fees  in  both  suits,  even  though 
the  parties  are  the  same  in  both  actions.  Yenoe  v.  Spier,  18  How. 
168  ;  Hichs  v.  Brennan,  10  Abb.  305. 

A  party  cannot  charge  fees  as  a  witness  unless  he  attended  for  that 
purpose,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  superintending  the  trial  of  the 
cause.  -Logan  v.  Thomas,  11  How.  160;  Case  v.  Price,  17  id.  348; 
S.  C,  9  Abb.  Ill ;  Cornell  v.  Potter,  15  How.  278.  So  one  defend- 
ant cannot  tax  witnesses'  fees  for  the  attendance  of  a  co-defendant, 
unless  he  attended  expressly  and  solely  as  a  witness,  Walher  v.  Bus- 
sell,  16  How.  91.  It  has  been  held  that  if  proof  is  made  that  a  party 
attended  solely  as  a  witness,  his  fees  are  taxable.  lb. ;  Bronner  v. 
Frauenthal,  20  How.  355;  S.  C,  12  Abb.  183.  See  cases  cited  and 
reviewed;  see,  also.  Van  Dunsen  v.  Bissell,  29  How.  481.  But  the 
contrary  doctrine  has  also  been  held  in  several  reported  cases.  Steere 
v.  Miller,  28  How.  266 ;  S.  C,  affirmed,  30  id.  7;  Delcomyn  v.  Cham- 
lerlain,  48  id.  409  ;  S.  C.  affirmed,  7  Jones  &  Sp.  359.  The  fees  of 
:;  witnesses  cannot  be  allowed  unless  they  have  been  subpoenaed  and 
paid,  or  unless  they  have  actually  attended  at  the  trial.  Brown  v. 
Bowen,  16  How.  545  ;   Wheeler  v.  Lozee,  12  id.  446. 

The  statute  prescribes  the  amount  of  fees  payable  to  witnesses. 
84 
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Each  witness  is  entitled  to  twenty-five  cents  for  each  day's  actual 
attendance.     Vol.  1,  p.  102,  §  3327. 

A  witness  who  has  been  duly  subpoenaed  is  bound  to  attend  the 
trial  in  obedience  to  its  command,  and  a  refusal  or  an  inexcusable  neg- 
lect to  do  so  will  subject  him  to  a  liability  to  a  fine,  as  well  as  to  the 
payment  of  all  damages  which  may  be  sustained  by  the  party  who  sub- 
poenaed him.  Yol.  l,pp.  35,  36,  §§  2974, 2979 ;  Hasbrouck  \.  Baker,  10 
Johns.  248.     And  see  Heermans  v.  Williams,  11  Wend.  636. 

But  before  an  action  will  lie,  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that  the 
witness  was  a  material  one,  and  that  the  failure  to  try  the  cause  or  the 
defeat  of  the  party  arose  from  the  absence  of  such  witness.  Hurd  v. 
Swan,  4  Denio,  75 ;  Courtney  v.  Baker,  3  id.  27 ;  vol.  1,  pp.  35,  36.  If 
the  statute  provides  a  mode  of  proof,  by  which  the  attendance  of  an  offi- 
cer may  be  dispensed  with,  by  producing  certified  copies  of  such  offi- 
cer's proceedings,  and  the  plaintiff  neglects  or  refuses  to  procure  such 
evidence,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  such  officer  for  not 
attending  with  the  original  papers  or  records.  This  was  so  held,  in  an 
action  against  a  justice  of  the  peace,  for  not  producing  his  docket. 
Heermans  v.  Williams,  11  Wend.  636.  If  the  failure  of  the  action 
arose  in  consequence  of  the  absence  of  the  witness,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  show  that  a  jury  was  impaneled  in  the  cause  in  which  such  witness 
was  subpoenaed,  Hurd  v.  Swan,  4  Denio,  75.  And  it  is  not  necessary 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  good  cause  of  action,  if  he  was  non- 
suited for  the  non-production  of  a  book  which  the  witness  was  sub- 
poenaed to  produce  at  the  trial.  Lane  v.  Cole,  12  Bai'b.  680.  In  an 
action  against  a  witness  for  a  penalty  for  non-attendance,  he  may  prove, 
if  he  can,  that  the  plaintiff  declared  that  such  witness  knew  nothing 
about  the  controversy  in  the  former  action,  in  which  such  witness  was 
subpoenaed.     Courtney  v.  Baker,  3  Denio,  27. 

And  a  party  who  knowingly  subpoenas  a  witness  for  the  purpose  of 
vexation,  when  such  witness  does  not  know  any  thing  of  the  case,  is 
guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court.     lb. 

A  party  who  voluntarily  submits  to  a  nonsuit,  when  he  could  have 
avoided  it,  by  obtaining  and  producing  written  or  documentary  evi- 
dence instead  of  calling  such  witness,  cannot  maintain  an  action  against 
him  for  non-attendance.  Heermans  v.  Williams,  1 1  Wend.  636.  A 
witness  who  attends  the  trial  at  the  request  of  a  party,  and  is  sworn, 
may  recover  his  fees  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  he  was  not  subpoen- 
aed. Baker  v.  Brill,  15  Johns.  260 ;  Wheeler  v.  Lozee,  12  How.  446. 
Where  the  statute  prescribes  the  amount  of  the  fees  which  shall  be 
paid,  no  more  than  that  sura  can  be  recovered,  either  by  an  officer  or  a 
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witness,  even  upon  an  express  promise  to  paj  more,  notwithstanding 
such  promise  is  made  before  the  service  is  rendered.  Fuller  v.  Mat- 
tice,  14  Johns.  357.  Nor  can  a  witness  recover  for  the  loss  of  time 
while  attending  court,  even  upon  an  express  promise  to  pay  for  it. 

Willis  V.  Peckhami,  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  515  ;  Lopes  v.  De  Tastet,  3  id. 
292.  But  a  witness  who  is  called  to  depose  to  a  matter  of  opinion, 
depending  upon  his  skill  in  a  particular  trade,  has,  before  he  is  exam- 
ined, a  right  to  demand  from  the  party  calling  him,  a  compensation  for 
his  loss  of  time ;  and  there  is  a  distinction  between  a  witness  thus 
called  and  a  witness  who  is  called  to  depose  to  facts  which  he  saw. 

Webh  V.  Page,  1  Carr.  &  Kir.  N.  P.  23.  The  last  case  cited  was  in  a 
court  of  record,  and  it  is  an  English  case,  and  how  far  it  would  be 
enforced  in  a  justice's  court  is  imcertain.  But,  if  a  witness  of  skill  or 
science,  or  a  professional  man,  is  requested  to  examine  any  matter  or 
question,  in  order  to  render  him  an  important  witness,  tliere  is  no  rea^ 
son  why  he  should  not  be  paid  for  the  services  so  rendered  on  request, 
and  on  a  promise,  express  or  implied,  to  pay  him  what  his  time  is  reason- 
ably worth.  A  witness  who  is  subpoenaed,  but  not  paid  his  fees,  may 
attend  the  trial  and  refuse  to  be  sworn  until  his  fees  are  paid,  and  if 
for  that  reason  he  is  not  called  by  the  partj'  subpoanaing  him,  such  wit- 
ness may  nevertheless  maintain  an  action  to  recover  his  fees  for  attend- 
ance. Hallet  V.  Mears,  13  East,  15.  Though  a  witness,  subpoenaed 
by  both  parties,  obtains  from  each,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  other, 
full  payment  of  his  fees,  the  party  succeeding  is  entitled  to  have  his 
payment  to  the  witness  allowed  him  in  his  taxed  costs  of  suit,  and  that, 
although  he  made  his  payment  after  the  witness  had  been  already  paid 
by  the  other  party.  Bensen  v.  Schieider,  7  Taunt.  337 ;  S.  C,  1  Moore, 
76.  A  witness  who  has  been  subpoenaed  and  paid,  and  has  been  sworn 
in  chief,  is  bound  to  testify  on  his  ci'oss-examination,  or  to  give  affirma- 
tive evidence  for  the  defendant,  without  further  fees.  Edmionds  v. 
Pierson^  3  Carr.  &  Paj'ne,  113.  The  privilege  of  a  witness  from 
arrest  has  been  noticed  in  another  chapter.     See  ante,  163. 

Attachment  against  defaulting  witness.  When  a  material  wit- 
ness has  been  duly  subpoenaed  and  has  refused  or  neglected  to  attend  as  a 
witness  in  obedience  to  the  subpoena,  and  no  just  cause  for  the  neglect 
or  refusal  is  shown  to  exist,  a  warrant  of  attachment  may  be  issued 
by  tlie  justice  to  compel  his  attendance.  Vol.  1,  p.  34,  §  2971.  To  au- 
thorize the  justice  to  issue  the  attachment,  it  must  be  made  to  appear, 
to  his  satisfaction,  by  affidavit  or  other  proof,  that  the  witness  has  been 
duly  subpoenaed ;  that  he  has  neglected  to  attend  in  obedience  to  the 
subpoena,  and  that  the  testimony  of  the  witness  is  material.     The  fact 
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of  materiality  must  be  shown  by  the  oath  of  the  party  in  whose  behalf 
the  witness  was  subpcEnaed,  or,  by  the  oath  of  his  attorney.  lb.  The 
fact  that  the  witness  was  dtily  subpcenaed  may  be  shown  by  the  return 
of  the  constable  who  served  the  subpoena,  if  it  was  served  by  that  of- 
ficer, or  by  the  affidavit  of  any  person  who  made  the  service,  or  was 
present  when  the  service  was  made.  The  form  of  the  constable's  return 
to  a  subpoena  has  been  given.     Ante,  663. 

Before  taking  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of  attaching  a  witness,  he 
ought  to  be  duly  and  publicly  called  in  open  court,  after  the  cause  has 
been  properly  called  by  the  court.  And  if  he  does  not  then  appear 
the  proper  steps  may  be  taken  for  issuing  an  attachment. 

Form  of  affidavit  fo^^  an  aitaohTnent. 

Albany  County,  ss.:  John  Doe,  theplaintiflE  named  in  the  subpoena 
which  is  hereto  annexed,  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  on  the  17th  day 
of  March,  1865,  he  did  at  the  town  of  "Watervliet,  in  said  county, 
serve  the  said  subpoena  personally  upon  John  Smith,  a  witness  therein 
named,  by  reading  said  subpoena  to  him  (or  by  stating  its  contents  to 
him),  and  at  the  same  time  paid  (or  tendered)  to  him  the  sum  of  twenty- 
five  cents.  And  this  deponent  further  says,  that  such  service  of  said 
subpoena  was  made  on  said  witness  in  the  county  in  which  such  action 
is  to  be  tried  (or  a  county  adjoining  thereto),  and  in  which  said  wit- 
ness resides.  And  this  deponent  further  says  that  the  testimony  of  the 
said  John  Smith,  is  material  to  this  deponent,  upon  the  trial  of  the  ac- 
tion mentioned  in  the  said  subpoena,  and  that  the  said  John  Smith  has 
neglected  (or  refused)  to  attend  the  trial  of  said  action,  as  he  was  com- 
manded to  do  in  and  by  said  subpoena. 

Sworn  before  me,  this'28th  [  JOHN  DOE. 

day  of  March,  1865,        \ 

A.  13.,  Justice. 

This  affidavit  should  be  annexed  to  the  subpoena,  by  virtue  of  which 
the  witness  was  subpoenaed,  and  this  will  be  sufficient  proof  to  author- 
ize the  issuing  of  an  attachment  against  the  witness  named. 

It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  the  pi'oof  for  an  attachment  should 
be  made  by  affidavit.  If  the  party  or  any  other  competent  person  is 
sworn,  and  gives  evidence  of  such  facts  as  will  authorize  the  issuing 
of  an  attachment,  that  wiU  be  sufficient.  Baher  v.  Williams,  12  Barb. 
627.  And  when  this  course  is  adopted  the  following  form  of  oath  may 
be  administered. 

Oath  to  prove  service  of  a  subpcm,a. 

Ton  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  all  such  questions 
as  shall  be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  service  of  a  subpoena,  in  an 
action  now  pending  before  me,  in  which  A.  B.  is  plaintiff',  and  C.  D. 
is  defendant. 


PEEPARATION  FOR  TRIAL.  669 

Attachment)  against  defaulting  witness. 

It  will  be  necessary  to  swear  the  party,  or  his  attorney,  as  to  the 
materiality  of  the  witness,  since  no  other  person  may  testify  to  that 
fact ;  and  it  may  be  necessary  to  swear  another  person  in  order  to  prove 
the  service  of  the  subpoena,  which  was  made  by  him.  In  any  event, 
there  must  be  due  proof  made  of  the  facts  required  by  the  statute, 
whether  such  proof  is  made  by  one  person  or  by  several.  Yol.  1,  p.  34, 
§  2971. 

"Where  a  cause  is  called  for  trial  on  an  adjourned  day,  both  parties 
should  see  that  all  their  material  witnesses  are  present,  before  the  trial 
of  the  cause  is  commenced.  If  they  are  not  present,  and  the  motion 
to  attach  them  is  made  before  the  trial  is  commenced,  an  attachment 
may  be  demanded  as  a  matter  of  right,  on  making  due  proof,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  statute.  If  the  application  is  delayed  until  the  cause  is 
partially  tried,  that  course  may  cause  an  unnecessary  waste  of  time, 
which  might  have  been  avoided  by  an  earlier  application.  And  not 
only  that,  an  application  made  at  that  late  time  may  cause  a  loss  of  time 
to  a  jury,  which  would  not  have  been  impanneled,  had  the  application 
been  made  at  the  proper  time.  A  justice  might,  perhaps,  in  his  dis- 
cretion, issue  an  attachment  on  an  application  made  aftfer  the  trial  has 
commenced,  although  formerly  he  would  not  be  authorized  to  adjourn 
it  as  he  might  have  done  had  the  motion  been  made  at  the  proper  time. 
Aherhall  v.  Boach,  11  How.  95 ;  S.  C,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  345  ;  Story  v. 
Bishop,  4  id.  423.  But  see  vol.  1,  p.  33,  §  2967.  But,  if  a  witness  has 
been  regularly  subpoenaed,  and  he  attended  court,  and  then  left  it  after 
the  trial  commenced,  the  justice  may,  in  his  discretion,  suspend  the  trial 
until  the  witness  can  be  attached  and  brought  in,  if  that  can  be  done 
within  a  reasonable  time.     Hapelye  v.  Prince,  4  Hill,  119. 

When  the  witness  is  near  the  place  of  trial,  and  it  is  probable  that 
his  attendance  may  be  secured  in  a  short  time,  it  will  sometimes  be 
most  convenient  to  hold  the  cause  open  for  a  short  time,  instead  of 
adjourning  it.  But,  if  the  witness  is  at  a  distance,  and  it  is  probable 
that  some  time  will  elapse  before  the  attachment  can  be  served  and 
returned,  the  better  course  will  be  for  the  justice  to  adjourn  the  cause 
to  some  day  on  which  the  witness  will  be  in  court,  not  exceeding  the 
statutory  limit  of  five  days,  and  make  the  attachment  returnable  at 
that  time.  If  a  single  adjournment  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  con- 
stable to  serve  the  attachment  on  the  witness,  a  further  adjournment 
may  be  granted,  though  such  a  power  ought  to  be  cautiously  exercised. 
This  may  be  done  in  a  court  of  record,  and  a  justice  has  all  necessary 
powers  which  courts  of  record  have.     Yol.  1,  p.  3,  §  2868. 
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Attachment  to  compel  attendance  of  witness. 
Albany  County,    ss.: 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New   York,  to  any  constable  of  said 
county,  greeting: 

Whekeas  it  has  been  made  to  appear  to  the  undersigned,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  New  Scotland,  in  the  county  of  Albany, 
by  due  and  legal  proof  made  before  him,  that  John  Smith  has  been 
duly  subpcenaed  to  attend  on  this  day,  at  one  o'clock  in  the  after- 
noon, at  the  office  of  said  justice  in  New  Scotland,  aforesaid,  as  a  wit- 
ness in  behalf  of  John  Doe,  in  an  action  now  depending  before  said  jus- 
tice, and  then  and  there  appointed  to  be  tried,  wherein  John  Doe  is 
plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe  is  defendant ;  and  that  the  said  John  Smitli 
has  neglected  or  refused,  without  just  cause,  to  attend  as  a  witness  in 
obedience  to  the  command  of  said  subpoena ;  and  the  said  John  Doe, 
having  made  due  proof  by  his  affidavit,  or  otherwise  by  competent  testi- 
mony, to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  justice,  that  the  testimony  of  the 
said  John  Smith  is  material  on  the  trial  of  said  cause :  We  hereby 
command  you  to  attach  the  body  of  the  said  John  Smith,  and  to  take 
bim  forthwitli  (or  on  some  specified  day)  before  the  said  justice,  at  his 
office  in  New  Scotland  aforesaid,^  to  give  evidence  in  said  cause,  and 
also  to  answer  6,11  such  matters  as  shall  then  and  there  be  objected 
against  him  for  having  neglected  to  attend  the  trial  of  the  said  action 
as  a  witness.     And  have  you  then  and  there  this  precept. 

Given  under  the  hand  of  the  said  justice,  at  New  Scotland,  afore- 
said, this  28th  dav  of  March,  1865. 

A.  B.,  Justice. 

After  the  attachment  is  made  out  it  must  be  delivered  to  a  constable 
to  be  executed.  And  the  statute  declares  that  it  shall  be  executed  in 
the  same  manner  as  an  order  of  arrest.  The  constable  may  arrest  the 
witness  in  a  county  adjoining  his  own,  and  bring  him  before  the  justice. 
While  in  the  adjoining  county  for  the  purpose  of  executing  the  attach- 
ment, the  constable  has  all  the  powers  of  a  constable  of  that  county  with 
respect  to  the  waraant  issued  to  him.  Vol.  1,  p.  35,  §§  2972,  2973. 

The  constable  should  make  a  return  of  his  proceedings  upon  the  attach- 
ment. And  if  the  witness  has  been  attached,  it  may  be  in  the  follow- 
ing form : 

Return  of  constable. 

By  virtue  of  the  within  attachment  I  have  attached  John  Smith  as 
I  am  herein  commanded,  and  I  have  his  body,  together  witb  said  attach- 
ment, before  the  said  justice  as  by  said  attachment  directed  and  re- 
quired . 

Dated  March  28,  1865.     Fees  $1.00. 

L.  M.,  Constable. 

The  fees  of  the  offiicer  wbo  issued  and  served  the  attachmentmustbe 
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paid  by  the  defaulting  witness,  unless  lie  shows  reasonable  cause,  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  why  he  omitted  to  attend.  Vol.  1,  p.  35, 
§  2972.  In  case  the  witness  shows  satisfactory  cause  for  his  non-attend- 
ance, the  party  who  procured  the  attachment  must  pay  all  the  costs  of 
issuing  and  serving  it,  and  if  he  recovers  costs,  the  amount  thereof 
must  be  allowed  to  him  as  a  part  of  his  costs.  lb. 

Immediately  on  the  return  of  an  attachment,  and  the  appearance  of 
the  attached  witness,  the  justice  should  determine  whether  the  witness 
or  the  party  should  pay  the  costs  and  expenses  of  issuing  and  serving 
such  attachment.  If  the  witness  claims  to  have  a  legal  and  sufficient 
excuse  for  his  non-attendance  the  justice  should  hear  his  proof  of  the 
facts.  And,  for  that  purpose,  he  may  administer  an  oath  to  such  wit- 
ness, or  to  any  other  persons  who  may  be  oflEered  as  witnesses  to  estab- 
lish such  excuse.     The  oath  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Form  of  oath. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  all  such  questions  as 
ma}'  be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  omission  of  John  Smith  to  attend 
as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  appointed  to  be  tried 
on  the  28th  day  of  March,  1865,  before  A.  B.,  justice,  at  his  office  in 
New  Scotland,  wherein  John  Doe  was  plaintiff  and  Richard  Roe 
defendant. 

After  swearing  the  pai-ty,  he  may  be  permitted  to  state  the  reasons 
why  he  did  not  attend  as  a  witness,  in  obedience  to  the  subpcena. 
And  the  justice  or  the  person  who  procured  the  attachment  may  inter- 
rogate the  witness  as  to  any  matter  pertinent  to  the  question.  The 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  witness  to  show  satisfactory  cause  why  he 
did  not  attend.  And  if  he  does  not  prove  satisfactorily  to  th  e  justice 
that  he  has  a  sufficient  cause  to  excuse  his  non-attendance,  such  justice 
should  order  the  witness  to  pay  the  costs  and  expenses  incurred.  The 
party  who  procured  the  attachment  is  primarily  liable  to  the  justice  and 
constable  for  their  fees.  But,  if  the  witness  is  ordered  to  pay  the 
costs,  and  he  neglects  to  do  so,  the  party  who  procured  the  attachment 
may  then  pay  the  amount,  and  afterward  bring  an  action  against  such 
witness  to  recover  the  amount  so  paid.  If  the  justice  decides  that  the 
party  shall  pay  the  costs,  he  will  be  liable  to  the  justice  and  constable 
in  the  same  manner  that  he  would  be  for  any  similar  service  which 
might  have  been  rendered  at  his  request. 

Imposing  a  fine  upon  a  witness.  The  proceeding  to  attach  a  de- 
faulting witness  is  designed  merely  to  compel  his  attendance  upon  the 
trial,  and  not  as  a  punishment  for  the  default,  although  being  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  cost  of  the  proceeding  in  case  of  failure  to  furnish  a 
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reasonable  and  satisfactory  excuse  for  the  default,  may  be  regarded  by 
tlie  witness  in  the  nature  of  a  punishment. 

For  the  purpose  of  punishing  a  witness  for  a  failure  to  attend  or  to 
testify,  the  statute  furnishes  an  entirely  independent  and  distinct  pro- 
ceeding. 

The  statute  provides  that  a  person  duly  subpoenaed  as  a  witness,  who 
without  a  reasonable  excuse,  proved  by  his  oath,  or  the  oath  of  another 
person,  fails  to  attend,  or  attending,  refuses  to  testify,  must  be  fined 
by  the  justice  before  whom  the  action  is  pending,  for  each  non-attend- 
ance or  refusal,  such  sum,  not  less  than  one  dollar,  nor  more  than  ten 
dollars,  as  the  justice  thinks  reasonable  to  impose  upon  him,  as  a  fine 
therefor.  Yol'l,  p.  35,  §  2974. 

The  fine  may  be  summarily  imposed  by  the  justice  upon  the  apphca- 
tion  of  the  party  in  whose  behalf  the  witness  was  subpoenaed,  at  any 
time  during  the  trial,  when  the  defaulting  witness  is  present  and  has 
an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  or  it  may  be  imposed  after  judgment  upon 
the  return  of  a  warrant  issued,  upon  the  application  of  the  party,  for 
the  purpose  of  bringing  the  witness  before  the  justice  under  arrest  to 
show  cause  why  the  fine  should  not  be  imposed.  Id.,  §  2975. 

The  statute  does  not  prescribe  the  mode  of  making  the  application 
for  the  summary  imposition  of  the  fine  when  the  witness  is  present  at 
the  trial,  nor  the  mode  of  applying  for  the  warrant  when  the  proceed- 
ings are  after  judgment  in  the  action  ;  nor  does  the  statute  in  terms 
require  that  the  party  making  the  application  shall  furnish  any  proof 
of  the  materiality  of  the  witness,  or  of  his  default  or  refusal  to  testify. 
But  the  statute  does  not  authorize  the  justice  to  fine  the  witness  unless 
he  has  been  duly  subpoenaed  as  a  witness  and  fails  to  attend,  or  at- 
tending, refuses  to  testify,  and,  therefore,  proof  of  some  kind  must  be 
made  of  these  facts  before  the  justice  will  be  authorized  to  act.  If  the 
witness  has  been  brought  before  the  court  by  attachment  and  has  then 
refused  to  testify,  all  the  facts  necessary  to  authorize  the  justice  to  pro- 
ceed to  impose  the  fine  upon  the  trial,  or  to  issue  the  warrant  after 
judgment,  will  be  before  him.  In  other  cases,  proof  that  the  witness 
was  duly  subpoenaed  may  or  may  not  be  before  the  justice.  It  will  be 
the  better  practice,  in  all  cases,  for  the  party  applying  to  the  justice 
for  the  punishment  of  a  witness  by  fine,  to  base  his  application  upon  an 
affidavit  setting  forth  the  due  service  of  the  subpoena  upon  the  witness ; 
his  failure  to  attend ;  or,  if  he  attended,  his  refusal  to  testify ;  and  also 
the  further  fact  that  the  witness  was  material  to  the  prosecution  or  de- 
fense of  the  action.  If  the  subpoena  was  served  by  a  constable  his 
return  thereto  will  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated,  but 
will  not  show  the  failure  of  the  witness  to  attend,  or  the  refusal  of  the 
witness  to  testify.     For  all  that  the  justice  may  know  to  the  contrary 
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the  witness  may  have  been  in  court  during  the  entire  trial  waiting  to 
be  sworn  but  was  not  called  by  either  party.  When  the  subpoena  was 
served  by  a  constable  the  party  may  state  that  fact  in  his  affidavit,  add- 
ing to  the  statement,  "  as  appears  by  the  return  of  said  constable  in- 
dorsed thereon." 

The  form  of  an  affidavit  to  procure  an  attachment  against  a  default- 
ing witness  may  be  readily  modified  to  serve  as  a  precedent  for  an  af- 
fidavit used  upon  an  application  of  this  nature.     See  ante^  668. 

When  the  application  is  made  upon  the  trial,  it  must  be  made  within 
five  days  after  judgment  is  rendered,  and  properly  the  affidavit  should 
state  that  five  days  have  not  elapsed  since  judgment  was  rendered  in 
the  action.  Upon  an  application  so  made  the  justice  must  issue  a  war- 
rant directed  generally  to  any  constable  of  the  county,  commanding 
him  to  arrest  the  defaulting  witness,  and  to  bring  him  before  the 
justice  at  a  time  and  place  therein  specified  to  show  cause  why  a  fine 
should  not  be  imposed  upon  him.  The  time  fixed  for  showing  cause 
must  not  be  more  than  twelve  days  after  the  issuing  of  the  warrant. 

Warrant  for  arrest  of  witness. 

CotrNTT   OF  '     I  S9    • 

Town  of  J    )     ' ' 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New    Yorh,   to  amy  constable  of  sadd 
county,  greeting : 

Whekea.s  an  action  was  duly  commenced  and  tried  before  the  under- 
signed, a  justice  of  the  peace  of  said  town  and  county,  in  which  A.  B. 
was  plaintiflE,  and  C.  D.  was  defendant  and  judgment  was  rendered 
therein  on  the       day  of  ,  18S2,  and  five  days  not  having  elapsed 

since  said  judgment  was  rendered,  and  it  appearing  by  the  affidavit  for 
said  defendant  that  E.  F.  was  duly  subpoenaed  to  attend  said  trial  to 
give  evidence  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  said  defendant ;  that  the  said 
B.  F.  was  a  material  witness  for  the  defense  of  such  action,  and  that 
the  said  E.  F.  failed  to  attend  said  trial  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant 
in  obedience  to  said  subpoena,  and  no  reasonable  excuse  for  such  failure 
to  attend  having  been  proved  by  the  oath  of  said  E.  F.  or  any  other 
person,  and  the  said  defendant  having  this  day  made  application  for 
the  arrest  of  said  defaulting  witness  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 2975  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

Now,  therefore,  we  hereby  command  you  to  arrest  the  said  E.  F.  if 
he  can  be  found  within  your  county,  and  to  take  him  before  said 
justice  at  his  office  in  said  town  on  the  24th  day  of  June,  1882,  at  ten 
o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day  to  show  cause  why  a  fine  should 
not  be  imposed  upon  him. 

Dated  this  14th  day  of  June,  1882. 

G.  H.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

This  warrant  must  be  executed  by  the  officer  to  whom  it  is  directed 
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accQjrdmg  to  its  commands.  The  statute  doi^s  not,  authorise  the  eon- 
stable  to  make  th^  arrest  in  ain  adjoining  county,  as  in  case  of  a  war- 
rant of  attaohnient,  ai^d  he  ninst  therefore  execute  it  within  his  county. 

Upon  the  return  day  of  the  wfarirwtj  the  witaess  should  be  brought 
before  the  justice  and  the  constable  should  make  hig  return  to  the 
process. 

The  proceedings  to  impose  the  fine  upon  the  witness  are  the  same 
whether  they  are  t^ken  before  or  after  judgment.  The  justice  should 
distinctly  state  to  the  witness  the  nature  of  the  charge  made  against 
him  and  allow  hiin  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  and  to  prove  by  his 
oath,  o?  by  the  oath  of  any  other  person  whom  he  may  e^ll  for  that 
purpose,  a  reasonable  excuse  for  his  faihwe  to  attend  or  to  testify  The 
mode  of  making  this  proof  is  not  material.  It  may  be  in  the  form  of 
an  oral  examination  of  the  defaulting  witness,  or  witnesses  produced 
in  his  behalf,  or  it  may  be  made  by  affidavit.  See  People  v.  Porter, 
25,  Hun,  601. 

If  the  \yitness  does  not  prove  a  satisfactory  excuse  for  his  failure  to 
appear  upon  the  trial  or  to  be  sworn,  the  justice  must  impose  a  fine 
of  not  less  than  one  dollar  nor  more  than  ten,  as  he  thinks  reasonable. 
Vol.  1,  p.  35,  §  2974.  Within  these  limits  the  amount  of  the  fine  is 
discretionary,,  and  this  discretion  will  enable  the  justice  to  administer 
such  punishment  as  may  be  just  under  all  the  circuwstanees  of  the 
case^  When  the  disobedience  has  been  intentional,  and  with  a  view 
to  insult  the  court,  the  whole  amount  of  the  fine  shoiild  be  promptly 
adjudged  as  the  sum  to  be  paid.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  evi- 
dence shows  mitigating  circumstances,  the  fine  may  be  reduced  to  the 
lowest  s;nn  a,uthoj;ized.  This  power  of  punishing  a  refusal  to  be  sworn, 
relates  exclusively  to  the  trial  of  civil  actions  ;  and  a  justice  has  no  au- 
thority to  commit  a  witness  for  refusing  to  answer  as  to  the  cause  of 
his  intoxication,  when  he  has  been  arrested  under  section  17  of  the  act 
to  suppress  intemperance,  etc.,  passed  April  16,  1857.  People  v. 
Weister,  14  How.  242, 

The  justice  imposing  the  fine  must  enter  in  his  docket-book  a  min- 
ute of  the  conviction,  of  the  cause  thereof,  of  the  amount  of  the  fine, 
and  of  the  costs.     Yol.  1,  p.  35,  §  2976. 

Mvnvie  of  conviction. 

{Title  of  the  Proceeding.) 
County  of  '    I  5s  • 

Town,  of  )    i     " 

Be  it  .remembered  that  on  the  24th  day  of  June,  1882,  E.  F.  a.  de- 
faulting witness,  was  brought  bef  oce  m«  at  my  office,  in  said  town,  in 
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custody  oi  Y.  Z.,  a  constable  of  said  town,  under  a  warrant  for  the  ar- 
rest of  the  said  E.  F.,  issued  by  me  on  the  application  of  C.  D.,  on  the 
14th  day  of  June,  1882,  pursuant  to  section  2975  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, and  that  on  the  return  of  said  warrant,  the  said  E.  F.  was  al- 
lowed an  opportunity  to  be  heard  and  to  produce  proof  of  a  reasonable 
excuse  for  his  default,  and  such  proof  not  being  produced  the  said  E. 
F.  was  thereupon  convicted  before  ine  and  fined  the  sum  of  $7,  and 
|2.50  costs  for  his  failure  to  attend  as  a  witness  before  me  at  my 
office  on  the  10th  day  of  June,  1882,  in  obedience  to  a  subpoena  duly 
issued  by  me  and  served  upon  him,  to  give  evidence  on  the  part  oi'  the 
defendant,  in  an  action  pending  before  me,  and  then  and  there  tried,  in 
which  A.  B.  was  plaintiff,  and  G.  D.  defendant. 

G.  H.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

This  minute  of  conviction  is  deemed  a  judgment  against  the  default- 
ing witness  in  favor  of  the  officer  to  whom  fines  are  directed  to  be 
paid,  by  section  2875,  of  tke  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  Vol  1,  p.  35, 
§  2976.  If  the  whole  amount  of  the  fine  and  cost  are  not  forthwith 
paid  to  the  justice,  he  is  forthwith  requii-ed  to  issue  an.  execution  for 
the  collection  of  the  sum  unpaid.  Vol.  1,  p.  36,  §^  2977.  If  the  whole 
amount  is  paid  to  the  justice,  he  must  pay  it  over  within  ten  days, 
thereafter,  to  the  proper  officer  for  the  use  of  the  poor.     Id.,  §  2978. 

The  execution  may  be  in  tlie  following  form ; 

Execution  to  collect  a  fine. 
County  or  ,    1 

T&wnof  ,    r     ■ 

The  People  of   the  State  of  New  York,  to  any  eonstdble  of  saidr 
county,  greeting  : 

Whekbas  E.  F.  was,  on  the  25th  day  of  June,  1 882,  convicted  before 
me,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  of  said  town  and  county,  and  fiiied  the 
sum  of  $7,  besides  $2..50  costs,  for  his  failure  to  attend  as  a  witness 
before  me,  at  my  office  in  said  town,  on  the  10th  day  of  June,  1882, 
in  obedience  to  a  subpoena  duly  issued  by  me,  and  served  upon  him,  to 
give  evidence,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  in  an  action  pending  be- 
fore me,  and  then  and  there  to  be  tried,  in  which  A.  B.  was  plaintiff, 
and  C.  D.  defendant ;  a  minute  of  which  conviction,  the  cause  thereof, 
and  the  amount  of  the  fine  and  costs,  imposed,  have  been  duly  entered 
in  the  docket-book  of  said  justice ;  and,  whereas  the  said  E.  F.  has  neg;- 
lected  to  pay  said  fine  and  costs,  you  are,  therefore,  commanded  to  col- 
lect the  sum  of  $9.50,  the  sum  of  said  fine  and  costs  remaining 
unpaid,  out  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  E.  F.,  within  your 
county,  and  for  want  thereof  to  take  him  and  convey  him  to  the  jail  of 
the  said  county,  there  to  remain  until  he  pays  such  sixm,  not  exceeding 
thirty  days. 

Witness  my  hand  this  24th  day  of  June,  1882. 

G.  H.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 
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The  various  precedents  which  have  been  previously  given,  are 
intended  as  a  mere  general  guide,  and  vs^henever  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  differ  from  those  set  out  in  such  forms,  the  justice  w^ill  make 
the  necessary  alterations,  so  as  to  make  them  correspond  with  the 
actual  facts  of  the  particular  case. 

The  constable  to  whom  the  execution  is  delivered  should  levy, 
advertise,  and  sell  the  property  in  the  same  manner  as  upon  any  ordi- 
nary execution.  And  if  he  cannot  lind  goods  and  chattels  to  satisfy 
the  execution,  the  arrest  of  the  defaulting  witness  is  to  be  made 
as  in  other  cases  of  arrest  upon  an  execution.  The  proceedings  of  a 
justice  in  imposing  a  fine  upon  a  witness  or  juror,  are  of  a  judicial 
nature,  and,  therefore,  no  civil  action  can  be  maintained  against  him 
to  overhaul  his  acts,  nor  to  recover  the  amount  paid.  See  Bobbins  v. 
Oorham,  26  Barb.  586 ;  S.  C.  affirmed,  25  N".  Y.  588 ;  Moor  v.  Ames, 
3  Gaines,  170 ;  Richmond  v.  Dayton,  10  Johns.  393. 

The  only  mode  of  redress  is  by  a  review  of  the  matter  by  proceed- 
ings in  the  same  cause  or  matter.  The  conviction  will  be  valid, 
although  it  may  not  have  been  entered  in  the  justice's  docket,  since 
the  statute,  in  that  respect,  is  merely  directory. 

The  County  Court  may  make  an  order,  remitting  the  fine  wholly  or 
partly,  and  discharging  the  witness  from  imprisonment.  Code  of  Civil 
Proceednre,  §  353. 

Proceedings  against  witness  for  refusal  to  be  sworn,  etc.  The 
proceedings  to  compel  the  attendance  of  a  defaulting  witness  by  attach- 
ment, and  to  punish  a  witness  by  fine  for  a  failure  to  attend,  or  to 
testify,  have  been  noticed.  But  merely  compelling  the  attendance  of 
a  witness  upon  the  trial  is  of  little  value  to  the  party  subpoenaing  him, 
if  the  witness,  on  being  brought  before  the  justice,  refuses  to  be  sworn ; 
and  the  remedy  by  fine  for  the  refusal  of  the  witness  to  be  sworn 
offers  but  a  poor  substitute  for  material  testimony  which  the  witness 
has  been  subpoenaed  to  give.  The  witness  may  pay  his  fine  and  still 
remain  silent. 

To  meet  such  a  case  the  statute  provides  that  where  a  witness 
attending  before  a  justice  in  an  action,  refuses  to  be  sworn  or  affirmed 
in  the  form  prescribed  by  law ;  or  to  answer  a  pertinent  and  proper 
question ;  or  neglects  or  refuses  to  produce  a  book  or  paper  which  he 
has  been  duly  subpoenaed  to  produce  as  prescribed  in  section  2960  of 
this  act,  or  duly  required  to  produce  by  an  order  made  as  prescribed 
in  section  867  of  this  act,  and  the  party,  at  whose  instance  he  attended, 
makes  oath  that  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  or  that  the  book  or  paper 
is  so  far  material  that  without  it  he  cannot  safely  proceed  with  the  trial 
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of  the  action,  the  justice  may,  by  warrant,  commit  the  witness  to  the 
jail  of  the  county.    Vol.  1,  p.  41,  §  3001. 

Before  a  person  can  be  committed  to  the  county  jail  for  a  refusal  to 
testify,  etc.,  proof  must  be  made  to  the  justice  that  the  person  was 
under  some  legal  obligation  to  be  sworn,  to  answer,  or  to  produce  books 
or  papers  ;  and  it  must  also  be  shown  by  the  oath  of  the  party  that  the 
testimony  of  the  witness,  or  that  the  book  or  paper  is  so  far  material 
that  without  it  the  party  cannot  safely  proceed  with  the  trial  of  the 
action. 

If  the  justice  dispenses  with  the  oath  of  the  party  as  to  the  mate- 
riality of  the  testimony,  or  of  the  book  or  paper,  and  commits  the  wit- 
ness to  jail,  the  imprisonment  of  the  witness  will  be  unlawful,  and  the 
justice  will  be  liable  in  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  for  the  dam- 
ages sustained  by  the  witness  by  reason  of  the  unlawful  imprisonment. 
Rutherford  v.  Holmes,  66  N.  Y.  368. 

The  manner  of  proving  due  service  of  a  subpoena  will  not  be  dis- 
cussed.    See  a/nte,  p.  663. 

Oath  of  materiality  of  witm.ess. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  truly  answer  all  such  questions  as  may 
be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  materiality  of  the  testimony  of  Charles 
Jones,  a  witness  in  the  action  now  on  trial  before  me,  in  which  A.  B. 
is  plaintiff,  and  C.  D.,  defendant. 

If  the  party  then  states,  under  his  oath,  that  the  witness  is  a  mate- 
rial one,  and  that  he  cannot  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  cause 
without  liis  testimony,  the  justice  must  require  the  witness  to  be 
sworn,  or  to  answer  the  question  proposed,  if  already  sworn,  or  to 
produce  the  book  or  paper.  If  the  witness  refuses  to  comply  with  the 
requirement  of  the  justice  the  latter  must  issue  a  warrant,  specifying 
the  cause  for  which  it  is  issued,  committing  the  witness  to  the  jail  of 
the  county,  there  to  remain  in  close  confinement  until  he  submits  to  be 
sworn  or  affirmed,  or  to  answer,  or  to  produce  the  book  or  paper  re- 
quired, as  the  case  may  be,  or  until  he  is  otherwise  discharged  accord- 
ing to  law.  If  the  warrant  is  issued  for  refusing  to  answer  a  question, 
the  question  must  be  specified  in  the  warrant ;  if  for  neglecting  or  re- 
fusing to  produce  a  book  or  paper,  the  book  or  paper  must  be  described 
with  convenient  certainty.     Vol.  1,  p.  42,  §  3002. 
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Proceedings  against  witness  for  refusal  to  be  sworn. 
Wot/rrmvb  of  commitment. 

OoUNTy    OF  ,     I 

Town  of  ,    \  **•  •■ 

The   People  of  the  State  of  New    York,  to  any  constable  of  said 
county,  and  the  keeper  of  the  oounty  ja/U  of  said  cov/nty,  greet- 


W  HERE  AS,  on  the  trial  of  a  civil  action  before  me,  the  undersigned, 
a  justice  of  the  peace  of  said  county,  on  this  3d  day  of  June,  1882, 
wherein  A.  B.  was  plaintiflF,  and  0.  I),  was  defendant,  Charles  Jones, 
on  being  called  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  and  being 
present,  refused  to  be  sworn  or  affirmed  as  such  witness  in  any  form 
prescribed  by  law.  And  it  appearing  by  the  return  of  Arthur  White, 
one  of  the  constables  of  said  county,  that  the  said  Charles  Jones  was 
duly  subpoenaed  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  on  the  first 
day  of  June,  1882,  and  the  said  defendant  having  made  oath,  before 
me,  that  the  testimony  of  the  said  Charles  Jones  was  so  far  material 
that  without  it  he  could  not  safely  proceed  with  the  trial  of  the  said 
action,  now,  therefore,  you,  the  said  constable,  are  hereby  commanded, 
forthwith,  to  convey  and  deliver  the  said  Charles  Jones  into  the  custody 
of  the  said  keeper  of  said  jail,  and  you,  the  said  keeper,  are  hereby 
required  to  receive  the  said  Charles  Jones  into  your  custody  in  the  said 
jail,  and  him  there  safely  keep  in  close  confinement  until  he  shall  sub- 
mit to  be  sworn  as  such  witness  as  aforesaid,  or  shall  be  otherwise  dis- 
charged according  to  law  ;  hereof  fail  not. 

Given  under  my  hand  this  3d  day  of  June,  1882. 

J.  WOOD,  Justice  of  tlie  Peace. 

The  foregoing  form  is  applicable  to  a  case  in  which  the  witness  re- 
fuses to  be  sworn  at  all  as  a  witness.  But  a  witness  is  frequently 
sworn,  and  answers  most  of  the  questions  put  to  him,  though  he 
may  refuse  to  answer  some  of  the  questions  propounded  to  him.  In 
that  case,  the  commitment  ought  to  be  similar  in  form  to  the  one 
just  given,  with  such  a  difference  in  the  statement  as  will  conform 
to  the  facts  of  the  case.  Instead  of  reciting  that  the  witness  refused 
to  be  sworn,  the  commitment  ought  to  state  that  the  witness  was 
duly  sworn,  and  that  he  refused  to  answer  some  specified  question 
or  questions,  which  statement  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

"  The  said  Charles  Jones  was  called  and  duly  sworn  by  me  as  a 
witness,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  (or  defendant),  and  on  his  exami- 
nation (or  cross-examination)  the  said  Charles  Jones  was  asked  by  the 
said  plaintiff  (or  defendant),  the  pertinent  and  proper  question, 
'Whether  he  had  seen  C.  D.,  the  defendant  in  the  action,  write?' 
to  which  question  the  said  Charles  Jones  refused  to  make  any  answer." 

The  commitment  must  state  the.  question  precisely  as  it  was  put  to 
the  witness,  which  may  readily  be  done  by  reducing  the  question  to 
writing. 
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A  witness  cannot  be  comrtlitted  to  jiail  litidel-  this  statute  for  refus- 
ing to  answer  where  he  obtained  liquor,  or  as  to  the  caiise  Of  his  intoxi- 
cation, when  the  proceeding  is  one  instituted  under  the  Excise  Laws 
of  1S5T,  chap.  628.  Peoples.  Webster,  14  Btow.  242.  And  if  so  com- 
mitted, he  will  be  relieved  on  habeas  corpus,  and  dischal-ged  from 
imprisonment.  lb.  In  such  a  case  the  question  is  a  jurisdictional 
one.  On  a  habeas  corpus,  issued  in  a  case  of  a  commitment  for  con- 
tempt of  court,  two  questions  only  are  examined.  One  is,  whether  the 
court  had  jurisdiiction  to  make  the  commitment,  and  the  other,  whether 
the  commitment  is  regular  and  sufficient  on  its  face.  People  v.  Sheri^ 
of  New  Yorh,  29  Barb.  622;  S.  C,  7  Abb.  96;  P-eopte  v.  Keliy,  21 
How.  54 ;  S.  C,  12  Abb.  150.  A  justice  should  never  require  an 
answer  to  a  question  which  might  tend  to  criminate  a  witness,  or  sub- 
ject him  to  an  action  for  a  penal  ty^  if  he  claims  his  exemption.  By  ass 
V.  Sullivan,  21  How.  50 ;  3  R>  S.,  690,  §  102,  5th  ed-. 

The  recusant  witness  being  thus  committed  to  the  county  jail,  the 
justice  must,  from  time  to  time,  at  the  request  of  the  party  in  whose 
behalf  the  witness  attended,  adjourn  the  trial  until  the  witness  testifies, 
or  produces  the  book  or  paper  required,  or  dies,  or  becomes  a  lunatic, 
or  is  discharged  according  to  law.     Yol.  1,  p.  42,  §  3003. 

§  2.  Commissiou  to  take  testimony.  "Wlien  a  defendant  has 
neglected  to  appear  iipon  the  returh  of  a  siimniotiB,  or  has  failed  to 
answer  the  complaint,  or  where  an  issue  of  fact  has  been  joined  in  an 
action,  and  it  appears,  by  affidavit,  upon  the  application  of  either  party, 
that  a  witness  not  within  the  coutity  where  the  action  is  pending,  or  an 
adjoibihg  Goiinty,  is  material  in  the  prosebution  or  defense  of  the  action, 
the  justice  may  award  a  commission  to  oiie  or  mote  competent  pfetfeons, 
authorizing  them,  or  either  of  them,  to  examine  the  witness  under 
oath,  in  one  of  the  ftiodes  prescribed  by  the  statute.  See  vol.  1,  p.  36, 
§  2980. 

The  (Jbmmissloii  may  be  granted  at  the  tittle  Of  joining  isS'ii^,  or  at 
;ihy  time  afterwkt'd,  upoti  the  appHcatiOli  of  eithei*  party.  It  may  be 
granted  upon  the  application  of  the  plaintiff,  at  the  return  of  the  siini- 
mons,  although  tlO  issue  is  joined.     Id-.,  p.  37,  §  2982. 

An  application  for  a  eomrnisgioU  to  take  testimony  may  be  granted 
by  the  justice  without  notice,  when  iiiade  by  the  plaintiflf  at  tke  I'eturti 
of  the  sumtnOUs,  6f  by  eithef  party  at  the  time  of  joihiug  issue.  After 
the  joiiidef  of  is&ue  the  application  mUSt  be  made  UpoU  notice.  This 
notice  must  be  in  writing,  and  must  be  sfei'Ved  upon  the  advsfge  party, 
eithef  personally,  or*  by  sefviee  Upon  the  attorney  who  appeared  fot 
Mm  befoi*e  the  justice.     Id.,  p.  B?,  §  29S2. 
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Notice  of  wpplication  for  a  eomrrmsion. 
JUSTICE  COURT. 


John  Doe 

agst. 

Richard  Doe. 


Before  A.  B.,  ajusUce  of  the  peace  of  Watervliet, 
m  Alhcmy  country. 


SiE :  —  Please  to  take  notice,  that  on  the  27th  day  of  March,  1865,  at 
ten  o'clock,  in  the  forenoon,  at  the  office  of  the  said  justice,  in  the  town 
of  Watervliet,  in  said  county,  I  shall  make  an  application  to  the  said 
justice,  A.  B.,  for  a  commission,  to  be  directed  to  C.  D.,  of  the  city  of 
Buffalo,  to  examine  E.  F.,  of  the  same  place,  as  a  witness  in  the  above- 
entitled  action,  upon  interrogatories  to  be  annexed  to  said  commission. 
Dated  March  17,  1865.  JOHN  DOE,  Plaintiff. 

To  Richard  Roe,  Defendant. 

If  the  opposite  party  appears  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned  in  the 
notice,  and  he  does  not  require  proof  of  the  service  of  the  notice,  or  if 
the  service  is  expressly  admitted,  no  proof  of  service  need  be  made. 
But  if  such  party  does  not  appear,  either  in  person  or  by  attorney,  then 
due  proof  of  the  service  must  be  made  by  the  party  who  desires  such 
commission.  Such  proof  must  be  made  by  affidavit.  The  affidavit 
may  be  drawn  upon  the  back  of  such  notice,  or  at  the  bottom  of  it,  in 
the  following  form : 

Albany  County,  ss.:  John  Doe,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is 
the  plaintiff  named  in  the  within  (or  above)  entitled  action,  and  that, 
on  the  17th  day  of  March,  1865,  at  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  said 
county,  he  personally  served  said  notice  on  the  said  defendant,  by 
delivering  to  *  him  a  true  copv  thereof,  and  leaving  the  same  with  him. 
Sworn  to  before  me  this  27th")  JOHN  DOE. 

day  of  March,  1865.  \ 

A.  B.,  Justice. 

When  service  is  made  upon  the  party  by  delivering  a  copy  of  the 
notice  to  the  attorney  who  appeared  for  him  before  the  justice,  proceed 
as  in  the  above  form  to  the  *  and  add,  "  T.  Z.,  the  attorney  who 
appeared  for  said  defendant  before  the  justice  in  the  action,  a  true 
copy  thereof,  and  leaving  the  same  with  him." 

In  all  cases  it  is  advisable  to  prepare  an  affidavit  of  service  of  the 
notice,  as  it  will  be  filed  among  the  papers  of  the  case,  and  be  always 
available  to  prove  a  strict  compliance  with  the  statute.  A  reliance  upon 
the  admissions  or  waivers  of  an  adverse  party  is  always  dangerous, 
unless  the  admission  or  waiver  is  in  writing  and  duly  signed ;  and 
when  a  statute  requires  proof  of  a  fact  5y  affidavit  in  order  to  author- 
ize the  justice  to  issue  any  mandate,  the  substitution  of  any  other  form 
of  proof  is,  at  least,  of  doubtful  propriety.     The  notice  may  be  served 
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by  any  person,  and  the  proof  of  service  may,  of  course,  be  made  by  the 
person  who  serves  the  notice.  If  the  opposite  party  should  not  appear, 
and  the  commission  should  be  issued  without  proof  of  the  service  of 
the  notice,  the  issuing  of  the  commission  will  be  irregular,  and  unless 
the  irregularity  is  subsequently  waived,  the  evidence  returned  by  the 
commissioner  will  not  be  legally  admissible.  If  the  notice  is  defective 
in  form,  or  if  it  is  not  served  in  time,  or  personally,  an  objection  may 
be  taken  by  the  opposite  party.  But  these  objections,  and  all  otliers 
of  a  similar  character,  must  be  taken  at  the  first  opportunity,  or  they 
will  be  waived ;  and  if  a  notice  is  defective,  either  in  form  or  sub- 
stance, tlie  objection  must  be  taken  at  the  time  when  the  commission 
is  awarded.  It  will  be  too  late  to  raise  the  objection,  for  the  first  time, 
at  the  trial,  by  objecting  to  the  evidence.  Allen  v.  Edwcvrds,  3  Hill, 
499.  After  proper  notice  has  been  given,  the  party  should  appear 
before  the  justice  on  the  day  and  at  the  place  mentioned  in  the  notice, 
for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  interrogatories  and  of  obtaining  the  com- 
mission. As  will  appear  hereafter,  a  commission  may  issue  without 
written  interrogatories,  and  the  deposition  may  be  taken  upon  oral 
questions,  if  both  parties  expressly  consent.  Yol,  1,  p.  37,  §  2981. 
But  as  the  consent  of  the  adverse  party  may  be  withheld,  it  will  be 
prudent  for  the  party  applying  for  the  commission  to  be  prepared  with 
at  least  an  outline  of  the  questions  he  wishes  answered  by  the  absent 
witness. 

Before  issuing  a  commission,  the  justice  ought  to  be  satisfied  that 
the  evidence  of  the  witness  is  material  in  the  prosecution  or  defense 
of  the  action,  and  that  the  witness  is  not  within  the  county  where  the 
action  is  pending,  nor  within  an  adjoining  county.  This  can  be  made 
to  appear  by  affidavit  only.  Vol.  1,  p.  36,  §  2980.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary, under  the  Code,  to  show  that  the  witness  does  not  reside  within 
the  county  where  the  action  is  pending,  or  within  the  adjoining 
county,  as  was  required  by  the  Revised  Statutes.  It  is  sufficient  to  es- 
tablish that  the  witness  is  not  in  fact  within  either  county.  But  the 
affidavit  must  show  that  fact  or  it  will  be  fatally  defective.  See  Par- 
melee  V.  Thompson,  7  Hill,  77.  To  state  merely  that  the  witness  is  in 
another  county,  is  not  sufficient  since  that  is  consistent  with  his 
being  in  an  adjoining  county.  lb.  Under  the  Revised  Statutes,  the 
fact  that  the  witness  did  not  reside  in  the  trial  county,  nor  in  an  ad- 
joining county  might  be-sworn  to  upon  information  and  beUef.  See 
Eaton  V.  North,  7  Barb.  631.  Probably  a  similar  mode  of  proof  of 
the  absence  of  the  witness  from  the  trial  county  and  the  county  ad- 
86 
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joining  will  be  sufficient  under  the  Code  if  tlie  sources  of  thie  iiifonna- 
tiou  are  given,  and  the  grounds  of  the  belief.     See  «^^j  114. 

The  proof  of  the  materiality  of  a  witness  may  be  made  by  the  agent 
or  attorney  of  the  party,  if  he  is  able  to  prove  facts  sufficient  to  niake 
a  case.  Beall  v.  Dey,  7  Wend;  513 ;  Murray  v.  Kirhpatrielt,  1  Cow. 
210;  Beniary.  Van  Zandt,  2  Johns.  Gas.  69.  And  this  is  especially  the 
case  when  the  party  himself  is  absent  from  the  county  in  which  the 
action  is  to  be  tried.  Eaton  v.  North,  7  Barb.  631.  It  will  be  sufficient 
if  the  materiality  of  the  witness  is  sworn  to  positively,  as  it  is  not 
necessary  to  swear  to  the  advice  of  counsel  upon  that  point.  Beall  v. 
I  Dey,  7  Wend.  513 ;  Demar  v.  Vun  Zandt^  2  Johns.  Oas.  69. 

If  there  are  no  circumstances  of  a  suspicious  nature,  the  justice  has 
no  right  to  require  a  party  to  state  what  he  expects  to  prove  by  the 
witness,  whose  evidence  is  desired  to  be  taken  on  such  commission. 
Eaton  V.  North,  7  Barb.  631.  But  if  the  party  applying  for  a  com- 
mission states  what  he  expects  to  prove  by  such  witness,  and  the  oppo- 
site party  offers  to  admit  the  truth  of  the  facts  so  stated,  not  merely 
that  the  witness  would  swear  to  them,  the  commission  may  be  refused. 
People  V.  Vermilyea,  7  Cow.  369 ;  Bank  of  Commerce  V.  Michel,  1 
Sandf .  687.  But  an  admission  of  that  nature  which  is  to  be  introduced 
in  evidence  on  the  trial,  oughtj  in  all  cases,  to  be  reduced  to  Writing, 
and  signed  by  the  party  making  such  admission,  and  the  admission  de- 
livered to  the  party  who  applied  for  the  commission.  This  course  will 
obviate  all  question,  on  the  trial^  a,s  to  what  facts  were  really  ad- 
mitted, and  it  will  also  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  truth  of  those 
facts. 

Ordinarily  a  commission  is  granted  when  &  prima  fadie  case  is  made ; 
but  there  may  be  suspicious  circumstances  shown  which  will  authorize 
a  justice  to  require  the  applicant  to  state  what  he  expects  to  prove  by 
his  witness.  Rogers  v.  Rogers,,  7  Wend.  514.  So,  where  a  party  offers 
to  admit  whatever  the  applicant  will  swear  he  expects  to  prove  by  the 
witness,  the  justice  may  require  a  statement  of  the  facts  expected  to 
be  proved.  Ba/nh  6f  Commerce  v.  Michel,  1  Sandf.  687.  The  admiS' 
sion,  however,  must  be  that  the  facts  so  stated  are  true^not  merely  that 
such  witness  will  swear  to  them.  lb.  Such  offers  of  admission,  however, 
will  not  frequently  be  made,  even  to  prevent  the  issuing  of  a  commis- 
sion. If  a  statement  is  made  as  to  the  facts  which  are  to  be  proved 
by  the  absent  witness,  and  those  facts  are  not  material  or  relevant,  the 
commission  may  be  denied.  This  power,  howevel',  should  be  exercised 
cautiously,  since  it  is  not  always  easy  to  determine  in  advance  what 
facts  may  become  material  on  the  trial.     The  defendant  is  not  com- 


PREPARATION  FOR  TRIAL.  683 

■Commission  to  take  testimony. 

pelled  to  take  a  commission,  if  he  can  pi'ocure  the  attendance  of  his 
witness  within  the  ninety  days  allowed  by  law.  He  may  take  the 
chances  of  getting  liis  witness  if  he  prefers  to  do  so,  and  may  adjourn 
the  cause  in  the  usual  manner.  But,  since  a  plaintiif  is  not  entitled  to 
such  adjournments,  he  must  take  a  commission  if  he  would  secure  the 
evidence. 

Afidavit  for  a  commission. 

{Title  of  the  cause.) 

( Yenue.) 

A.  B.,  being  duly  sworn  says,  that  he  is  the  plaintiff  in  the  above-enti- 
tled action  ;  that  issue  has  been  joined  in  said  action  ;  that  a  notice  of 
an  application  for  a  commission  to  take  the  testimony  of  Y.  Z.,  was 
duly  served  upon  the  defendant  herein,  on  the  15th  day  of  June,  1882, 
as  appears  by  the  affidavit  of  G.  H.,  hereto  annexed;  that  the  said  Y. 
Z.,  is  a  material  witness  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  prosecution  of  this  ac- 
tion ;  that  said  witness  resides  at  Watertown,  in  the  county  of  Jeffer- 
son, in  this  State,  and  is  not  in  the  county  where  the  action  is  pending 
or  in  an  adjoining  one. 

{Jurat.)  {Signature.) 

The  form  above  given  may  be  modified  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
any  case.  If  the  application  is  made  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
statute,  and  bears  none  of  the  ear  marks  of  bad  faith,  a  commission 
should  be  issued  to  some  person  or  persons  to  take  the  testimony  of 
the  absent  witness. 

The  commission  ought  to  be  directed  to  persons^gainst  whom  neither 
party  can  raise  a  reasonable  objection.  In  a  court  of  record  it  is  usual 
for  the  moving  party  to  name  the  commissioners.  Harris  v.  Wilson,  2 
"Wend.  627.  But  the  court  will  not  nominate  any  person  as  commis- 
sioner if  a  reasonable  ground  can  be  shown  why  he  should  not  be  ap- 
pointed. Such  objection  must,  in  strictness,  be  proved  on  oath,  if  that 
is  required,  or  the  proof  of  the  facts  may  be  made  by  affidavit.  Biays 
V.  Merrihew,  3  Johns.  251.  If  the  justice  knows  of  any  good  reason 
why  any  particular  person  ought  not  to  be  appointed  a  commissioner, 
the  appointment  of  such  person  ought  not  to  be  made.  So,  if  it  is 
shown  by  affidavit,  or  other  satisfactory  evidence,  that  a  particular 
person  named  as  commissidner  is  not  a  proper  person  to  be  appointed, 
the  adverse  party  may  object  to  him,  and  in  that  case  he  ought  not  to 
be  appointed. 

The  names  of  the  witnesses  to  be  examined  ought  always  to  be 
inserted  in  the  commission  if  possible.  And  when  the  names  of  the 
witnesses  might  have  been  ascertained  by  due  diligence^  but  this  was 
not  done,  the  commission  was  refused.    Wright  v.  Jessup,  3  Duer,  642. 
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Where  the  names  of  the  witnesses  are  not  known,  and  they  cannot 
reasonably  be  ascertained,  the  commission  may  describe  them  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  be  most  likely  to  identify  the  witness,"  or  the  commission 
may  be  general  to  examine  such  witnesses  as  may  be  produced  for 
examination.  McMahon  v.  Allen,  18  Abb.  292  ;  Shaffer  v.  Wilcox, 
2  Hall,  502. 

The  commission,  in  the  last  case  cited,  antliorized  the  examination  of 
the  clerks  of  a  person  who  was  named. 

Where  the  application  for  the  commission  is  opposed  by  the  adverse 
party,  the  only  commission  which  the  justice  has  authority  to  issue,  is  ■ 
one  authorizing  the  commissioner  to  examine  the  witness-  under  oath, 
upon  interrogatories.  But  if  both  parties  expressly  consent,  a  commis- 
sion may  issue  without  written  interrogatories,  and  the  depositions  may 
be  taken  upon  oral  questions.     Yol.  I,  p.  37,  §  2981. 

Commission  to  excmiine  wit?iess  upon  interogatories. 

County  of  Albany,  \ 

Town  of  Watervliet,       \     ' ' 
The  People  of  the  State  of  New    York,  to  James  Smith,  of  the   city 
of  Buffalo,  in  the  county  of  Erie  and  State  of  New  York: 

Wheeeas  it  appears  to  me,  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in 
the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  the  county  of  Albany,  that  A.  B.,  of  the  town 
of  ,  in  the  county  of  Erie,  is  a  material  witness  in  the  prosecu- 

tion (or  defense)  of  a  certain  action  now  pending  before  me,  in  which 
John  Doe  is  plaintiff  and  Richard  Roe  defendant.  N  ow,  therefore,  con- 
fiding in  your  prudence  and  fidelity,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  I 
have  appointed,  and  by  these  presents  do  appoint  you,  commissioner  to 
examine  the  said  witness ;  and  for  that  purpose  do  authorize  you,  at 
certain  days  and  places,  to  be  by  you  appointed,  diligently  to  examine 
the  said  witness*  on  the  interrogatories  hereto  annexed,  on  oath,  to  be 
taken  before  you*  ;  and  to  cause  such  examination  to  be  reduced  to 
writing,  and  signed  by  such  witness,  and  certified  by  yourself,  and  to 
return  the  same,  annexed  hereto,  to  me,  by  mail,  inclosed  under  your 
seal,  according  to  the  directions  herewith  given  you.  Given  under 
my  hand,  at  watervliet,  aforesaid,  this  27th  day  of  March,  lb65. 

E.  F.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Directions  indorsed  upon  commission. 

The  commissioner  within  named  will  return  said  commission  to  me, 
at  West  Troy,  in  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  Albany  county,  my  place 
of  residence,  by  mail. 

E.  F.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

A  copy  of  section  901  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  omitting  the 
sixth  subdivision,  must  be  annexed  to  the  commission  (vol.  1,  p.  37, 
§§  901,  2984).     And  it  will  be  the  better  practice  to  annex  also  a  copy 
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of  section  902,  of  that  act,  referred  to  iu  section  901,  although  that  is 
not  expressly  required  by  sections  2981,  and  2984,  of  the  statute.  The 
statute  does  require  that  the  commission  shall  be  executed  and  re- 
turned as  prescribed  by  section  901,  of  the  Code  ;  and  that  section  re- 
quires that  section  902,  shall  be  annexed  to  the  commission,  and  conse- 
quently requires  that  it  shall  be  returned  with  it. 

The  interrogatories  upon  which  the  witness  is  to  be  examined  must 
be  settled  by  the  justice,  or  by  the  written  agreement  of  the  parties, 
and  indorsed  upon  or  annexed  to  the  commission.    Id.  36,'  §  2980. 

The  interrogatories  and  cross-interrogatories  miist,  necessarily,  em- 
brace every  subject  which  is  material  to  the  prosecution  or  the  defense 
of  an  action,  and,  therefore,  no  precedent  will  be  of  any  use  further 
than  as  an  illustration  of  the  manner  in  which  they  ought  to  be 
framed.  The  questions  contained  in  the  interrogatories  ought  to  con- 
form to  the  rules  of  evidence  as  much  as  though  the  witness  were  to 
be  examined  in  court  at  the  trial.  Either  party  is  permitted  to  insert 
any  question  which  he  may  choose,  if  it  is  pertinent  to  any  of  the 
issues,  or  if  the  evidence  which  it  will  elicit  will  be  admissible  on  the 
trial.  It  is  not  possible,  in  every  case,  to  frame  particular  questions 
which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  purpose  of  eliciting  all  the  information 
which  a  witness  may  possess,  since  the  party  may  not  be  fully  in- 
formed as  to  how  much  the  witness  knows  upon  the  matters  in  litiga- 
tion. And  the  witness  may  know  material  facts  about  which  the  party 
has  no  knowledge  whatever.  For  this  reason,  the  law  permits  either 
party  to  put  a  general  interrogatory  as  in  the  precedents  given.  And 
any  evidence  which  is  given  under  such  general  interrogatory,  is  as 
competent  as  that  which  is  given  in  response  to  a  particular  question. 
Percival  v.  Biokey,  18  Johns.  257,  289  ;  MeCarty  v.  Edwards,  24 
How.  236.  "When  the  interrogatories  are  settled  by  the  consent  of  the 
parties,  they  may  agree  to  waive  all  objections  as  to  the  form  of  the 
questions,  or  as  to  the  competency  of  witnesses,  or  of  specified  items  or 
qualities  of  evidence.  And  if  it  is  expressly  stipulated  that  certain  ob- 
jections are  reserved,  and  may  be  made  at  the  trial,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  all  other  objections  were  intended  to  be  waived,  and, 
therefore,  no  others  can  be  raised  on  the  trial.  Morse  v.  Cloyes,  11 
Barb.  100.  What  objections  may  be  taken  on  the  trial  will  be  dis- 
cussed in  a  subsequent  place. 

When  the  parties  do  not  agree  to  the  interrogatories,  they  must 
submit  them  to  the  justice  for  settlement.  And  any  question  pertinent 
to  the  cause  may  be  inserted  in  the  interrogatories. 

When  the  commission  had  been  made  out  and  signed  by  the  justice, 
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and  the  interroga.tories.  kave  been  drawn  and  settled,  either  by  agree- 
ment of  parties,  or  by  the  decision  of  the  justice,  the  interrogatories 
ought  to  be  annexed  to  the  commission,  and  the  papers  sent  to  the 
eommissioner.  The  papers  may  be  sent  by  mail  or  by  express,  or  in 
any  other  manner  which  the  parties  may  agree  upoa.,  But,  the  pa- 
pers ought  to  be  sent  by  mail,  unless  the  parties  agree  to  some  other 
mode,  and  the  person  who  applies  for  the  commission  is  bound  to  pay 
the  expense  of  mailing  them. 

Interrogatories  cmd  cross-mterrogatories, 
m  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

[  Before  E.  Y .,  a  justice,  of  the  peae&  af  Watervliet, 

Elchlrd  Roe.  I       ^'^  ^^^^^V  '^'^'^■ 


Interrogatories  to  be  administered  to  A.  B.,  a  witness  to  be  produced, 
sworn  and  examined  under  the  annexed  commission,  on  the  part  and 
behalf  of  John  Doe,  plaintiff  in  the  above-entitled  action,  now  pend- 
ing before  E.  F.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Watervliet,  in  Albany 
county : 

FvpsL.  Do.  you  kno,w  the  parties,  plaintiff  and  defendant,  in  the 
title  of  these  interrogatories  named,  or  either  of  them  and  which  of 
them,  and  how  long  have  you  known  them,  or  either  of  them  ? 

Second.  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  the  said 
Richard  Roe? 

Third.  Look  at  and  examine  the  paper  writing  now  produced  and 
shown  to  you  at  the  time  of  your  examination,  and  marked  "  A^"  and 
purporting  to  be  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  said  Richard  Roe,  and 
payable  to  the  said  John  Doe  or  bearer,  for  $200,  and  dated  Janu- 
ary 1,  1863.     In  whose  handwriting  is  the  signature  to  the  said  note? 

Fourth.  Do  you  know,  and  if  so,  what  is  the  usual  business  fol- 
lowed by  each  of  the  parties ;  and  do  you  know  of  the  sale  of  any 
goods  and  chattels,  wares  and  merchandise  by  the  said  plaintiff  to.  the 
said  defendant,,  and  if  so,  when,  where,  what  articles,  and  what  was  the 
value,,  if  you  are  acquainted  with  the  market  value  of  such  articles  ? 

Lastly.  Dq  you  know  any  other  matter  or  thing  touching  the  mat- 
ters in  question,  that  may  tend  to-  th«  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  ?  If  yea, 
declare  as  fully  and  at  large  as  if  you  had  been  particularly  interro- 
gated thereto. 

(Ann^x  documents  to  he  identified,  if  any.) 

JOHN  DOE,  Plaintiff. 

Cross-interrogatories: 

ImterrogatQiries  t.Q  be  admististeBed  to  the  said  A,,  B.,.  by  way  of  cross- 
examijiaatti'on ; 

First.  How  frequejntly  have  you  seen  tbe  said  Richard  Roe  write, 
and  under  what  circumstances? 
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Second.  Are  you  femiliar  with,  the  usual  market,  value,  of  the  articles 
mentioned  in  the  fourth  interrogatory  of  the  plaintiff  ? 

These  interrogatories  will  he  framed  according  tp.  the  oircumstances 
of  the  case. 

Assent,  of  parties  to  interrog<itoHes,^ 

We,  the  undersigned,  parties  to  the  action  named  in  the  annexed 
commission,  hereby  consent  and  agree  that  the  interrogatories  hereto 
annexed  may  be  propounded  to  the  witness  therein  named,  by  the  com- 
njissioner  to  whom  the  commission  is  directed. 

JOHN  DOE,  Plaintiff. 
RICHARD  ROE,  Defendomt. 

Settlement  of  interrogatories  hyjusUce. 

I  hereby  certify  that  I  have  settled  the  within  interrogatories  and 
cross-interrogatpries,  and  that  I  approve  of  the  same. 

E.  F.,  Justice  ofths  Peace. 

When  the  parties  expressly  eonsent  that  the  testimony  of  the  witness 
may  be  tak«n  upon  oral  questions,  the  preceding  forms  will  of  course 
be  of  no  value.  In  such  case  the  parties  should  draw  up  and  sign  a 
written  consent  to  such  examination  which  may  be  in  the  following 
form : 

Consent. 

[Title  of  the  cause.y 

We,  the  parties  to  the  above  entitled  action,  do  hereby  consent  that 
a  comnaissiom  to  examine  A.  B.,  as  a  witness  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
(or  defendant)  may  issue  witlaoat  interifogato.ries,  and  that  the  de- 
position of  said  witness  may  be  taken  upon  oral  qiiiestions. 

{Date.)  {Signature  of  parttes.) 

Commission  to  examine  witness  orally. 

(Proceed  as  in  the  form  of  commission  on  page  684,  to  the  *,  then 
stibstitute  "  under  oath,  upon  oral  questions,"  m  the  place  of  the  mat- 
Ur  vnolud^  between  the  *  *,  and  conclude  as  in  the  form  gimn>) 

Of  course  no  interrogatories  will  be  annexed  to  th,e  commission,  but 
a  copy  of  sections  900  and  901  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  must  be, 
annexed  thereto;  (vol.  1,  p.  37,  §§  2981,  2984),  and  it  will  be  advis- 
able to  also  annex  a  copy  of  section  902  of  that  act.     ^e  id.,  p,  38, 

§  902. 

The  precedents  given  are  sufficient  to  assist  in  the  duty  of  applymg 
for  and  issuing  the  commission.  The  mode  of  executing  and  return- 
ing it  will  now  be  briefl;y  considered. 

Where  the  Qommission  is  executed  within  the  State,,  the  commis- 
fiioner,  or  if  there  are  two  or  more,  a  majority  of  them,  have  the  same 
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power  to  issue  a  subpoena,  to  swear  a  witness,  and  to  compel  his  at- 
tendance that  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  in  an  action  pending  before 
him.  Yol.  1,  p.  39,  §  2987.  Upon  receiving  the  commission,  the  com- 
missioner should  fix  upon  a  time  of  hearing  and  issue  his  subpoena  to 
the  witness  or  witnesses  to  be  examined.  The  subpoena  may  be  in  the 
following  form : 

Gmrvmissioner' s  suhposna  to  witness. 

Eeie  County,  ss.  ;  To  A.  B.  greeting  :  In  the  name  of  the  people 
of  the  State  of  New  York,  you  are  commanded  to  appear  personally 
before  the  undersigned,  a  commissioner  duly  appointed  and  empowered 
to  examine  witnesses  in  a  certain  action  now  pending  before  E.  F., 
a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  Albany  county,  be- 
tween John  Doe,  plaintiff,  and  Eichard  Eoe,  defendant,  at  my  office, 
at  No.        ,  in  street,  in  the  city  of  Buffalo,  on  the  tenth  day 

of  April,  1865,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  then  and  there  to  be  ex- 
amined as  a  witness  in  said  action,  and  to  testify  the  truth,  according 
to  your  knowledge,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  (or  defendant), 
under  and  by  virtue  of  a  commission  issued  for  that  purpose.  Hereof 
fail  not.  Given  under  my  hand,  at  the  city  of  Buffalo,  this  30th  day 
of  March,  1865.  JAMES  SMITH. 

Notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  examination  need  not  be  given. 
Vol.  1,  p.  37,  §  2931. 

Upon  the  appearance  of  the  witness  at  the  time  and  place  specified 
in  the  subpoena,  the  commissioner  shoidd  publicly  administer  to  the 
witness  an  oath  or  affirmation  to  testify  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and 
nothing  but  the  truth,  as  to  the  matters  respecting  which  the  witness  is 
to  be  examined.     Id.,  §  901. 

Oath  administered  to  witness. 

You  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm),  that  as  to  the  matters  respecting 
which  you  are  to  be  examined,  you  will  testify  the  truth,  the  whole 
truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth. 

In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  as  to  the  form  of  the  oath  adminis- 
tered by  the  commissioner  to  the  witness,  it  will  be  presumed  to  be 
regular.  But,  where  the  form  of  the  oath  is  returned,  and  it  is  clearly 
not  such  as  the  statute  requires,  the  depositions  cannot  be  received  in 
evidence.  This  was  so  held,  where  the  oath  administered  to  the  wit- 
ness was  "  that  he  should  true  answers  make  to  the  inteiTogatories  read 
to  him ; "  instead  of  an  oath  to  tell  "  the.  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and 
nothing  but  the  truth."      Whitney  v.    Wynkoop,  4  Abb.  370. 

When  the  examination  is  not  upon  written  interrogatories,  the  com- 
missioner must  take  down,  or  cause  to  be  taken  down,  the  substance  of 
the  witness'  testimony,  unless  he  is  directed  in  the  commission,  or 
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required  by  the  person  attending  for  either  party,  to  insert  in  the 
deposition  any  or  all  of  the  questions  or  answers,  word  for  word. 
Unless  the  commission  otherwise  directs,  the  person  appearing  for  either 
party  may  ask  any  questions  which  he  deems  proper,  and  the  witness' 
answer  must  be  takien  accordingly,  the  objections  thereto  being  reserved 
without  being  specified  at  the  time  of  the  examination.  Yol.  1,  p.  37, 
§  900.  The  testimony  may  be  taken  down  either  by  the  commissioner 
or  by  a  disinterested*  person.  Id.,  §  901.  After  it  has  been  carefully 
read  to  or  by  the  witness  it  must  be  subscribed  by  him.  lb.  The 
mode  of  proceeding  to  execute  the  commission  is  clearly  pointed  out  by 
the  statute  and  need  not  be  here  repeated.  See  vol.  1,  pp.  S'T,  38.  As 
a  copy  of  the  sections  of  the  statute,  prescribing  the  mode  of  procedure 
in  taking  testimony  upon  commission,  must  accompany  the  commission, 
the  commission  itself  will  furnish  ample  instructions  for  the  guidance 
of  the  commissioner. 

Caption  of  deposition. 

Deposition  of  A.  B.,  a  witness  produced,  sworn  and  examined  on 
oath,  on  the  10th  day  of  April,  1865,  at  my  office  in  the  city  of  Buffalo, 
by  virtue  of  a  commission  issued  by  E.  F.,  a  j  ustice  of  the  peace  of  the 
town  of  "Watervliet,  in  Albany  coimty,  to  nie,  James  Smith,  directed, 
for  the  examination  of  A.  B.,  a  witness  in  an  action  pending  before 
the  said  justice,  between  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe, 
defendant. 

The  said  A.  B.,  being  duly  sworn,  deposes  as  follows  *  :  To  the  first 
interrogatory  he  says.     (Give  the  answer  of  the  witness  fuUy.) 

To  the  second  interrogatory  he  says.     (Give  the  answer.) 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  this  )  A.  B. 

10th  day  of  April,  1865.  ) 

James  Smfth,  Gommissioner. 

If  the  examination  is  not  upon  interrogatories,  proceed  as  in  the 
above  form  to  the  *,  and  then  give  the  substance  of  the  witness'  testi- 
mony in  the  narrative  form,  or  the  questions  put  to  the  witness  and  the 
answers  given  by  him  as  the  commissioner  may  direct  or  the  parties 
require.     See  vol.  1,  p.  37,  §§  900,  2981. 

"When  exhibits  are  produced  and  proved  before  the  commissioner, 
they  must  be  annexed  to  the  deposition  to  which  they  relate,  and  they 
must  be  subscribed  by  the  witness,  and  certified  by  the  commissioner. 
"When  the  certificate  clearly  identifies  the  exhibit  referred  to,  the 
courts  will  not  permit  a  technical  objection  to  prevent  its  introduction 

in  evidence. 

The  exhibit  in  one  case  was  a  bill  of  sale,  and  the  witness  duly 
sworn  and  examined,  and  the  commissioner  certified  upon  it,  that  on 
87 
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the  day  of  the  execution  of  the  commission,  the  exhibit  "  was  produced 
and  shown  to  the  said  James  Meighan  (the  witness),  a  witness  sworn 
and  examined,  and  by  him  deposed  unto  at  the  time  of  his  examina- 
tion as  a  witness  under  such  'commission,"  and  this  was  held  to  be  a 
sufficient  certificate.  Hall  v.  Barton,  25  Barb.  2T4,  277.  In  another 
case  the  exhibits  were  two  notes  which  were  respectively  marked  A, 
and  B.  They  were  referred  to  by  the  witnesses  as  being  thus  marked ; 
a  copy  of  each  was  also  given,  with  a  statement  that  the  witnesses  had 
written  their  names  upon  each  note,  and  all  this  appeared  in  the  depo- 
sitions. 

The  return  of  the  comtkiissioners,  among  other  things,  stated  "  that 
the  witnesses  Clark  and  Lee,  testified  as  above  written  ;  that  such  testi- 
mony was  subscribed  by  the  witnesses,  who,  also,  in  the  presence  of 
the  commissioners,  signed  their  names  on  the  back  of  the  notes  attached 
to  their  testimony,  which  notes  were  produced  and  shown  to  them." 
This  was  held  to  be  sufficient.     Brumskill  v.  James,  11  N.  Y.  294. 

Indorsement  of  am,  exhibit. 

On  the  tenth  day  of  April,  1865,  at  the  execution  of  a  commission 
issued  by  E.  F.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in 
Albany  county,  for  the  examination  of  A.  B.,  a  witness  in  a  certain 
action  pending  before  the  said  justice,  between  John  Doe,  plaintiff, 
and  Richard  Roe,  defendant,  the  within  paper  writing,  marked  "A," 
was  produced  and  shown  to  the  said  A.  B.,  a  witness  sworn  and  exam- 
ined, and  by  him  deposed  unto  at  the  time  of  his  examination  as  a  wit- 
ness Tinder  such  commission. 

JAMES  SMITH,  Commissioner. 

The  parties  have  a  right  to  appear  by  counsel  on  the  execution  of 
a  commission.  Union  Bank  of  Sandusky  v.  Torrey,  2  Abb.  269. 
Neither  party  can  withdraw  cross-interrogatories  on  the  execution  of 
the  commission,  unless  by  mutual  consent.  lb.  A  witness  who  is  ex- 
amined on  commission  is  bound  to  answer  every  interrogatory  and 
cross-interrogatory;  and  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  shield  himself 
from  a  cross-interrogatory  by  a  reference  to  an  answer  given  to  a  direct 
interrogatory.  lb.;  Willis  v.  TFeZcA,  2  Code  Rep.  64 ;  Union  Bank  of 
Sandusky  v.  Torrey,  6  Duer,  626 ;  S.  C,  2  Abb.  269.  A  party  has 
the  same  right  to  an  answer  to  a  cross-interrogatory  on  a  commission 
that  he  has  to  have  an  answer  to  a  question  put  on  cross-examination, 
when  the  examination  is  an  oral  one.  But  it  has  since  been  held  at 
general  term  that  it  is  not  a  valid  objection  that  cross-interrogatories 
in  a  commission  offered  in  evidence,  are  not  all  answered,  where  it 
appears  that  some  of  them,  in  whole  or  in  part,  are  answered  by  a 
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reference  to  previous  answers,  where  the  latter  are  full  and  explicit. 
McOa/rty  v.  Edmards,  24  How.  237.  When  the  witness  to  be  exam- 
ined, cannot  speak  English,  the  depositions  must  be  taken  and  returned 
in  English,  by  means  of  an  interpreter.  Belmore  v.  Anderson,  2 
Cox's  Ch.  Cases,  288.  The  signature  of  the  commissioner  will  be  ju- 
dicially  noticed,  whether  the  name  is  written  in  full  or  is  abbreviated. 
Williams  v.  Eldridge,  1  Hill,  249. 

After  the  testimony  of  a  witness  has  been  taken  down,  read,  and 
subscribed  as  required  by  the  statute,  and  the  exhibits,  if  any,  have  been 
duly  subscribed  and  identified,  the  commissioner  must  subscribe  and 
annex  to  the  deposition  a  certificate  substantially  in  the  form  prescribed 
by  section  902  of  the  Code.  See  vol.  1,  p.  38.  This  certificate  is  a 
suflBcient  retm-n  to  the  commission.  Id.,  §  903. 

The  commission,  with  all  the  depositions,  exhibits  and  certificates  at- 
tached, should  be  immediately  sealed  up  by  the  commissioner,  under 
his  seal,  and  addressed  to  the  justice  who  issued  it.  The  commissioner 
should  immediately  deposit  the  package  in  the  post-office  and  pay  the 
postage  thereon.  Id.,  §  901. 

Where  a  commission  is  duly  received  by  mail,  by  the  justice  who 
issued  it,  the  legal  presumption  will  be  that  the  commissioner  deposited 
it  in  the  post-office,  as  required  by  the  statute,  although  there  is  noth- 
ing on  the  envelope,  or  elsewhere,  showing  such  fact.  Hall  v.  Ba/rton, 
25  Barb.  2Y4.  The  correct  practice,  however,  will  be  to  indorse  a  cer- 
tificate of  the  mailing  upon  the  envelope.  And  it  may  be  in  the  fol- 
lowing form : 

Certificate  ofmailmg. 

Deposited  in  the  post-office  at  Buffalo,  and  the  postage  thereon  paid 
by  me,  on  the  10th  day  of  April,  1865. 

JAMES  SMITH,  Commissioner. 

The  justice  to  whom  the  package  containing  the  commission  is  trans- 
mitted by  mail,  must  receive  it  from  the  post  office  and  open  and  file 
it.  He  must  also  indorse  upon  it  the  date  of  its  receipt  and  of  open- 
ing and  filing  it.  Vol.  1,  p.  38,  §  2985. 

Indorsement  lyy  justice. 

Received  from  the  post-office,  opened  and  filed,  this  first  day  of  July, 

1882. 

C.  D.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  package  must  remain  on  file  with  the  justice,  but  may  be  in- 
spected by  either  party. 
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The  amount  of  fees  and  disbursements  wWeh  are  allowed  on  issuing 
a  commission,  and  for  its  execution  and  return,  will  be  found  in  the 
statute.  If  a  commission  issued  by  a  court  of  record  is  defectively  exe- 
cuted, the  court  may  order  it  to  be  returned  to  the  commissioner  so 
that  he  amend  it.  Keeler  v.  Vam.derpoel,  1  Code  Rep.  N.  S.  289.  In 
the  case  just  cited,  the  names  of  the  witnesses  were  incorrectly  stated, 
and  the  commission  was  returned  for  correction.  This  power  is  as  im- 
portant in  a  justice's  court  as  in  any  other,  and  in  a  proper  case  it  may 
be  exercised,  if  the  granting  of  such  a  motion  does  not  extend  the  time 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  justice's  power  of  adjournment.  Either  party 
may  take  as  many  commissions  as  may  be  necessary,  as,  for  instance, 
where  he  has  witnesses  in  two  different  places  which  are  at  a  distance 
from  each  other.  And  the  commissions  may  be  all  taken  out  at  the 
same  time,  or  at  separate  times.  If  a  commission  is  issued,  and  before 
its  return,  it  is  discovered  that  the  evidence  of  another  witness  is  ma^ 
terial,  a  commission  may  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  his 
evidence.  Such  an  application,  however,  will  not  be  looked  upon  with 
favor,  if  the  party  was  aware  of  the  importance  of  such  evidence  and 
of  its  existence  at  the  time  when  the  application  for  the  first  commis- 
sion was  made.  And  so  when  the  commissioner  has  refused  to  require 
an  answer  to  cross-interrogatories  because  the  party  who  framed  them 
desires  to  withdraw  them  without  the  consent  of  the  other  party,  the 
commission  will  be  returned  for  the  purpose  of  taking  such  answers. 
The  Union  Bank  of  Sandushy  v.  Torrey,  2  Abb.  269.  "Where  a  com- 
mission has  been  executed  and  returned,  the  courts  will  not  order  a  re 
turning  of  it  to  the  commissioner  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  a  witness 
to  modify  his  testimony,  especially  when  the  change  will  be  to  contra- 
dict a  witness  who  has  died  since  the  execution  of  the  commission. 
Raney  v.  Weed,  1  Barb.  220. 

A  deposition,  taken  as  prescribed  by  the  Code,  may  be  read  in  evi- 
dence by  either  party ;  and  has  the  same  eflEect,  and  no  other,  as  the 
oral  testimony  of  the  witness  would  have.  An  objection  to  the  com- 
petency or  credibility  of  the  witness,  or  to  the  relevancy  or  substantial 
competency  of  the  question  put  to  him,  or  of  an  answer  given  by  him, 
may  be  made  as  if  the  witness  was  there  personally  examined,  and  with- 
out being  noted  upon  the  deposition.     Yol.  1,  p.  38,  §§  911,  2986. 

An  objection  that  interrogatories  are  leading,  is  an  application  to  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  and  the  ruling  of  the  justice  will  be  conclusive 
upon  the  question.  Ante,  602.  And  it  is  now  well  settled  that  leading 
questions  may  be  put  to  a  witness  on  the  trial,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court.     See  Leading  questions,  ante,  598.     The  depositions  must  be 
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read  in  evidence  before  they  eonatittite  a  part  of  the  testimony  in  the 
cause.  If  there  is  any  objection  to  the  competency  of  the  witness  ex- 
amined on  such  commission,  the  objection  must  be  made  when  the  de- 
position is  offered  as  evidence,  and  before  it  is  so  received.  If  any 
question  is  improper  as  it  is  framed  in  the  interrogatory,  or  if  any 
answer  is  incompetent,  improper,  irrelevant,  or  illegal  evidence,  an  ob- 
jection must  be  taken  to  it  at  the  time  of  reading  the  depositions  in 
evidence.  Ocean  Insurance  Company  v.  Francis,  2  "Wend.  65,  71 ; 
Fleming  v.  Hollenbaah,  7  Barb.  271 ;  Williams  v.  Fldridge,  1  Hill, 
249 ;  and  see  Morse  v.  Gloyes,  11  Barb.  100. 

A  whole  deposition  will  not  be  suppressed  because  a  portion  of  the 
answers  are  objectionable.  And  when  an  objection  is  made  to  a  de- 
position, such  objection  must  be  confined  to  the  objectionable  portions 
of  it,  for  if  it  is  made  to  the  whole  deposition,  when  a  portion  of  it  is 
proper,  the  objection  will  fail  because  it  is  too  extensive.  Commercial 
Bank  of  Pennsylvania  v.  Union  Bank  of  New  York,  11  !N".  Y.  203 ; 
S.  C,  19  Barb.  391.  The  witness  must  answer  the  interrogatories 
himself,  and  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  read  his  answers  from  a  writ- 
ten statement  made  by  his  counsel,  for  the  alleged  reason  that  owing  to 
a  dizziness  of  the  head  of  the  witness,  he  could  not  intelligently  answer 
the  interrogatories  otherwise.  Creamer  v.  Jackson,  4  Abb.  413. 
Answers  which  have  been  taken  in  that  manner  cannot  be  given  in 
evidence.  lb.  A  party  is  not  compelled  to  introduce  a  deposition  in 
evidence ;  and  if,  after  a  witness  has  been  examined  on  commission, 
and  its  return  to  the  justice,  the  witness  should  return  so  that  his  at- 
tendance can  be  procured  at  the  trial,  he  may  be  sworn  and  examined 
orally  on  the  trial  instead  of  introducing  his  deposition  as  evidence. 
Fisher  V.  Dale,  17  Johns.  343,  345.  A  party  may  waive  a  commis- 
sion by  going  to  trial  before  its  return,  without  any  objection,  or  any 
motion  to  adjourn  for  that  purpose.  Brain  v.  Bodelicks,  1  Caines,  73. 
A  party  who  has  caused  a  deposition  to  be  taken,  does  not  necessarily, 
by  offering  parts  of  it  in  evidence,  bind  himself  to  read  it  all,  or  make 
answers  which  are  irrelevant  or  incompetent,  admissible.  Qellatly  v. 
Lowery,  6  Bosw.  113,  122.  The  opposite  party  may,  however,  read 
the  entire  deposition  as  evidence  if  he  chooses.  lb.  Taking  the  evi- 
dence on  commission  reduces  the  statements  of  the  witness  to  writing, 
and  a  party  may  introduce  as  much  of  it  as  he  chooses,  precisely  as  he 
may  elect  what  questions  he  wUl  ask  on  an  oral  examination  of  a  wit- 
ness. And  the  opposite  party  may  introduce  the  balance  of  the  depo- 
sition upon  the  same  principle  that  he  may  cross-examine  a  witness  in 
relation  to  statements  made  by  him  on  direct-examination.     If  a  party 
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is  examined  as  a  witness  on  commission,  his  statements  may  be  read  as 
admissions,  even  if  his  answers  would  not  be  admissible,  by  way  of 
cross-examination,  if  he  were  an  ordinary  witness.  Oellatly  v.  Lowery, 
6  Bosw.  113, 122  ;  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  6  Duer,  102.  An  answer  which 
is  not  responsive  to  an  interrogatory  may  be  objected  to  on  the  trial 
by  either  party  and  the  answer  must  be  struck  out.  Lansmg  v.  Coley, 
13  Abb.  272. 

It  was  held  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  that  in  every  case  in  which  a 
justice  issued  a  commission  to  examine  a  witness,  he  must  direct  the 
manner  in  which  the  commission  should  be  returned ;  and  that  if  he 
failed  to  do  so  the  deposition  could  not  be  read  in  evidence.  Smith  v. 
Randall,  3  Hill,  495.  But  it  was  sufficient  if  the  direction  as  to 
the  returning  of  the  commission  was  indorsed  upon  the  interrogatories 
instead  of  the  commission,  or  if  the  body  of  the  commission  contained 
an  explicit  direction  as  to  its  return,  although  there  was  no  direction 
indorsed  on  the  back  of  it.  See  Hurd  v.  Pendrigh,  2  Hill,  602 ;  Hall 
V.  Barton,  25  Barb.  274.     See,  also,  Crawford  v.  Loper,  id.  449. 

A  neglect  by  the  commissioners  to  deposit  the  commission  and  depo- 
sitions in  the  post-office  immdiately,  as  required  by  the  statute,  will 
not  prevent  the  depositions  from  being  read.  The  statute  is  merelj' 
directory  to  the  commissioner  upon  this  point.  HalUran  v.  Field,  23 
Wend.  38.  So,  the  sending  of  a  copy  of  the  section  of  the  statute 
with  the  commission  is  a  matter  merely  directory,  and  if  the  commis- 
sion is  properly  executed,  the  omission  will  do  no  harm,  and  the  de- 
positions will  be  admissible.  Hall  v.  Barton,  25  Barb.  274 ;  Williams 
V.  Eldridge,  1  Hill,  249.  If  the  commission  and  depositions  are  re- 
ceived by  mail,  the  presumption  will  be  that  they  were  properly  mailed 
as  required  by  the  statute,  altliough  there  is  no  indorsement  on  the  en- 
velope showing  that  fact.  lb.   Brumshill  v.  James,  11  N.  Y.  294. 

Where  the  commission  is  executed  by  the  proper  person,  a  mistake 
in  the  name  of  the  commissioner,  as  stated  in  the  caption  to  the  deposi- 
tions, will  not  vitiate.  A  plaintiff  in  an  action  in  a  justice's  court  gave 
notice  of  an  application  for  a  commission  to  take  the  testimony  of  a 
witness.  The  commissioner  was  to  have  been  directed  to  one  C. ;  but 
on  settling  the  interrogatories,  the  parties  agreed  to  substitute  one  K. 
as  a  commissioner,  in  the  place  of  C. ;  and  the  justice  inserted  the 
name  of  K.,  in  the  commission,  and  the  commission  was,  in  fact,  exe- 
cuted and  returned  by  K.,  but  the  justice  inadvertently  omitted  to  strike 
the  name  of  C.  out  of  the  caption  to  the  interrogatories  where  it  had 
been  inserted  pursuant  to  the  notice.  This  was  held  not  to  invalidate 
the  commission,  and  that  the  depositions  were  admissible  in  evidence. 
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Hall  V.  BaHon,  25  Barb.  274.  The  comtnissioner  ought  to  be  careful 
to  require  the  witness  to  answer  all  of  the  interrogatories,  either  on 
the  direct  or  on  the  cross-examination.  And  if  the  last  general  inter- 
rogatory is  not  answered  the  depositions  will  not  be  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, unless  the  objection  is  in  some  manner  waived.  Brovm  v.  Emir- 
hall,  25  Wend.  259. 


CHAPTER  II. 

GENERAL  EULES  EELATING  TO  TEIALS. 

In  ordinary  cases  the  place  for  the  trial  is  specified  in  the  process,  or 
is  fixed  by  the  justice  at  the  time  of  granting  an  adjournment.  If  the 
trial  takes  place  on  the  return  day  of  the  process,  and  in  the  absence 
of  the  defendant,  the  cause  must  be  tried  at  the  place  specified  in  the 
process,  or  the  judgment  will  be  erroneous.  Stewart  v.  Meigs,  13 
Johns.  417 ;  Case  v.  Yam,  Ness,  1  Johns.  Cas.  243.  So,  if  issue  is 
joined,  and  the  cause  is  adjourned  for  trial,  and  the  defendant  does  not 
appear  on  the  adjourned  day,  the  cause  must  be  tried  at  the  place 
specified.  But  when  both  parties  appear,  either  on  the  return  of  pro- 
cess or  at  an  adjourned  day,  the  justice  may  adjourn  the  cause  to  a  more 
convenient  place  of  trial,  if  it  is  within  reasonable  distance  and  within 
the  same  town.  Morrellr.  Near,l  Co\Y.'H'i.  This  maybe  done  by  the 
justice  whether  the  parties  assent  or  dissent ;  and  if  they  accompany  hira 
to  the  place  of  trial  without  objection,  consent  will  be  presumed.  lb.  It 
has  been  seen  that  on  the  return  of  the  summons  in  an  action,  the  justice 
must  wait  one  hour  for  the  appearance  of  the  parties,  unless  they 
sooner  appear.  Ante,  232.  The  same  rule  applies  to  the  adjourned 
day ;  and  a  justice  must,  in  all  cases,  wait  one  hour  before  proceed- 
ing to  trial  on  an  adjourned  day,  unless  the  parties  sooner  appear. 
Sherwood  v.  Saratoga  cfe  Washington  Railroad  Go.,  15  Barb.  650 ; 
Stafford  v.  Williams,  4  Denio,  182 ;  Shufelt  t.  Cramer,  20  Johns. 
309.  So  where  a  cause  is  held  open  to  a  particular  time  for  some 
reasonable  cause,  as  for  the  return  of  an  attachment  issued  against  de- 
faulting witnesses,  the  justice  must  wait  one  hour  for  the  parties  before 
proceeding  with  the  trial.  Gla/rh  v.  Garrison,  3  Barb.  3Y2.  And  in 
such  a  case,  if  the  justice  proceeds  with  the  trial  in  the  absence  of 
either  party,  before  the  expiration  of  the  hour,  his  judgment  will  be 
erroneous,  and  will  be  reversed  on  an  appeal.  lb.  The  justice  must  be 
careful  to  give  correct  information  to  parties  in  relation  to  proceedings 
pending  before  him.  In  one  case  a  defendant  appeared  before  a  jus- 
tice at  the  proper  hour  and  at  the  proper  place,  on  the  return  day  of 
process.  The  defendant  asked  the  justice  to  call  the  cause  in  which  he 
was  sued,  but  the  justice  informed  him  that  no  such  cause  was  pending, 
and  he  then  left  the  court  with  his  witnesses.  The  justice  afterward 
found  the  papers  in  the  cause,  and  adjourned  it  to  another  day  for  trial, 
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when  the  action  was  tried,  but  the  defendant  did  not  appear.  This 
was  held  erroneous  notwithstanding  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  he  had 
given  the  defendant  notice  of  the  trial,  which  the  defendant  denied. 
Murling  v.  Grote,  1  Hilt.  116  ;  S.  C,  3  Abb.  109.  So  where  the  de- 
fendant appeared  at  the  proper  time  and  place  for  the  return  of  pro- 
cess, and  the  justice  informed  him  that  the  action  was  discontinued,  and 
the  defendant  thereupon  left  court,  it  was  held  that  the  justice  could 
not  afterward  proceed  with  the  cause  in  the  absence  of  such  defendant, 
on  the  ground  that  the  constable  had  made  a  mistake  in  informing  the 
justice  that  the  cause  was  discontinued.  Tyler  v.  01m,ey,  12  Johns. 
378.  A  justice  has  no  right  to  proceed  before  the  expiration  of  the 
hour,  upon  the  ground  that  he  is  informed  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  de- 
fendant does  not  intend  to  appear ;  and  if  he  does  so  proceed  and 
render  a  judgment,  it  will  be  error.  Beach  v.  McCann,  1  Hilt.  256. 
The  justice  may  hold  open  a  cause  on  the  adjourned  day,  when  a  reason- 
able cause  exists  therefor.  This  subject  has  been  already  discussed. 
Ante,  367.  The  witnesses  ought  to  be  sworn  by  the  justice  before 
whom  the  trial  is  pending,  and  the  justice  cannot  be  sworn  as  a  witness 
by  another  justice,  who  administers  an  oath  for  that  purpose.  Perry  v. 
Weyman,  1  Johns.  520 ; ' Morss  v.  Morss,  11  Barb.  510 ;  S.  C,  1  Code 
Eep.  (N.  S.)  374.  But  the  parties  may  waive  any  such  objection,  and  if 
they  consent  that  the  justice  shall  be  sworn  as  a  witness  by  some  other 
justice  ;  or  that  he  may  give  his  statements  without  being  sworn  at  all ; 
or  if  this  is  done  without  objection,  the  irregularity  will  be 
waived,  and  it  cannot  be  reviewed  on  an  appeal.  Beed  v.  Gillett,  12 
Johns.  296 ;  Blanchard  v.  BichVy,  7  id.  198 ;  Morss  v.  Morss,  11  Barb. 
510 ;  S.  C,  1  Code  Rep.  (N.  S.)  374. 

A  plaintiff  may  discontinue  his  action  at  any  time  before  the  cause 
has  been  committed  to  the  jury,  but  not  afterward.  Vol.  1,  p.  43, 
§  3007.  If  the  trial  is  before  the  justice  without  a  jury,  he  may  discon- 
tiniie  at  any  time  before  the  cause  is  finally  submitted  to  the  justice 
for  judgment.  There  may  be  many  reasons  why  a  plaintiff  should 
prefer  to  withdraw  his  action.  He  may  be  disappointed  by  the  non- 
appearance of  his  witnesses ;  the  evidence  may  differ  from  what  it  was 
expected  or  represented  to  be ;  he  may  discover  during  the  trial  that 
important  evidence  exists  which  was  unknown  to  him  before  the  trial 
commenced ;  he  may  wish  to  impeach  or  contradict  witnesses  on  the 
other  side,  who  have  surprised  him  by  untrue  or  unexpected  state- 
ments ;  he  may  discover  that  he  has  omitted  to  perform  some^  act 
which 'is  important  for  the  purpose  of  giving  him  a  right  of  action  ; 
and  when  from  any  of  these  reasons  or  others  of  a  similar  nature,  it  is 
88 
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evident  that  a  fair  trial  cannot  be  had  it  is  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
discontinue  his  action.  By  so  doing  he  will  of  course  subject  himself 
to  the  costs  of  the  action,  and  the  payment  of  his  own  expenses.  The 
right  of  the  plaintifE  to  withdraw  his  action  is  not  affected  by  the 
nature  of  the  defense  interposed.  And  though  a  defendant  may  inter- 
pose the  defense  of  a  set-off  and  establish  its  truth  so  as  to  entitle  him 
to  a  judgment  in  his  favor  if  the  cause  were  actually  decided,  this  will 
not  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  discontinuing  his  action  if  he  elects  to  do 
so,  and  makes  known  his  election  before  the  actual  submission  of  the 
cause  to  the  justice  or  jury.  Bidviell  v.  Weeks,  2  Hilt.  106.  And 
where  a  plaintiff  fails  to  appear  on  the  adjourned  day,  the  justice  must 
render  a  judgment  of  nonsuit ;  he  has  no  right  to  hear  the  evidence  of 
the  defendant  proving  a  set-off,  and  then  render  a  judgment  in  his 
favor  against  the  plaintiff.  Norris  v.  BleaMey,  3  Abb.  107 ;  S.  C,  1 
Hilt.  90.  The  non-appearance  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  return  day  of 
the  process,  or  on  the  adjourned  day,  is  equivalent  to  a  withdrawal 
of  the  action.  And  the  statute  so  treats  it  by  requiring  the  justice  to 
render  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  against  a  plaintiff  who  fails  to  appear. 
Yol.  1,  p.  44,  §  3013.  Nonsuits  are  either  voluntary  or  compulsory. 
They  are  voluntary  where  a  plaintiff  intentionally  withdraws  his  action 
when  he  is  present  in  court ;  or  where  he  intentionally  omits  to  be 
present  and  answer  to  his  action  when  it  is  called.  A  nonsuit  is  com- 
pulsory when  it  is  granted  aginst  the  wishes  and  consent  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  on  motion  of  the  defendant.  The  subject  of  voluntary 
nonsuits  has  been  already  sufficiently  noticed  ;  and  the  following  cases 
will  relate  to  compulsory  nonsuits. 

The  motion  must,  in  all  cases,  be  made  by  the  defendant,  before  the 
cause  is  finally  submitted  to  the  justice  or  jury  for  a  final  decision. 
After  a  cause  has  been  actually  submitted  to  a  jury  for  their  decision 
upon  a  question  of  fact,  the  justice  has  no  right  to  take  the  cause  from 
them,  and  nonsuit  the  plaintiff.  Young  v.  HubheU,  3  Johns.  430 ; 
OilUlan  v.  Spratt,  3  Daly,  440  ;  S.  C,  41  How.  27  ;  8  Abb.  N.  S.  14. 
And  since  the  jury  are  made  judges  of  questions  of  law,  as  well  as  fact, 
there  is  no  reason  why  the  same  rule  ought  not  to  be  applied  when  a 
question  of  law  has  been  finally  submitted  to  the  jury.  After  a  cause 
has  been  completely  tried,  and  submitted  to  a  justice  for  his  adjudica- 
tion upon  the  merits,  it  is  too  late  to  move  for  a  nonsuit.  Mwell  v.  Mc- 
Queen, 10  Wend.  519  ;  Peters  v.  Dorsey,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  115.  See 
OilUlan  V.  Spratt,  3  Daly,  440 ;  S.  C,  41  How.  27;  8  Abb.  N.  S.  14. 

A  motion  for  a  nonsuit  is  usually  decided  at  once  on  the  trial.  This, 
however,  is   not  the   invariable  rule.     If  the  cause  is  tried   before 


GENERAL  EULES  EELATING  TO  TRIALS.  699 

Nonsuit. 

a  justice,  without  a  jury,  and  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  is  made  before  the 
final  submission  of  the  cause  to  the  justice,  and  the  decision  of  the 
motion  is  reversed,  he  may  subsequently  render  a  judgment  of  nonsuit, 
which  will  be  as  valid  as  though  rendered  on  the  trial  at  the  time  of 
making  such  motion.     Seaman  v.  Ward,  1  Hilt.  25. 

When  a  motion  is  made  for  a  nonsuit,  the  defendant  should  state 
fully  and  distinctly  the  grounds  of  his  motion.  In  one  case  the 
grounds  were  stated  thus,  "  that  the  plaintiff  had  shown  no  right  to 
recover ; "  and  also,  "  that  the  evidence  did  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  under  the  complaint  in  this  cause."  The  motion  was  denied, 
and  on  an  appKcation  for  a  new  trial  the  court  said  :  "  The  motion  for 
a  nonsuit  was  properly  denied.  The  first  ground  upon  which  the  de- 
fendants relied  was,  that  the  plaintiff'  had  shown  no  right  to  recover. 
This  was  entirely  too  general  and  indefinite.  The  ground  relied  upon 
should  have  been  so  specifically  stated  that  the  court  and  the  opposite 
counsel  might  understand  the  real  point  which  the  party  intended  to 
raise.  This  is  due  to  the  court,  to  enable  it  to  determine  the  question 
intelligently.  It  is  also  due  to  the  opposite  party,  that  he  may,  if  he 
can,  obviate  the  objection  by  further  evidence."  Trustees  of  St.  Mary's 
Church  V.  Cogger,  6  Barb.  576,  581  ;  Castle  v.  Duryea,  32  id.  480 ; 
and  see  Underhill  v.  Pomeroy,  2  Hill,  603 ;  7  id.  388 ;  Ansonia  Brass 
and  Copper  Co.  v.  Pratt,  10  Hun,  443. 

This  rule,  however,  applies  to  those  cases  only  in  which  a  defendant 
wishes  to  raise  a  question  as  to  some  particiilar  defect  in  the  proofs  of 
plaintiff ;  which  defect  the  plaintiff  might  perhaps  be  able  to  supply 
if  the  precise  objection  or  defect  were  specified.  But  when  the  defend- 
ant relies  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  upon  the 
whole  case,  because  the  entire  evidence  and  the  law  applicable  thereto 
will  not  authorize  a  recovery,  no  other  objection  than  a  general  one 
need  be  taken.  Ansonia  Brass  and  Copper  Co.  v.  Pratt,  10  Hun, 
443.  In  such  a  case  the  objection  is  specific,  for  it  apprises  the  plaint- 
iff that  the  defendant  will  insist  that  upon  the  whole  merits  of  the 
case  there  is  no  legal  right  of  action.  A  defendant  ought  to  be  careful 
to  ascertain  that  a  general  objection  is  sufficient,  before  he  rests  his 
cause  upon  it.  And  in  every  case  in  which  he  relies  upon  the  ground 
that  some  particular  fact  or  state  of  facts  has  not  been  proved,  which 
ought  to  be  proved  to  make  a  case,  the  particular  defects  ought  to  be 
specifically  stated. 

A  nonsuit  ought  not  to  be  granted  on  the  ground  thaf  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  has  not,  in  his  opening  address,  stated  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute' a  cause  of  action.     Stewart  v.  Hamilton,  28  How.  265  ;  S.  0., 
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18  Abb.  298.  If,  however,  he  should  make  an  admission  in  his  open- 
ing, which  is  fatal  to  the  plaintiflE's  case,  and  which  renders  the  taking 
of  evidence  a  useless  formality,  a  nonsuit  may  be  granted.     lb. 

A  motion  for  a  nonsuit  is  generally  made  at  the  close  of  the  plaint- 
iff's evidence  in  chief,  and  after  he  has  rested  his  cause.  This  is  the 
proper  time  to  make  the  motion,  when  it  is  founded  upon  defects  in 
the  proofs  on  the  plaintiff's  part.  Eut  this  is  not  the  only  time  when 
the  motion  can  be  properly  made  ;  for  a  nonsuit  may  be  granted  on 
the  whole  case  after  the  entire  evidence  is  closed.  Rudd  v.  Dams,  7 
Hill,  529  ;  S.  C,  3  id.  287 ;  Fort  v.  Uollins,  21  Wend.  109 ;  Jansen  v. 
Acker,  23  id.  480.  It  is  very  rarely  the  case,  however,  that  a  nonsuit 
can  be  granted  upon  the  whole  evidence  in  the  case.  There 
will  almost  always  be  some  conflict  in  the  evidence  upon  some 
question  of  fact  and  in  that  case  the  question  must  be  submitted 
to  the  jury,  if  one  is  impaneled  to  try  the  action.  Justices 
are  frequently  in  great  doubt  whether  a  nonsuit  ought  to  be 
granted ;  and  in  all  cases  of  doubt  it  is  best  to  err  on  the 
safe  side  by  denying  the  motion.  The  test  whether  or  not  a  non- 
suit should  be  granted  is  easily  stated,  but  sometimes  diflScult  to  ap- 
ply. If  the  evidence,  viewed  in  the  most  favorable  light,  will  war- 
rant the  jury  in  finding  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  a  nonsuit 
cannot  properly  be  granted.  Clemenoe  v.  City  of  Auburn,  66  N.  Y. 
334 ;  Thompson  v.  Lumley,  50  How.  105 ;  Carl  v.  Ayers,  53  N.  Y. 
140.  In  considering  the  propriety  of  a  nonsuit  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  the  concession  that  the  facts  existed  as  they  appear  in  the  evidence 
on  his  part,  and  upon  these  facts,  aided  by  any  fact  favorable  to  the 
plaintiff  proved  by  the  defendant,  the  right  of  the  court  to  nonsuit  is 
to  be  determined.  lb.  If  any  defect  in  the  plaintiff's  testimony  is 
supplied  by  the  evidence  of  the  defendant's  witnesses,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  evidence  in  support  of  a  denial  of  the 
nonsuit.  Favnton  v.  Northern  Central  B.  B.  Co.,  83  N.  Y.  7.  And 
whenever  there  is  any  confiict  in  the  evidence,  upon  a  question  of  fact, 
the  cause  must  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  if  there  is  one  impaneled, 
instead  of  granting  a  nonsuit.  Thompson  v.  Dickerson,  12  Barb. 
108 ;  Ernst  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.,  32  id.  159  ;  McOrath  v.  Same, 
id.  144 ;  Russell  v.  CronkhiU,  id.  282 ;  Smith  v.  Tiffany,  36  id.  23. 

If,  however,  there  is  a  material  defect  in  the  proof  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  so  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  or  if,  on  the  whole 
evidence  in  the  case,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  and  there  is  no  con- 
fiict in  the  evidence,  so  that  the  question  can  be  disposed  of  upon  im- 
dispnted   facts,  a  nonsuit  may    properly  be  granted.      Carpe^iter  v. 
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Smith,  10  Barb.  663 ;  Hauring  v.  JV.  T.  c&  Erie  R.  B.,  13  id.  9 ;  Fox 
V.  Decker,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  150 ;  Bei/rne  v.  Dord,  4  Duer,  69  ;  Morri- 
son V.  N.  Y.  <Ss  N.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  32  Barb.  568  ;  Sheldon  v.  Hudson 
River  R.  R.,  29  id.  227 ;  Stuart  v.  Simpson,  1  Wend.  376 ;  Demyer 
V.  Souzer,  6  id.  436 ;  Rudd  v.  Davis,  3  Hill,  287. 

Whenever  the  case  is  such  that  a  court  would  set  a  verdict  aside,  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  unsupported  by  evidence,  or  was  contrary  to  it,  a 
nonsuit  may  be  granted.  lb. ;  Thompson  v.  Lumley,  50  How.  105 
Carl  V.  Ayers,  53  N.  Y.  14.  And  whenever  a  nonsuit  may  be  de- 
manded, as  a  matter  of  right,  it  is  error  to  refuse  it  if  a  motion  is  prop- 
erly made  for  that  purpose.  Lamer  v.  Meeker,  25  N.  Y.  361.  Where 
the  uncontradicted  evidence  in  a  case  establishes  the  defense  of  usury, 
it  will  be  error  to  refuse  a  nonsuit  if  it  is  demanded.  lb.  That  the 
jury  might  choose  to  discredit  unimpeached  evidence,  which  is  not  in- 
credible on  its  face,  is  no  reason  for  submitting  it  to  their  considera- 
tion, lb.  But  if  a  nonsuit  is  asked,  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence, on  the  ground  of  a  defect  in  the  proofs,  the  court  ought  to 
permit  the  defect  to  be  supplied,  if  the  plaintiff  offers  to  give  the  neces- 
sary evidence.  Lewis  v.  Rider,  13  Abb.  1.  A  refusal  to  receive  the 
evidence  will  be  sufficient  ground  for  reversing  the  judgment.  lb. 
And  where  the  evidence  has  been  closed,  and  the  cause  summed  up  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  a  new  trial  has  been  granted  because  of  a 
refusal  to  receive  material  evidence  at  that  stage  of  the  cause.  Mercer 
v.  Sayre,  7  Johns.  306. 

When  a  motion  is  made  for  a  nonsuit  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's 
case,  on  account  of  a  defect  in  his  proofs,  the  defendant  must  be  care- 
ful that  he  does  not  subsequently  supply  the  defect ;  for  if  he  does, 
the  error  in  refusing  the  nonsuit  will  be  waived.  Colegrove  v.  Ha/rlem 
and  New  Hamen  Railroad,  6  Duer,  383  ;  Mayor  of  New  York  v. 
Mason,  1  Abb.  344 ;  Hyland  v.  Sherman,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  235  ;  Sche- 
nectady and  Sa/ratoga  Plankroad  Co.  v.  Thatcher,  11  IST.  Y.  102 ; 
Ballard  v.  Lockwood,  1  Daly,  158 ;  Carl  v.  Ayers,  53  N.  Y.  14 ; 
Painton  v.  Northern  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  83  id.  7.  If  the  defect 
m  the  proof  is  supplied  by  either  party  during  the  trial,  that  will 
be  sufficient.  lb.  A  nonsuit  may  be  granted  as  to  some  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  refused  as  to  the  others.  The  application  is  in  the  nature  of 
a  nonsuit,  although  it  is,  in  form,  a  motion  by  some  of  the  defendants 
to  be  discharged.  In  an  action  for  a  tort  where  there  are  several  de- 
fendants, if  there  are  some  of  the  defendants  against  whom  no  evidence 
is  given,  they  are  entitled  to  be  discharged  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's 
case,  and  this  is  a  matter  of  right,  not  a  mere  discretionary  power  of 
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the  justice.  MoMa/rtm  v.  Ta/ylor,  2  Barb.  356  ;  Dominiok  v.  Backer^ 
3  id.  18.  The  same  rule  applies  when  the  action  is  joint  and  several, 
so  that  there  may  be  a  recovery  against  some  of  the  parties  even  if  no 
cause  of  action  is  proved  against  the  others,  as  in  the  case  of  an  action 
against  the  makers  and  indorsers  of  a  note,  etc.  But  when  the  cause 
of  action  is  joint,  and  not  several  nor  joint  and  several,  the  recovery 
must  be  sustained  against  all  of  the  parties,  or  it  cannot  be  maintained 
against  any.  In  the  case  of  joint  debtors  there  is  not  usually  much  dif- 
ficulty. How  far  a  misjoinder  or  nonjoinder  of  parties  may  be  deemed 
a  ground  for  nonsuit  has  been  considered  elsewhere.  See  omte,  78, 
80,  94. 

A  nonsuit  may  be  granted  in  an  action  of  replevin  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  in  other  actions.  Woodburn  v.  Chamierlvn,  17  Barb.  446 ; 
Gale  V.  Hoysradt,  7  Hill,  179.  Where  a  plaintiff  is  nonsuited  and  he 
brings  an  appeal,  the  defendant  may  rely  upon  any  fact  which  appears 
in  the  case,  to  show  that  the  action  was  not  maintainable.  NewGomb 
V.  Clark,  1  Denio,  226.  If  the  decision  is  correct  upon  any  ground,  it 
is  of  no  consequence  that  the  justice  put  the  decision  upon  untenable 
groun  ds.  lb. ;  Munro  v.  Potter,  34  Barb.  358.  And  see  P&pper  v.  Haight, 
20  id.  429.  A  mere  nonsuit  is  not  a  bar  to  a  new  action.  Coit  v.  Beard^ 
33  Barb.  357 ;  Elwell  v.  McQueen,  10  Wend.  519  ;  Seama/n  v.  Ward, 
1  Hilt.  52  ;  Wheeler  v.  Buckmam,,  51  IST.  Y.  391  ;  People  v.  Yilas,  3 
Abb.  (K  S.)  252;  S.  C,  36  N.  Y.  459 ;  1  Trans.  App.  209 ;  Dexter  v. 
Qla/rk,  22  How.  289 ;  S.  C,  35  Barb.  271 ;  Mechanics'  Backing  As- 
sociation V.  Mariposa  Co.,  7  Rob.  225. 

In  a  court  of  record,  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  with  a  judgment 
thereon,  in  an  action  between  the  same  parties  where  the  merits  were 
inquired  into,  will  be  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  for  the  same  cause, 
especially  if  the  action  is  such  a  one  as  would  have  been  tried  in  a 
court  of  equity  under  the  former  practice.  Bostwick  v.  Abbott,  40 
Barb.  331.    And  see  vol.  2,  p.  749. 

Where  the  action  is  founded  upon  a  tort  for  the  wrongful  taking  and 
conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  property,  and  there  is  an  entire  failure  to 
prove  that  the  taking  was  wrongful,  or  that  there  was  any  fraudulent 
intent  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  non- 
suited if  a  proper  motion  is  made  for  that  purpose.  Hansom  v.  Wet- 
rnore,  39  Barb.  104.  In  such  a  case,  the  plaintiff  cannot,  at  the  close 
of  the  case,  elect  to  waive  the  tort  and  recover  as  upon  a  contract.  lb. 
The  court  will  not  grant  an  amendment  which  will  change  the  entire 
nature  and  form  of  the  action,  as  by  changing  the  complaint  from  tort 
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to  contract,  when  the  motion  is  not  made  until  after  the  entire  case  is 
closed.  lb. 

There  are  several  matters  relating  to  the  discretion  of  the  justice 
which  will  be  noticed  elsewhere.  The  recalling  of  witnesses,  the  ad- 
journment of  the  cause,  and  numerous  other  similar  matters  are  mat- 
ters of  common  occurrence,  whether  the  trial  is  with  a  jury  or  without 
one.  If  any  matter  of  defense  has  arisen  since  the  last  adjournment, 
the  defendant  may  interpose  it  by  way  of  answer.  And  such  answer 
may  be  put  in  at  any  time  before  the  verdict  is  rendered  or  before  the 
cause  has  been  submitted  finally  to  the  justice.  Broome  v.  Beardsley, 
3  Caines,  172.  This  answer  is  as  applicable  to  a  justice's  court  as  to  a 
court  of  record.  Messequie  v.  Brownsoriy  4  Bark  541  f  West  v>  Btcm- 
ley,  1  HiU,  69. 


CHAPTER  III. 


A  trial  is  the  judicial  examinatioa  of  the  issues  between  the  parties, 
whether  they  be  issues  of  law  or  of  fact.  Vermilyea  v.  Pahner,  52  N. 
Y.  471, 474 ;  Third  Nat.  Bank  of  Syraciise  v.  McKimin'y,  2  Hun,  443. 

After  the  service  and  return  of  process,  an  issue  is  usually  joined  by 
tlie  parties.  And  after  both  parties  have  appeared,,  an  issue  must  be 
joined  before  an  adjournment  can  be  had,  unless  the  defendant  neglects 
or  refuses  to  plead,  by  putting  in  a  demurrer  or  an  answer.  Ante,  281. 
In  case  the  defendant  does  not  appear  and  join  issue,  the  plaintiff  must 
still  put  in  his  complaint  in  the  action,  the  truth  of  which  must  be 
proved  in  the  same  manner  as  though  a  denial  had  been  interposed  by 
an  answer.  Blair  v.  Bartlett,  75  IS".  T.  150.  There  is  an  exception 
to  the  rule  where  a  verified  complaint  was  served  with  the  summons  in 
a  case  authorized  by  law.  In  the  latter  case  all  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
complaint  are  to  be  taken  as  true  without  further  proof. 

So  if  the  defendant  does  appear  and  joins  issue,  and  the  trial  is  ad- 
journed to  a  future  day,  at  which  time  the  defendant  does  not  appear, 
there  will  be  an  issue  to  try.  "Where  no  answer  is  put  in  by  the  de- 
fendant, there  is,  technically  speaking,  no  issue  to  try.  But  except  in 
case  of  a  failure  to  answer  a  verified  complaint,  the  law  does  not  recognize 
a  default  in  an  action  in  justice's  court,  and,  although  no  answer  is  inter- 
posed, the  plaintiff  is  required  to  substantiate  his  case  by  competent  evi- 
dence or  he  cannot  recover  a  valid  judgment.  Yol.  1,  p.  9,  §  2891 ;  id.,  p. 
39,  §2988  ;  Armstrong  y.  Smith,  44  Barb.  120  ;  PerhvnsY.  StelUns,  29 
id.  523.  The  evidence  must  also  be  sufficient  to  warrant  the  judg- 
ment, and  if  there  is  a  total  want  of  evidence,  or  a  material  defect  in 
the  proofs,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  on  an  appeal.  Carter  v. 
Dallimore,  2  Sandf.  222 ;  Swift  v.  Falconer,  id.  640 ;  Alburtis  v. 
MoCready,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  39  ;  Howard  v.  Brown,  id.  247  ;  Jones  v. 
Pridham,  3  id.  155  ;  McGollum  v.  Mc Clave,  1  Hilt.  141;  Perkins 
V.  Stehhins,  29  Barb.  523.  But  this  rule  does  not  extend  further  than 
to  require  a  plaintiff  to  prove  his  case,  in  the  same  manner  as  though 
a  general  denial  had  been  interposed.  The  plaintiff  is  not  bound, 
therefore,  to  negative  any  affirmative  defense  which  a  defendant 
might  have  set  up  by  answer ;  and  for  that  reason,  no  proof  need  be 
given  to  avoid  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  to  show  that  payment  has 
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not  been  made,  or  to  establish  any  other  fa<jt  which  would  be  sufl&cient 
to  answer  an  affirmative  defense,  had  one  been  interposed.  Hnm-phrey 
V,  Persons,  23  Barb.  313. 

The  rule  is  the  same  when  the  defendant  has  appeared  and  answered 
at  the  return  of  process,  by  putting  in  a  general  denial,  and  also  set- 
ting up  an  affirmative  defense.  If  he  does  not  appear  at  the  trial,  and 
prove  the  truth  of  his  affirmative  defense,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  re- 
quired to  prove  any  thing  more  than  is  put  in  issue  by  the  general  de- 
nial. As  to  the  affirmative  defense,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  de- 
fendant, and  until  he  gives  some  evidence  of  its  truth  the  plaintiff  is 
not  required  to  negative  such  defense  by  proofs.  Humphrey  v.  Per- 
sons,  23  Barb.  314 ;  Lefferts  v.  Eollister,  10  How.  383.  There  are  in- 
stances, however,  in  which  the  defense  may  be  established  by  the 
plaintiff's  evidence.  For  instance,  an  action  is  brought  upon  a  prom- 
issory note  which  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  this  ap- 
pears from  the  note  itself.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  defendant  appears 
and  pleads  the  statute  as  a  defense,  no  proof  of  the  truth  of  the  defense 
need  be  given.  And  although  the  defendant  does  not  appear  at  the 
trial,  the  defense,  if  pleaded,  must  be  allowed,  unless  some  proof  is 
given  by  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  demand  has  been  continued  in 
force,  or  that  it  has  been  revived  or  renewed  in  some  legal  manner. 
Penfield  v.  Jacobs,  21  Barb.  335  ;    Walrod  v.  Bennett,  6  id,  144. 

The  rules  in  relation  to  the  trial  of  issues  of  law  have  been  noticed 
when  treating  of  demurrers.  Ante,  338  to  344.  When  no  defense  is 
interposed  by  the  defendant,  or  when  a  defense  is  interposed,  the  ac- 
tion must  be  tried  if  the  plaintiff  requires  it.  When  no  issue  is  joined, 
the  cause  must  be  tried  by  the  justice  without  a  jury.  But  if  an  issue 
has  been  joined,  either  party  may  demand  that  the  cause  be  tried  by  a 
jury.  Yol.  1,  p.  40,  §  2990.  If  neither  party  demands  a  trial  by  jury, 
the  justice  must  try  the  issue,  hear  the  allegations  and  proofs  of  the 
parties,  and  render  judgment  according  to  law  and  equity,  as  the  very 
right  of  the  case  appears.  Vol.  1,  p.  39,  §  2989.  In  such  a  case  the 
justice  performs  the  functions  of  both  court  and  jury.  As  a  court  he 
determines  the  competency  of  witnesses,  and  of  the  evidence  offered, 
and  he  also  determines  all  the  other  questions  which  arise  in  relation 
to  the  conduct  of  the  trial.  And  all  such  matters  are  to  be  decided  in 
the  same  manner  as  though  a  jury  had  been  impaneled.  Acting  in 
the  capacity  of  a  juror,  he  is  required  to  decide  all  questions  of  fact 
which  may  arise  upon  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence. 

This  mode  of  trial  has  some  advantages  over  a  trial  by  jury.     If  the 
justice  is  caf'ef ul  to  take  full  notes  of  the  evidence,  which,  as  a  matter 
89 
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of  duty  he  ought  to  do,  he  will  be  able  to  know  with  certainty  what 
the  evidence  is  which  was  given  on  the  trial.  He  also  has  another 
important  advantage  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty ;  he  has  four  days  for 
deliberation,  during  which  time  he  can  carefully  weigh  and  compare 
the  entire  evidence.  And  in  cases  of  doubt  he  can  advise  with  some 
able  and  impartial  legal  adviser  who  can  render  valuable  assistance. 

The  first  point  which  a  justice  should  clearly  understand  is  that  in 
relation  to  the  issues  which  he  is  called  upon  to  try.  An  examination 
of  the  pleadings  will  generally  determine  this  question.  After  ascer- 
taining what  issues  are  to  be  tried  the  evidence  ought  to  be  confined  to 
the  proof  or  the  disproof  of  those  issues,  or  of  such  matter  as  answers 
or  qualifies  them.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled,  on  introducing  his  evidence 
in  chief,  to  prove  such  facts  as  establish  the  truth  of  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint.  After  he  rests  his  cause  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  prove 
such  matters  as  disprove  the  plaintiff's  case ;  and  also  to  prove  such 
other  matters  as  legally  tend  to  establish  the  defense  set  up  in  the 
answer.  After  the  defendant  has  rested  his  case  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  introduce  evidence  to  disprove  the  defense,  or  to  explain  and  qualify 
it. 

■What  facts  and  circumstances  are  relevant  and  competent  evidence 
frequently  perplex  the  most  skillful,  and  a  justice  must  exercise  his 
best  judgment  upon  such  questions  as  arise  for  his  decision.  When  it 
is  dotibtful  whether  evidence  is  admissible,  it  is  the  usual  practice  to 
receive  it,  if  the  party  offering  it  insists  upon  its  reception.  This,  of 
course,  is  understood  to  apply  to  those  cases  in  which  the  justice  has 
real  and  sincere  doubts  upon  the  question.  For  a  justice  is  not  by  any 
means  authorized  to  admit  evidence  which  he  is  satisfied  is  inadmissible, 
however  much  its  reception  may  be  urged  by  the  party  offering  it.  When 
evidence  is  offered  and  its  admission  is  objected  to,  the  justice  ought  care- 
fully and  fully  to  write  out  in  his  minutes  both  the  offer  and  the  objec- 
tion. He  will  thus  see  clearly  what  is  offered  and  what  is  objected,  and 
can  then  decide  intelligently ;  and  if  a  return  is  required  of  him,  he  can 
return  truly  and  clearly  the  offer  and  the  objections,  with  his  ruling 
thereon. 

A  justice  cannot,  like  a  juror,  be  challenged  and  set  aside  by  a  de- 
fendant. And  although  a  justice  may  be  related  to  the  plaintiff,  or 
may  be  interested  in  the  result  of  the  action,  or  may  be  unduly  partial 
to  the  plaintiff,  he  cannot  be  prevented  from  trying  the  cause.  But 
the  rights  of  a  defendant  are  not  lost  or  jeopardized  in  consequence. 
An  appeal  from  the  jiidgment  rendered  will  correct  all  such  improprie- 
ties.    And  when  the  facts  do  not  appear  in  the  return,  the  proof  may 
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be  made  upon  affidavits,  or  by  oral  evidence,  wben  error  in  fact  is  as- 
signed. Any  objection  which'  exists  why  the  justice  ought  not  to  try 
the  cause  should  be  made  before  the  trial  is  commenced,  or  before  it 
is  closed,  if  the  party  knows  of  the  objection.  So,  when  a  defendant 
desires  to  make  an  objection  to  a  recovery,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
because  of  a  defect  in  the  proofs,  or  because  of  the  illegality  of  the 
evidence,  the  objection  must  be  taken  on  the  trial,  if  the  objecting  party 
is  present  at  the  trial.  Westhrooh  v.  Douglass,  21  Barb.  602  ;  Jenchs 
V.  Smith,  1  N.  Y.  90,  and  cases  cited  ;  Austin  v.  Burns,  16  Barb.  643. 
But,  if  the  defendant  does  not  appear  at  the  trial,  he  may  urge  objec- 
tions to  the  legality  of  the  evidence,  upon  an  appeal  taken  from  the 
judgment.  Northrup  v.  Jackson,  13  Wend.  85  ;  Squier  v.  Qould,  14 
id.  159  ;  Fvnch  v.  McDowall,  7  Cow.  587 ;  OlarTc  v.  Tan  Vrancken, 
20  Barb.  278 ;  Perkins  v.  Stebbins,  29  id.  523  ;  Davidsons.  Hutohins, 
1  Hilt.  123 ;  Armstrong  v.  Smith,  44  Barb.  120 ;  Emrett  v.  Parks, 
62  id.  9 ;  Pultz  v.  Diosmj,  53  How.  270. 

On  the  other  hand,  any  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  juror  must 
be  taken  in  the  court  below,  and  a  failure  to  appear  and  take  the  objec- 
tion will  be  a  waiver  of  it.  Clark  v.  Va/n  Vramken,  20  Barb.  278. 
And  see  EggUston  v.  Smiley,  17  Johns.  133.  So  objections  to  the  form 
of  pleadings  will  be  waived  by  non-appearance  in  the  court  below. 
Stafford  v.  WiUiams,  4  Denio,  182. 

If  a  plaintiff  intends  to  submit  to  a  voluntary  nonsuit,  it  must  be 
done  before  the  cause  is  finally  submitted  to  the  justice.  If  it  is  not 
done  before  that  time,  and  the  cause  is  submitted  to  the  justice  for  his 
decision  upon  the  merits,  he  is  bound  to  render  a  judgment  upon  the 
merits ;  and  he  is  not  authorized  to  grant  a  nonsuit  at  a  subsequent 
time,  on  the  ground  of  a  defect  in  the  proofs.  An  intentional  omis- 
sion to  render  a  judgment  in  such  a  case  would  be  indictable  as  a  mis- 
demeanor, since  a  justice  is  always  indictable  for  an  intentional  omis- 
sion of  any  of  the  duties  of  his  office.  People  v.  Ooon,  15  Wend.  277 ; 
People  V.  Brooks,  1  Denio,  457. 

If  a  justice  should  render  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  instead  of  a  final 
judgment  upon  the  merits,  that  would  not  change  the  legal  rights  of 
the  parties,  because  the  law  wUl  construe  the  judgment  of  nonsuit  as 
a  final  judgment,  and  will  bar  any  subsequent  action  upon  the  original 
cause  of  action.  Mwell  v.  McQueen,  10  Wend.  519 ;  Hess  v.  Beek- 
man,  11  Johns.  457.  If  the  justice's  docket  shows  a  judgment  of  non- 
suit it  will  be  conclusive  upon  that  point,  because  parol  evidence  is  not 
admissible  to  show  that  the  cause  was  submitted  to  him  on  the  merits, 
and  the  judgment  would  not  be  a  bar  to  another  action.     Brintnall  v. 
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Foster,  7  Wend.  103.  So  if  a  justice  should  omit  to  render  any  judg- 
ment whatever,  the  mere  submission  of  the  cause  to  liiui  would  not  bar 
a  subsequent  action  for  the  same  cause.  Young  v.  B-u/mmeU,  6  Hill, 
60  ;  S.  C,  Y  id.  503.  Where  a  nonsuit  is  granted  upon  a  given  state 
of  facts,  and  upon  an  appeal  the  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  reversed  and  set 
aside,  the  decision  establishes  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  upon 
proof  of  a  similar  state  of  facts  upon  a  subsequent  trial.  Buell  v. 
Trustees  of  LocJeport,  8  N.  Y.  55.  The  credibility  of  witnesses  must 
be  decided  as  a  question  of  fact,  and  a  nonsuit  cannot  be  ordered  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  are  not  entitled  to  credit.  Mer- 
ritt  V.  Lyon,  3  Barb.  110. 

The  decision  of  a  justice  upon  a  question  of  fact  is  treated  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  Sarpell  v.  Curtis,  1  E.  D. 
Smith,  78.  In  deciding  a  question  of  fact  the  justice  should  always 
remember  the  rule  which  throws  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  party 
who  holds  the  affirmative  of  the  issue  in  question.  When  the  com- 
plaint is  met  by  a  denial  of  all  its  allegations,  the  burden  of  proof  is 
on  the  plaintiff,  and  there  ought  to  be  a  preponderance  of  evidence  in 
his  favor  before  he  is  entitled  to  recover.  A  doubtful  case,  or  a  mere 
possibility  from  which  it  may  be  conjectured  that  he  has  a  cause  of 
action,  will  not  answer.  If  there  are  doubts,  the  advantage  which 
arises  from  them  goes  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant.  Ante,  656. 
If  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  it  is  for  the  justice  to  weigh  the  credit  of 
the  witnesses,  and  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  before  he  can  decide 
where  the  balance  of  proof  lies.  See  ante,  649  to  656.  So,  where  the 
complaint  is  admitted,  either  expressly,  or  by  implication  by  not  deny- 
ing it,  and  the  defendant  relies  upon  an  affirmative  defense,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  then  thrown  upon  him,  and  before  he  can  succeed  in  the 
action,  he  must  establish  such  defense  as  clearly  as  a  plaintiff  is  re- 
quired to  do  when  a  denial  is  interposed  to  the  complaint.  The  rules 
by  which  the  credit  of  witnesses  is  to  be  determined  will  be  found  in 
another  chapter.     See  ante,  652  to  656. 

The  trial  of  a  cause  before  a  justice  alone  is  conducted  substantially 
like  a  trial  before  a  jury.  And  after  the  evidence  is  closed,  both 
parties  have  a  right  to  be  heard  in  relation  to  their  views  of  the  evi- 
dence and  the  law  of  the  case.  This  is  a  right  which  cannot  be  denied 
to  either  party,  and  if  it  is,  it  will  be  error.  And  if  a  justice  enters  up 
judgment  while  one  of  the  parties  is  summing  up  the  cause,  it  is  an 
error  for  which  the  judgment  wiU  be  reversed,  Prentiss  v.  Sprague, 
1  Hilt.  428.  There  may  be  cases  which  seem  to  be  so  plain  that  argu- 
ment will  not  change  the  opinion  of  the  justice,  and  yet  he  may  enter- 
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tain  a  most  eiToneons  impression  of  the  case.  And  even  when  the 
party  arguing  is  entirely  mistaken,  he  still  has  a  right  to  be  heard,  for 
no  man  is  to  be  condemned  criminally,  nor  affected  materially  in  his 
interests  or  rights  by  a  court  of  law,  without  first  having  an  oppor- 
tunity for  a  ftill  and  a  fair  hearing.  "  He  who  decides  a  cause  without 
hearing  both  parties,  though  his  decision  may  be  just,  is  himself  un- 
just." 4  Bl.  Com.  283,  note  5  ;  Sago's  Case,  11  Coke,  99,  b.  ;  King 
V.  0-askin,  8  Term  R.  209.  After  hearing  the  evidence  and  the  argu- 
ments which  may  be  made  by  the  parties  or  their  counsel,  the  justice 
must  proceed  to  decide  the  cause.  For  this  purpose  he  has  four  days 
during  which  he  may  deliberate.  And  when  the  parties  expressly  stipu- 
late that  the  justice  may  take  more  than  four  days  during  which  to 
render  judgment,  the  agreement  is  valid.  Barnes  v.  Badger,  41  Barb. 
98.  And  see  Jvdgment.  The  first  point  to  which  he  should  turn  his 
attention  is  to  ascertain  and  determine  what  facts  have  been  established 
on  the  trial.  No  question  of  law  can  arise  until  the  questions  of  fact 
are  settled,  for  questions  of  law  are  always  founded  upon  facts  con- 
ceded by  the  parties,  or  established  by  a  trial.  The  justice  should  first 
examine  whether  the  plaintiff's  allegations  have  been  admitted,  or  es- 
tablished by  the  evidence.  If  they  have,  then  the  legal  questions  re- 
lating to  such  facts  may  be  decided.  If  such  facts  have  not  been  con- 
ceded nor  proved,  the  plaintiff  s  case  will  generally  fail  for  want  of 
proof.  But  even  if  a  plaintiff  has  established  all  the  allegations  in  his 
complaint,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  will,  in  all  cases,  be  entitled  to  a 
judgment  in  his  favor.  For  it  may  happen  that  the  defendant  has  in- 
terposed a  defense  which  concedes  the  truth  of  tjie  allegations  in  the 
complaint,  but  answers  them  by  showing  new  matter  which  constitutes 
a  perfect  defense.  And,  therefore,  when  an  affirmative  defense  is  set 
up,  and  the  plaintiff's  case  is  admitted  or  proved,  it  will  then  become 
necessarv  to  examine  the  evidence  to  see  if  the  defense  is  proved.  If 
it  is,  then  the  legal  questions  applicable  to  it  will  arise.  But  if  such  de- 
fense is  not  proved  or  admitted,  the  defendant  will  fail,  for  the  same 
reason  that  a  plaintiff  does  not  succeed  when  he  does  not  prove  his  case. 
A  plaintiff  may  have  a  complete  reply  to  the  defense  interposed,  either 
by  way  of  denial  or  by  new  matter ;  and  if  it  consists  of  new  matter, 
he  must  prove  it  affirmatively,  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  affirmative 
matter.  After  thus  examining  the  whole  issues  and  the  evidence  bear- 
ing upon  them,  the  justice  will  decide  the  questions  of  fact.  And  next 
he  will  tnrn  his  attention  to  tlie  rules  of  law  which  are  applicable  to 
the  facts  so  found ;  and  when  he  has  examined  the  whole  matter  as  to 
the  evidence  and  tlie  law.  he  will  render  such  judgment  as  his  judg- 
ment and  conscience  declare  is  consonant  to  justice  and  law. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

TEIAL  BY  JURY. 

Seotion-  1.  General  principles.  After  an  issue  o£  fact  has  beea 
Joined,  and  at  any  time  before  the  justice  proceeds  to  an  investigation 
of  the  merits  of  the  action  by  swearing  a  witness  or  receiving  evidence, 
either  party,  or  his  attorney,  may  demand  a  trial  by  jury.  Vol.  1,  p. 
40,  §  2990.  An  issue  of  fact  is  indispensable  to  a  jury  trial.  lb. ; 
Mcmny  v.  Dohie,  3  Gaines,  219 ;  Mead  v.  Da/rragh,  1  Hilt.  395.  But 
when  an  issue  of  fact  has  been  joined,  a  trial  by  jury  is  a  matter  of 
right,  if  properly  demanded.  Meech  v.  Brown,  1  Hilt.  257  ;  S.  C,  4 
Abb.  19.  And  it  is  not  necessary  to  take  any  exception  to  the  decision 
of  the  justice  if  he  refuses  to  issue  a  venire.  lb.  In  an  action  in  a 
justice's  court  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  a  trial  by  jury  is  waived  unless 
demanded  at  the  time  of  joining  issue,  and  a  deposit  is  made  of  the 
fees  of  the  jury  and  of  the  officer  notifying  and  taking  charge  of  them. 
Yol.  1,  p.  80,  §  3127. 

Where  a  trial  by  jury  is  duly  demanded  the  justice  must  issue  a 
venire  directed  generally  to  any  constable  of  the  county  wherein  the 
action  is  to  be  tried,  commanding  him  to  notify  twelve  men  of  the 
town  or  city  where  the  justice  resides,  qualified  to  serve,  and  not  ex- 
empt from  serving,  as  trial  jurors  in  courts  of  record  ;  not  of  kin  to  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant ;  and  not  interested  in  the  action,  —  to  attend 
before  the  justice  at  a  time  and  place  specified  therein,  to  form  a  jury 
for  the  trial  of  the  action.  But  if  the  parties  agree  upon  a  number  of 
jurors,  less  than  six,  to  try  the  action,  the  venire  must  direct  the  con- 
stable to  notify  twice  the  number  so  agreed  upon.  Yol.  1,  p.  40,  § 
2991  Where  the  action  is  between  two  towns  or  cities,  or  between  a 
town  and  a  city,  the  venire  must  direct  the  constable  to  notify  twelve 
men,  of  the  ootmty  instead  of  the  town  or  city.  Id,,  §  2992. 

Venvre. 
State  of  New   York,  )  ^^  . 

County  of  Fulton,     \ 
To  any  Constable  of  said  county,  greeting : 

The  people  of  the  State  of  New  York  command  you  to  notify  twelve 
men  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  said  county,  qualified  to  serve  and 
not  exempt  from  serving  as  trial  jurors  in  courts  of  record,  not  of 
kin  to  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  and  not  interested  in  the  action 
hereinafter  mentioned,  to  attend  before  me,  as  justice  of  the  peace,  at 
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my  office  in  the  village  of  Jolmstown,  ia  said  county,  on  the  3d  day  of 
July,  1882,  at  10  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  to  forma  jury  for  the  trial  of 
a  civil  action  between  John  Do^,  plaintiff,  and  Eicha'rd  Roe,  defendami  ; 
and  you  are  also  required  to  indorse  upon  or  annex  to  this  venire  and 
deliver  tome  a  return,  under  your  hand,  containing  a  list  of  the  per- 
sons notified. 

Given  under  my  hand  this  third  day  of  July,  1882. 

R.  M.,  JusUoe  of  the  Peace. 

This  venire  must  be  delivered  to  a  constable  of  the  county  who  is 
disinterested  between  tlie  parties,  who  has  not  acted  or  been  employed  to 
act  as  the  attorney  or  agent  of  either  party  with  respect  to  any  claim  or 
matter  in  controversy  in  the  action  ;  and  to  whom  neither  party  offers 
any  reasonable  objection.     Yol.  1,  p.  40,  §  2993. 

A  justice  ought  not  to  deliver  a  venire  to  a  constable  for  service  un- 
til the  parties  have  had  a  proper  opportunity  to  make  all  reasonable 
objections  to  such  officer.  Mice  v.  Buchanan,  41  Barb.  14T.  And 
where  a  venire  was  issued  by  a  justice,  on  the  demand  of  the  defend- 
ant, out  of  court,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff,  and  was  delivered 
to  a  constable  without  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  or  any  notice  to 
him  of  the  application  thereof,  it  was  held  that  the  justice  did  right  to 
set  aside  the  venire  and  the  panel  of  jurors  returned  by  the  constable, 
on  a  motion  made  by  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose ;  and  that  he  was  au- 
thorized to  issue  a  new  venire  in  the  place  of  the  one  thus  set  aside.  lb. 
And  see  Mead  v.  Darragh,  1  Hilt.  395.  If  either  party  desires  to  take 
out  a  venire  between  the  time  of  the  joining  of  issue,  or  of  adjourn- 
naent,  and  the  time  of  trial,  he  ought  to  be  required  to  give  the 
opposite  party  a  reasonable  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  making 
such  application  to  the  justice.  lb.  The  case  of  Sice  v.  Buchana/n, 
already  cited,  will  well  repay  a  careful  perusal  by  those  interested  in 
the  question. 

As  to  what  is  a  reasonable  objection  to  a  constable  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  no  precise  rule  can  be  laid  down.  But,  if  either 
party  can  show,  or  if  it  is  evident  to  the  justice,  in  any  manner,  that 
any  particular  constable  has  a  feeling  of  enmity  or  unfriendliness 
toward  one  of  the  parties  or  a  feeling  of  friendliness  and  interest  in  favor 
of  the  other,  then  such  constable  ought  not  to  serve  the  venire,  and  it 
should  be  given  to  some  other  officer  against  whom  neither  party  can 
have  any  just  grounds  of  objection.  The  statute  does  not  require  that 
either  party  should  state  his  objections  imder  oath.  But  every  person 
who  makes  an  objection  in  good  faith  will  be  entirely  willing  to  swear 
to  the  truth  of  his  statements.  A  refusal  to  state  the  objection  on  oath 
would  naturally  excite  the  suspicions  of  a  justice,  while  a  full  and  fair 
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statement  of  the  facts  and  reasons  might  carry  conviction  that  the  ob- 
jection was  a  valid  one. 

Form  of  am,  oath. 

Yon  do  swear  that  you  will  answer  truly  all  such  questions  as  shall  be 
put  to  you,  in  relation  to  the  reasons  why  A.  B.  should  not  execute 
the  venire  in  this  cause. 

After  hearing  a  full  statement  of  these  reasons,  the  justice  must 
decide  whether  the  venire  shall  be  delivered  to  the  officer  objected  to. 
And  he  ought  to  remember  that  the  very  fact  of  objecting  to  a  con- 
stable may  have  a  tendency  to  create  a  prejudice  in  the  mind  of  the 
officer  against  the  objecting  party.  And,  in  these  cases,  if  the  justice 
doubts  the  impartiality  of  the  constable,  the  better  way  will  be  to  give 
the  process  to  some  other  officer.  A  venire  is  the  only  mandate  issued 
by  a  justice  of  the  peace  which  cannot  be  served  by  a  person  deputized 
for  that  purpose.  Vol.  1,  p.  87,  §  3156.  It  must  in  all  cases  be  served 
by  a  constable. 

If  a  constable  willfully  and  corruptly  summons  a  packed  or  partial 
jury,  in  violation  of  his  duty  as  an  officer  and  in  violation  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  of  the  rights  of  the  injured  party,  he  is  indictable  for  the 
misdemeanor. 

The  statute  expressly  prohibits  the  constable  from  notifying  any 
person  whom  he  has  reason  to  believe  is  biased  or  prejudiced  in  favor 
of  or  against  either  party,  and  requires  him,  in  all  other  respects,  to  exe- 
cute the  venire  fairly  and  impartially.  He  must  notify  the  jurors 
personally,  and  indorse  upon  or  annex  to  the  venire,  and  deliver  to  the 
justice,  a  return  under  his  hand,  containing  a  list  of  the  persons  notified. 
Vol.  1,  p.  40,  §  2993.  The  word  "  notify,  "  as  used  in  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  with  respect  to  procuring  the  attendance  of  a  juror,  is  of 
recent  adoption,  and  is  declared  to  be  equivalent  to  the  word  ' '  sum- 
mon "  as  used  in  the  like  connection,  in  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
this  State.  Vol.  1,  p.  170. 

Constable^ 8  return. 

By  virtue  of  the  within  precept,  I  have  personally  summoned  as 
jurors  the  several  persons  named  below. 
Dated  July  3,  1882. 

SKINNER  FLINT,  Constable. 

The  service  of  the  venire  may  be  made  either  by  reading  or  by  stat- 
ing its  contents  to  each  of  the  persons  summoned  as  a  juror. 

The  jurors  should  be  summoned  at  such  a  time  as  to  give  them  a 
reasonable  opportunity  for  attending  j  and  care  should  be  taken  to  state 
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distinctly  the  name  of  the  justice  who  issued  the  venire,  as  well  as  the 
time  and  place  of  trial. 

If  a  person  duly  notified  to  attend  as  a  juror  fails  to  attend,  or  at- 
tending, refuses  to  serve,  without  a  reasonable  excuse,  proved  by  his  oath 
or  the  oath  of  another  person,  he  is  liable  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than 
ten  dollars  nor  less  than  one  dollar,  as  the  justice  deems  reasonable. 
This  fine  may  be  imposed  summarily  at  any  time  during  the  trial  when 
the  juror  is  present  and  has  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  or  after  judg- 
ment upon  the  return  of  a  warrant  issued  as  prescribed  by  section 
2975  of  the  Code.  The  fine  is  imposed  and  collected,  with  costs,  in 
like  manner,  and  applied  to  the  same  use,  as  a  fine  imposed  upon  a 
person  subpoenaed  as  a  witness,  who  does  not  attend,  or  attending, 
refuses  to  testify.  Vol.  1,  p.  43,  §  3009.  The  proceedings  to  punish 
a  defaulting  witness  by  fine  have  been  already  considered  ;  and  it  is 
imnecessary  to  again  discuss  them.     See  amte,  671. 

The  parties  may  agree  to  try  the  cause  with  a  jury  composed  of  less 
than  six  persons.  This  agreement  may  be  made  before  the  venire 
issues,  or  it  may  be  made  at  the  time  of  impaneling  the  jury.  See 
CcmrKmr.  JVewdl,  1  Denio,  25  ;  Keder  v.  Delavan,  i  Barb.  317. 

If  a  trial  by  jury  is  demanded  by  either  party,  and  a  venire  is  issued, 
the  cause  must  then  be  tried  by  a  juiy,  unless  it  is  waived  by  the  party 
who  made  such  demand,  with  the  consent  of  the  other  party.  For, 
after  a  jury  has  been  called  for  and  summoned,  either  party  may  insist 
that  the  trial  shall  be  by  jury.  This  is  evident  from  the  fact  that 
either  party  may  demand  a  jm-y  at  any  time  before  the  trial  has  actually 
commenced.  Vol.  1,  p.  40,  §  2990.  And  to  insist  upon  a  trial  by  the 
jury  summoned  at  the  request  of  the  opposite  party  would  be  a  valid 
demand  of  a  jury  trial. 

A  jury  trial  may  be  waived  by  consent  even  after  a  jury  is  sum- 
moned. 

A  party  who  calls  for  a  jury  may  waive  or  forfeit  his  right  to  it  by 
his  own  conduct.  If  the  venire  is  delivered  to  a  defendant  instead  of 
a  constable,  and  the  party  suppresses  the  venire,  and  he  does  not  appear 
at  the  trial,  nor  does  any  jury  appear,  this  conduct  is  equivalent  to  a 
waiver  of  a  jury  trial,  and  the  justice  may  proceed,  and  try  the  cause 
without  any  jury.  Goon  v.  Snyder,  19  Johns.  384.  In  such  a  case, 
however,  the  justice  may  issue  a  second  venire,  if  the  first  one  is  mis- 
laid, kept  or  withheld,  by  the  party  who  called  for  it,  and  to  whom  it 
was  delivered-  Day  v.  Wilber,  2  Gaines,  134,  137.  And  when  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  party  has  improperly  suppressed  the  venire  in  such 
a  case,  the  justice  is  bound  to  issue  a  new  venire,  if  the  defendant  de- 
90 
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mands  it,  and  to  try  the  canse  without  a  jury,  under  objection  to  that 
course,  would  be  error.  Sebring  v.  Wheedon,  8  Johns.  460.  But 
where  a  defendant  demanded  a  venire,  which  was  issued,  but  the  jury 
did  not  appear  at  the  proper  time,  nor  was  the  venire  returned,  and 
the  defendant  demanded  a  nonsuit  for  that  reason,  but  he  did  not  de- 
mand a  new  venire,  and  the  justice  proceeded  to  the  trial  of  the  cause 
without  a  jury,  this  was  held  to  be  proper.  Blwncha/rd  v.  Richly,  7 
Johns.  198. 

In  another  case  the  defendant  demanded  a  jury,  and  a  venire  was 
issued.  At  the  trial  but  five  jurors  answered,  the  sixth  one  being 
i;nable  to  attend  on  account  of  his  sickness.  The  defendant  refused 
to  try  the  cause  with  five  jurors,  objected  to  a  new  venire,  and 
also  refused  to  have  a  talesman  called.  At  his  request  the  five 
jurors  were  dismissed  by  the  justice.  The  plaintiff  insisted  upon  an 
immediate  trial,  but  the  defendant  objected  to  that,  and  asked  an  ad- 
journment. The  justice  offered  to  grant  the  adjournment  upon  terms 
which  the  defendant  rejected.  The  defendant  insisted  upon  a  jury 
trial,  but  only  on  an  adjourned  day.  The  justice  offered  the  de- 
fendant a  new  venire  returnable  forthwith,  which  was  refused.  The 
justice  then  proceeded  to  the  trial  without  a  jury,  and  this  was  held  to 
be  proper,  and  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  amounted  to  a  waiver 
of  a  jury.     BabcocTc  v.  Hill,  35  Barb.  52. 

The  parties  may,  by  consent,  dispense  with  a  jury  at  any  time  before 
a  verdict  is  rendered.  And  where  a  jury  cannot  agree  upon  a  verdict, 
the  parties  may  submit  the  cause  to  the  justice,  who  may  render  judg- 
ment ixpon  the  evidence  given  before  him  on  such  jury  trial.  Vol.  1, 
p.  43,  §  3008. 

A  justice  cannot,  in  any  case,  require  that  a  cause  shall  be  tried  by  a 
jury.  That  is  a  right  which  the  statute  confers  upon  either  of  the 
parties,  but  not  upon  a  justice.  And  even  when  a  jury  has  been  de- 
manded and  summoned,  and  the  jurors  have  appeared,  the  parties  may 
consent  to  waive  a  jixry,  because  they  may  waive  any  benefit  which 
the  statute  has  given  to  them,  if  they  so  elect.  In  such  a  case  the 
justice  must  dismiss  the  jury,  and  try  the  cause  himself,  for  he  has  no 
more  power  to  insist  upon  retaining  a  jury  against  the  consent  of  the 
parties,  than  he  had  to  order  a  jury  without  their  request. 

After  the  return  of  the. venire  with  a  list  of  jurors  summoned,  the 
first  duty  of  the  justice  is  to  call  over  the  list  of  jurors  and  to  write 
down  the  names  of  such  as  appear,  and  to  note  the  names  of  those  who 
do  not  appear.  The  names  of  the  jurors  who  appear  are  to  be  written 
on  several  and  distinct  pieces  of  paper,  as  nearly  of  one  size  as  may 
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be,  and  the  constable,  in  the  presence  of  the  justice,  must  roll  up  or 
fold  each  ballot  in  the  same  manner  as  nearly  as  may  be,  so  as  to  resem- 
ble the  others,  and  so  that  the  name  is  not  visible.  These  ballots  must 
then  be  put  in  a  box,  or  other  convenient  receptacle,  and  the  ju*ice 
must  then  openly  draw  out,  one  after  the  other,  six  of  the  ballots,  or 
whatever  other  less  number  the  parties  may  have  agreed  shall  consti- 
tute the  jury.  Vol.  1,  p.  40,  §§  2994,  2995.  The  justice  has  no  right 
or  authority  to  attempt  to  draw  the  jury  until  the  number  of  persons 
summoned  who  have  appeared  is  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  draw  the 
names  of  six  jurors  from  the  box,  if  that  number  is  required  for  the 
jury.  At  the  time  when  the  drawing  of  the  jury  commences  there 
must  be  at  least  a  sufficient  number  of  persons  summoned  in  attend- 
ance to  render  it  possible  that  a  jury  can  be  found  by  drawing  the 
names  from  the  box.  Brisbane  v.  Macomler,  56  Barb.  375.  The  pro- 
ceedings by  wliich  a  jury  is  to  be  obtained  in  a  justice's  court  are  purely 
statutory  and  must  be  strictly  complied  with,  or  the  judgment  ren- 
dered upon  their  verdict  cannot  be  sustained.  lb. ;  Becker  v.  Bitterly, 
58  How.  38. 

If  any  person  whose  name  is  drawn  is  challenged  and  set  aside,  or 
is  excused,  another  ballot  must  be  drawn,  and  so  on  successively  until 
the  required  number  of  persons  is  obtained.  These  constitute  the  jury 
to  try  the  action.  Vol.  1,  p.  40,  §  2995.  If  a  sufficient  number  of 
competent  jurors  is  not  drawn,  the  justice  may,  in  his  discretion,  either 
issue  a  new  venire  or  direct  the  constable  to  summon  talesmen  from 
the  bystanders.  Id.,  p.  41,  §  2996.  If  the  constable  to  whom  the 
venire  is  delivered  does  not  return  it  according  to  its  requirements,  or 
if  a  full  jury  is  not  obtained  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  statute, 
the  jiistice  must  issue  a  new  venire.  Id.,  §  2997.  In  either  case,  the 
persons  who  have  been  already  selected  as  jurors  will  be  retained  as 
part  of  the  jury  to  try  the  cause.  The  cause  may  be  held  open  until 
the  talesmen  are  summoned  or  the  new  venire  returned,  if  the  time 
consumed  will  not  bp  unreasonable  ;  or,  the  trial  may  be  adjourned  for 
a  time  sufficient  to  enable  the  jury  to  be  procured,  if  that  time  will  not 
exceed  ninety-two  days  from  the  joinder  of  issue.      See  vol.  1,  p.  33, 

§  2968. 

When  a  new  venire  issues  the  qualifications  of  the  jurors  must  be 
the  same  as  those  summoned  upon  the  original  venire.  The  venire, 
liowever,  will  differ  somewhat  in  its  form  from  the  ordinary  venire. 
For,  instead  of  commanding  the  constable  to  summon  twelve  jurors,  it 
will  direct  liim  to  summon  "  two  good  and  lawful  men,"  etc.  (or  such 
other  number  as  is  needed),  "to  make  so  many  of  a  jury,"  etc,     A 
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new  venire  may  be  issued  from  time  to  time,  as  frequently  as  may  be 
necessary,  in  order  to  procure  a  full  jury  of  competent  persons.  If  a 
venire  is  not  returned,  or  if  it  is  quashed  on  account  of  partiality  in 
the  constable,  or  if  there  are  no  persons  who  appear,  or  if  so  many  are 
challenged  and  set  aside  as  to  prevent  the  drawing  of  a  full  jury,  and 
sufficient  talesmen  are  ndt  present,  the  justice  must  issue  a  new  venire. 
Such  second  venire  will  be  deemed  the  process  of  the  party  who  de- 
manded the  first  one.  Day  v.  Wilber,  2  Caines,  134r,  137.  The  ju- 
rors who  appear  upon  a  second  or  subsequent  venire  are  not  balloted 
for  as  is  done  upon  the  first  venire.  As  their  names  are  called  either 
party  may  challenge  them  according  to  law,  and  if  no  challenge  is  in- 
terposed the  juror  will  take  his  place  as  a  juror. 

Any  irregularity  in  the  impaneling  of  a  jury  may  be  waived  by  the 
parties.  And  where  a  cause  was  tried  before  issue  was  joined,  for 
want  of  an  answer,  but  the  defendant  litigated  the  cause,  and  intro- 
duced evidence  on  the  trial,  this  was  held  to  be  a  waiver  of  the  irregu- 
larity. Keeler  v.  Delavaji,  4  Barb.  317  ;  Daybarsh  v.  Enos^  5  N.  Y. 
531.  So  the  parties  may  waive  any  irregularity  in  the  manner  of 
summoning  the  jurors,  or  any  question  as  to  the  competency  of  the  in- 
dividual jurors.  Tallman  v.  Woodworth,  2  Johns.  385  ;  Kittle  v. 
Baker,  9  id.  354 ;  Phirmey  v.  Earle,  id.  352. 

This  waiver  may  be  in  express  terms,  or  it  may  be  implied  from  the 
act  of  going  on  with  the  trial  without  making  any  objection.  Wat- 
Terns  V.  Weaver,  10  Johns.  107.  And  every  objection  to  the  compe- 
tency of  a  juror  will  be  waived  by  neglecting  to  appear  at  the  trial  and 
taking  the  objection  there,  since  the  objection  cannot  be  made  for  the 
first  time  on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment.  Clark  v.  Van  Vramcken, 
20  Barb.  278.    And  see  Eggleston  v.  Smiley,  17  Johns.   133. 

Qualifications  and  exemptions  of  trial  jurors.  The  qualifications 
and  exemptions  of  jurors  for  the  trial  of  civil  actions,  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  are  the  same  as  in  courts  of  record.  Vol.  1,  p.  40,  §  2991. 
The  qualifications  of  jurors  and  their  exemptions  and  privileges  from 
jury  duty  are  plainly  defined  by  statute.  See  vol.  1,  pp.  145-148. 
But  a  recent  amendment  of  the  statute  must  not  be  overlooked.  Per- 
sons are  disqualified  from  sitting  as  jurors  if  related  by  consanguinity 
or  affinity  to  a  party  to  the  issue  within  the  sixth  degree.  The  degree 
is  ascertained  by  ascending  from  the  juror  to  the  common  ancestor, 
and  descending  to  the  party,  counting  a  degree  for  each  person  in  both 
hnes,  including  the  juror  and  party,  and  excluding  the  common  an- 
cestor.    Laws  of  1883,  chap.  234,  §  1,  amending  sections  46  and  1166, 
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of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  Relatiouship  by  affinity  and  consan- 
guinity has  been  sufficiently  explained.     See  ante^  50, 

Of  challenges.  The  law  furnishes  every  facility  for  securing  an 
impartial  trial  by  jury.  And  if  a  jury  has  been  improperly  and  un- 
fairly selected,  the  entire  panel  may  be  set  aside.  So  if  either  of  the 
jurors  is  incompetent,  or  if  there  is  legal  cause  why  he  should  not  sit 
as  a  juror,  he  may  be  rejected.  Such  objections  ought,  however,  to  be 
taken  at  the  earliest  opportunity.  And  a  challenge  to  the  array,  or 
to  individual  jurors,  must  be  taken  before  the  jury  is  sworn. 

The  manner  of  making  a  challenge  is  to  state,  orally,  to  the  justice 
the  precise  grounds  of  objection,  whether  made  to  the  array  or  to  an 
individual  juror.  It  will  be  convenient,  as  well  as  proper,  for  the  jus- 
tice to  take  down  the  objection  in  his  minutes.  This  question  is  to  be 
immediately  tried. 

A  challenge  to  the  array  is  an  exception  to  the  whole  panel  of 
jurors,  on  account  of  partiality  or  corruption  in  the  constable  who 
summoned  the  jury. 

A  challenge  to  the  ^olls  is  an  exception  to  any  one  or  more  of  the 
individuals  returned  as  jurors  on  the  ground  that  they  are  not  compe- 
tent jurors,  or  that  they  are  not  indifferent  between  the  parties. 

A  peremptory  challenge  is  the  right  which  the  law  gives  for  setting 
aside  a  person  without  giving  any  reason  whatever,  except  the  will  of 
the  challenging  party. 

A  challenge yb?^  cause  is  one  in  which  the  party  shows  the  cause  or 
reason  why  a  panel  ought  to  be  quashed  or  a  juror  ought  not  to  sit. 

A  principal  challenge  is  one  in  which,  if  the  facts  alleged  are  true, 
it  is  sufficient  in  law  of  itself,  without  leaving  any  thing  to  the  con- 
science or  discretion  of  the  triers. 

A  challenge  to  the  favor  is  where  no  principal  challenge  can  be  made, 
but  an  objection  is  raised  that  the  juror  is  not  indifferent,  or  that  the 
officer  who  summoned  the  jury  is  not  impartial,  which  questions  are  to 
be  left  to  the  decision  of  the  court. 

Challenge  to  the  array.  A  challenge  to  the  array  may  be  either  a 
principal  challenge  or  a  challenge  to  the  favor.  The  grounds  of  chal- 
lenge are  very  numerous.  Though  the  common  grounds  of  principal 
challenge  to  the  array  are  the  following :  It  is  a  ground  of  principal  chal- 
lenge to  the  array  that  the  opposite  party  nominated  any  of  the  jurors  sum- 
moned ;  that  the  constable  is  the  servant,  counselor  or  attorney,  or  acts 
as  advocate  of  the  opposite  party  ;  that  the  constable  is  interested  in 
the  result  of  the  cause,  when  that  interest  is  adverse  to  the  challenging 
party  ;    that  an  action  is  pending  between  the  constable  and  the  party 
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challenging,  if  the  action  implies  malice,  such  as  assault  and  battery, 
slander,  intentional  trespass,  or  injury  to  real  or  personal  property,  and 
the  like  cases  ;  that  there  is  a  relationship  by  consanguinity  between 
the  constable  and  the  opposite  party  within  the  ninth  degree,  or  even 
however  remote  the  relationship  may  be.  So  relationship  by  affinity 
is  a  principal  ground  of  challenge.  So  it  is  a  principal  cause  of  chal- 
lenge that  the  constable  permitted  any  person  to  make  the  panel,  for 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  do  this  without  any  interference  on  the 
part  of  any  person  whatever.  A  principal  challenge  will  be  sustained 
whenever  the  facts  show  clearly  that  there  is  such  a  partiality  as  is  in- 
consistent with  a  fair  trial,  by  reason  of  a  partial  or  improper  selection, 
of  jurors.  A  challenge  to  the  array  for  favor  is  founded  upon  the 
same  principle  that  a  challenge  to  the  favor  is  sustained  when  made  as 
to  an  individual  juror,  if  the  constable  is  biased  or  partial  to  one 
party,  or  is  unfriendly,  or  in  litigation  with  the  other,  or  if  there  are 
any  reasons  why  he  is  not  indifferent  between  the  parties,  the  chal- 
lenge ought  to  be  sustained,  and  the  array  quashed,  so  that  a  new  jury 
maybe  summoned  by  one  whose  impartiality  is  unquestioned. 

A  challenge  to  the  polls  is  an  exception  to  the  jurors  individually, 
whether  they  were  summoned  upon  the  original  venire,  or  as  talesmen, 
or  upon  a  new  venire.  The  same  causes  which  are  good  ground  of 
principal  challenge  to  the  array  are  equally  valid  as  against  any  indi- 
vidual juror. 

In  a  penal  action  to  recover  a  sum  of  money,  it  is  not  a  good  cause 
of  challenge  to  a  juror,  or  to  the  officer  who  summoned  the  jury,  that 
the  juror  or  the  officer  is  liable  to  pay  taxes  in  a  city,  town  or  county 
which  may  be  benefited  by  the  recovery.  Yol.  1,  p.  149,  §  1179.  The 
statute  has  provided  as  to  the  competency  of  jurors  in  certain  cases : 
"  No  inhabitant  of  any  town,  city  or  county  shall  be  disqualified  as  a 
juror  or  witness  in  any  cause  brought  to  recover  any  penalty  or  for- 
feiture, on  the  ground  that  such  penalty  or  forfeiture  is  to  be  ap- 
plied for  the  benefit  of  such  town,  city  or  county,  or  for  the  benefit  of 
the  poor  thereof ;  nor  shall  any  officer,  on  such  ground,  be  disquali- 
fied from  serving  any  process  for  the  summoning  of  a  jury  in  such 
cause."     3  E.  S.  865,  §  2,  5th  ed. 

"  On  the  trial  of  every  action  in  which  a  town  shall  be  a  party,  or  be 
interested,  the  electors  and  inhabitants  of  such  town  shall  be  compe- 
tent witnesses  and  jurors,  except  that  in  suits  and  proceedings  by  and 
against  towns  no  inhabitant  of  either  town  shall  be  a  juror."  1  E.  S. 
83T,  §  i,  5th  ed. 

The  causes  of  principal  challenges  to  the  polls  are  numerous.     And, 
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first,  it  is  always  a  ground  of  principal  challenge  to  the  polls  that  the 
juror  is  not  competent  because  he  is  not  such  a  juror  as  the  statute  re- 
quires. The  statutory  qualifications  will  be  found  in  a  preceding  volume. 
Vol.  1,  pp.  145-148.  It  is  a  principal  cause  of  challenge  that  a  juror 
does  not  possess  the  property  qualification  required  by  the  statute,  or 
that  he  is  an  alien,  that  he  is  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  over  the 
age  of  sixty  years ;  that  he  is  an  idiot  or  a  lunatic.  A  juror  who  is 
neither  a  freeholder  nor  assessed  in  respect  to  any  personal  estate  ought 
to  be  set  aside,  on  objection  made  on  that  account,  although  it  should 
appear  that  he  is  worth  personal  property  above  the  value  of  $250,  over 
and  above  his  debts.  Vctlton  v.  National  Loan  Fund  lAfe  Assurance 
Co.,  17  Abb.  268.  A  person  in  a  state  of  intoxication  is  unfit  ^  to  dis- 
charge the  duties  of  a  juror,  and  the  justice  may,  on  his  own  motion,  set 
aside  such  a  juror  and  refuse  to  swear  him.  Bullard  v.  Spoor,  2  Cow. 
430.  But  a  matter  which  merely  exempts  a  person  from  serving  on  a 
jury,  for  some  reason  personal  to  the  juror  himself,  is  not  a  cause  of 
challenge  by  the  parties,  if  he  is  otherwise  legally  qualified. 

It  is  a  good  ground  of  principal  challenge  to  a  juror  that  he  is  a 
tenant  of  the  opposite  party.  HatThama/y  v.  Helmjer,  25  Barb.  29.  So, 
it  is  a  good  ground  of  principal  challenge  that  the  juror  has  expressed 
an  opinion  upon  the  question  in  controversy.  Blake  v.  Millspaugh,  1 
Johns.  316 ;  Lord  v.  Brown,  5  Denio,  845.  A  juror  who  has  formed 
an  opinion  upon  a  statement  of  facts  made  to  him  by  one  of  the 
parties  is  not  competent.  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  14  Wend.  131.  But  a 
mere  hypothetical  expression  of  an  opinion,  which  is  founded  upon 
mere  rumor,  stands  upon  different  grounds.  And  where  a  juror  had 
expressed  an  opinion  that  one  of  the  parties  was  in  the  wrong,  but  he 
stated,  at  the  time,  that  he  had  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  matter, 
and  that  if  the  reports  of  the  neighbors  were  correct,  the  defendant 
was  wrong,  and  the  plaintiff  right,  this  was  held  not  to  be  a  ground  of 
principal  challenge.  Durell  v.  Mosher,  8  Johns.  445.  But  when  a 
juror  has  formed  a  decided  opinion  upon  the  questions  in  the  case,  he 
is  not  an  impartial  and  competent  juror.  A  juror  was  called  and  was 
challenged  for  principal  cause.  He  was  sworn  as  a  witness,  and  testi- 
fied, on  his  direct  examination,  that  he  had  formed  an  opinion  and  ex- 
pressed it ;  but,  on  his  cross-examination,  he  said  that  he  had  no  fixed 
opinion,  none  which  could  not  be  removed  by  evidence.  He  was  held 
incompetent,  and  the  court  said  :  "His  mind  was  preoccupied  with  an 
opinion  upon  the  issues  to  be  tried,  which  it  would  require  evidence  to 
remove ;  and  that,  upon  principle  and  by  all  the  cases,  incapacitated 
him  for  a  juror,"   Oancemi  v.  People,  16  ¥.  Y.  501,  505.     Relation- 
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ship,  either  by  consanguinity  or  by  affinity,  is  a  cause  of  principal 
challenge.  Ante,  716.  And  whenever  it  is  evident,  from  the  facts  ad- 
mitted or  proved,  that  the  juror  is  interested  in  the  result  of  the  ac- 
tion, or  that  there  is  a  clear  and  certain  bias  in  his  mind  in  favor  of  one 
of  the  parties,  from  whatever  cause,  that  is  sufficient  to  disqualify  him 
from  serving  as  a  juror. 

Challenges  to  the  polls  for  favor  may  arise  from  so  many  causes  that 
it  is  not  possible  to  enumerate  them.  A  juror  ought  to  be  above  all 
exception  as  to  his  impartiality.  The  law  does  not  intend  that  a  cause 
shall  be  tried  by  any  juror  who  is  not  entirely  indifferent  between  the 
parties.  His  fairness  and  impartiality  ought  to  be  above  all  suspicion. 
There  is  no  general  rule  which  declares  what  particular  acts  or  things 
are  such  evidence  of  favor  or  partiality  as  to  disqualify  a  juror.  The 
feelings,  the  affections  and  the  prejudices  of  men  are  so  various,  and 
so  easily  influenced  by  circumstances,  that  it  is  peculiarly  a  question 
for  the  justice  on  all  the  evidence,  whether  the  juror  stands  indifferent 
between  the  parties.  Where  a  juror  is  an  intimate  friend  of  one  of 
the  parties,  and  a  stranger  or  an  enemy  to  the  other,  he  would  scarcely 
be  called  entirely  indifferent.  So,  if  one  of  the  parties  and  the  juror 
are  interested  in  the  result  of  pecuniary  affairs  between  them,  as  where 
the  juror  is  indebted  to  the  party,  or  the  party  to  the  juror.  Or,  if 
there  is  an  intimate  family  relation  existing  between  the  party  and  the 
juror  ;  or,  if  there  is  a  personal  enmity  or  a  family  dispute,  in  all  such 
cases  it  is  a  question  for  the  justice  to  determine  whether  such  facts  do 
not  furnish  evidence  of  the  impropriety  of  permitting  such  a  person 
to  occupy  a  seat  as  a  juror.  It  is  not  necessary  to  show  clearly  that  a 
juror  is  partial,  interested,  or  that  he  has  a  feeling  in  favor  of  the 
success  of  one  of  the  parties  in  order  to  set  him  aside.  If  the  evidence 
is  such  that  it  raises  a  fair  and  reasonable  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the 
justice  whether  the  juror  is  indifferent,  he  ought  to  be  set  aside.  Smith 
V.  Floyd,  18  Barb.  522 ;  Freeman  v.  People,  4  Denio,  35,  9.  A 
hypothetical  opinion  is  not  a  ground  of  principal  challenge,  but  on  a 
challenge  to  the  favor,  the  justice  may  find  that  such  a  juror  is  not 
indifferent.  lb.  It  is  no  impeachment  of  a  juror  to  decide  that  he  is 
not  indifferent.  There  may  be  such  an  intimate  friendship  or  so  close  a 
relationship,  between  one  of  the  parties  and  a  juror  as  to  render  the 
latter  an  incompetent  juror,  and  yet  that  is  no  discredit  to  the  person 
set  aside.  The  influence  of  such  relations  is  exceedingly  great  and 
many  times  it  is  not  appreciated  by  the  person  who  is  most  influenced 
in  consequence.     The  declaration  of  Lord  Coke  is  a  most  salutary  one : 
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"  The  rule  of  law  is,  that  the  juror  must  stand  indifferent,  as  he  stands 
unsworn." 

Time  of  making  a  challenge.  Until  a  full  jury  of  six  persons 
have  appeared  no  challenge  can  be  taken  either  to  the  array  or  to 
the  individual  jurors.  King  v.  Edmonds,  4  Barn.  &  Aid.  471 ;  Yioa/rs 
V.  Langham,  Hob.  235  ;  2  Hawk.,  chap.  43,  §  1 .  The  parties  may  waive 
the  enforcement  of  this  rule  if  they  choose.  And,  in  common  prac- 
tice, it  is  not  insisted  iipon,  but  the  challenge  to  the  array  is  made  upon 
the  return  of  the  venire;  and  the  individual  jurors  are  frequently 
challenged  as  they  are  called  to  take  their  seats,  if  challenged  at  aU. 
If  there  are  several  grounds  of  challenge,  either  to  the  array  or  to  the 
polls,  the  causes  of  challenge  must  all  be  stated  at  once,  or  those  not 
stated  at  first  will  be  waived.  A  party  is  not  permitted  to  try  one 
ground  of  challenge,  and,  if  that  fails,  then  to  interpose  another  and 
then  try  that,  and  thus  try  the  matter  by  piecemeal.  If  one  party 
challenges  a  juror  and  he  is  found  indifferent,  this  will  not  prevent  the 
opposite  party  from  challenging  the  same  juror,  in  the  same  manner  as 
though  he  had  not  been  previously  challenged.  The  order  of  making 
challenges  is  important.  A  challenge  to  the  array  cannot  be  taken 
after  a  challenge  to  the  polls.  Mayor  of  New  York  v.  Mason,  4  E. 
D.  Smith,  143,  152,  153  ;  Co.  Litt.  158,  a.  A  challenge  to  the  array 
may  be  made  at  any  time  before  one  of  the  jurors  is  sworn,  and  a 
challenge  to  the  polls  may  be  made  any  time  before  the  challenged 
juror  is  sworn.  lb. ;  Penning,  on  Small  Causes,  170.  After  a  juror 
is  sworn  it  is  too  late  to  challenge  him ;  and  any  objection  to  him 
is  waived,  even  when  the  defendant  does  not  appear  at  the  trial. 
Cla/rk  V.  Yan  Vramoken,  20  Barb.  278 ;  Eggleston  v.  Smiley,  17  Johns. 
133. 

It  is  immaterial  which  of  the  parties  makes  his  challenge  first.  And 
if  the  parties  disagree  upon  that  point,  it  is  a  question  for  the  justice 
to  settle.  In  strictness,  the  party  who  makes  the  first  challenge  is 
bound  to  complete  his  challenges  before  the  other  party  commences. 
But  this  rule  cannot  be  so  applied  as  to  prevent  both  parties  from 
having  an  opportunity  of  challenging  either  of  the  jurors  called.  Sup- 
pose that  a  defendant  should  challenge  several  jurors,  and  that  finally 
six  jurors  were  impaneled  who  are  entirely  satisfactory  to  him ;  the 
plaintiff  may  then  challenge  any  or  all  of  the  six  jurors,  and  if  some  of 
them  are  set  aside  on  his  challenge,  then  other  jurors  must  be  called  to 
supply  the  deficiency  in  the  panel.  The  plaintiff  may  challenge  any  of 
the  new  jurors  thus  summoned,  until  a  full  jury  is  obtained,  when  the 
defendant  will  be  entitled  to  challenge  any  of  the  new  jurors  then. 
91 
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called.  And  so  each  party  may  alternately  continue  his  challenges,  un- 
til he  has  had  an  opportunity  of  objecting,  at  some  time,  to  each  of 
the  jurors  called-  In  ordinary  cases  there  is  no  strictness  as  to  the 
practice  on  this  point,  and  either  party  challenges  such  jurors  as  he 
deems  objectionable,  without  regard  to  the  question  whether  the  oppo- 
site party  has  finished  his  challenges  or  not.  The  important  object  to 
be  attained  is  to  secure  to  each  party  a  full  opportunity  for  making  all 
legal  challenges. 

The  challenges  of  the  party  who  first  challenged  will  be  entitled  to 
be  first  tried.  A  challenge,  whether  in  writing  or  by  parol,  must  be  in 
such  terms  that  the  court  can  see,  in  the  first  place,  whether  it  is  for 
principal  cause  or  to  the  favor ;  and,  secondly,  whether  the  facts,  if  true, 
are  sufficient  to  support  that  challenge.  Again,  the  challenger  must 
state  why  the  juror  does  not  stand  indifferent ;  he  must  state  some  facts 
or  circumstances  which,  if  true,  will  show  either  that  the  juror  is  posi- 
tively and  legally  disqualified ;  or  which  create  a  probability  or  suspi- 
cion that  he  is  not,  or  may  not  be,  impartial.  When  the  facts  are 
stated,  the  opposite  party  may  take  issue  as  to  their  truth,  by  denying 
them.  If  denied,  it  is  a  question  to  be  decided  upon  the  evidence  ;  if 
admitted,  it  is  a  mere  question  of  law  for  the  cotirt  to  decide,  as  it 
would  a  question  raised  by  a  demurrer.  The  People  v.  Yermif/yea,  7 
Cow.  108.  An  erroneous  decision  upon  the  law  as  to  the  competency 
of  a  juror  may  be  corrected  on  an  appeal.  lb. ;  The  People  v.  Free- 
man, 4  Denio,  10 ;  Haiha/way  v.  Belmer,  25  Barb.  29. 

A  principal  challenge,  either  to  the  array  or  to  the  polls,  must  be 
tried  by  the  justice  alone,  upon  such  evidence  as  may  be  given ;  or 
upon  a  demurrer  to  a  challenge,  which  is  an  admission  of  the  facts 
stated  in  the  challenge.  If  witnesses  are  sworn,  the  oath  may  be  as 
follows ; 

Oath  to  witness. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  answer  truly  all  such  questions  as  may 
be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  challenge  now  depending  and  on  trial. 

On  the  trial  of  a  challenge  to  a  juror,  such  juror  may  himself  be 
called  as  a  witness  to  testify  as  to  his  competency  to  sit  as  a  juror. 
And  he  may  be  asked  whether  he  has  formed  or  expressed  an  opinion 
in  relation  to  the  merits  of  the  cause,  or  in  favor  of  one  of  the  parties. 
Pringle  v.  Hulse,  1  Cow.  432 ;  The  Peojple  v.  Veimiilyea,  7  id.  108. 
So,  he  may  be  examined  as  to  having  formed  an  opinion,  which,  if  he 
had  done,  would  disqualify  him,  although  he  had  not  expressed  such 
opinion.  The  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend.  230.  A  juror  may  be  re- 
quired to  testify  as  to  any  facts  which  affect  his  competency,  except 
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sach  as  would  tend  to  his  infamy  or  disgrace,  or  subject  him  to  punish- 
ment or  to  a  penalty.  He  may  be  asked  whether  he  is  a  freeholder  or 
not,  or  any  other  question  as  to  his  qualifications  which  the  statute  re- 
quires. Ogdm  Y.  Paries,  16  Johns.  180  ;  Fenwich  v.  Parker,  3  Code 
Eep.  254. 

Oath  to  juror. 

You  dp  swear  tjiat  you  will  answer  truly  all  such  questions  as  may 
be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  your  competency  as  a  juror  in  this  action 
between  A.  B.,  plaintiEE,  and  C.  D.,  defendant. 

"  An  objection  to  tjie  qualifications  of  a  juror  is  available  only  upon 
a  ch^enge.  A  challenge  of  a  juror,  or  a  challenge  to  thei  panel 
or  array  of  jurors,  must  be  tried  and  determined  by  the  court  only. 
Either  pax-]ty  may  except  to  the  deterniination,  and  it  may  be  reviewed 
upon  a  question  of  fact,  or  a  question  of  law,  or  both,  as  where  an  issue 
of  fact  presented  by  the  pleadings  is  tried  by  the  court ;  except  that 
wliere  one  op  more  exceptions  are  taken  to  the  rulings  of  the  court, 
made  after  the  jury  is  impaneled,  an  exception  to  the  determination 
of  a  challenge  must  be  heard  at  the  same  time ;  and  the  case  must  con- 
tain the  matters  necessary  to  present  it  upon  the  facts  or  the  law,  or 
both."     Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §1180. 

"Where  a  challenge  to  the  array  for  favor  in  the  constable  is  inter- 
posed the  justice  must  proceed  to  try  it  and  determine  the  fact.  If  he 
finds  the  challenge  true,  and  that  the  constable  is  not  indifferent,  the 
panel  will  be  quashed ;  but  if,  on  the  other  hand,  he  finds  tha.t  the  con- 
stable is  indifferent,  the  panel  will  be  affirnaed,  and  the  balloting  for 
jurors  will  proceed.  If  the  panel  is  quashed  the  justice  ought  to  issue 
a  new  venire  to  another  constable  who  is  indifferent,  unless  the  parties 
agree  to  waive  a  jury. 

If  a  challenge  is  made  to  the  polls  for  favor,  the  challenging  party 
states  to  the  justice  that  A.  B.,  the  juror  called,  is  not  indifferent  be- 
tween the  parties  for  which  cause  he  challenges  him.  The  grounds  of 
objection  ought  to  be  stated.  If  the  opposite  party  denies  the  alle- 
gations, an  issue  is  joined  which  must  be  immediately  tried. 

When  a  principal  challenge  is  improperly  overruled  by  a  justice  it  is 
an  error  for  which  the  judgment  will  be  reversed.  And  proceeding 
with  the  trial  is  no  waiver  of  the  objection.  Hathaway  v.  Helmer,  25 
Barb.  29.  Challenges  for  principal  cause,  and  to  the  favor,  having 
been  disposed  of,  it  is  important  to  notice  another  kind  of  challenge 
now  permitted.  It  may  be  that  there  is  no  sufficient  ground  of 
diallenge,  or  it  may  be  that  the  justice  has  decided  that  a  juror  is  in- 
different when  he  really  is  not.     In  such  cases  it  is  important  that  the 
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juror  may  be  set  aside.   And  for  that  reason  either  party  may  now,  by 
statute,  challenge  two  jurors  peremptorily.    Vol.  1,  p.  149,  §  11Y6. 

No  resort  to  this  challenge  will  be  proper  until  the  other  methods 
have  failed.  And  it  is  best  not  to  exercise  the  right  of  peremptory 
challenge  until  the  last  moment  when  it  can  be  properly  made,  since  it 
is  difficult  to  anticipate  who  may  be  drawn  upon  the  jury.  And  those 
jurors  who  are  most  objectionable,  and  who  cannot  be  set  aside  upon 
the  ordinary  challenge,  are  the  persons  whom  it  may  be  most  desirable 
to  challenge  peremptorily.  Challenges  ought  to  be  made  with  caution 
and  for  good  reason ;  and  when  once  made,  it  is  important  that  they 
should  be  sustained.  A  challenge  made  against  a  juror  naturally  affects 
his  feelings  as  to  the  result,  even  when  he  is  a  fair  and  just  man.  And 
although  he  may  subsequently  try  the  cause  with  fairness  and  justice, 
he  will,  in  most  cases,  not  feel  quite  so  indifferent  as  though  no 
challenge  had  been  made. 

When  a  sufficient  number  of  competent  jurors  appears,  and  the 
appropriate  number  has  been  selected  to  try  the  cause,  the  next  step 
will  be  to  swear  them.  The  statute  prescribes  the  form  of  the  oath  and 
requires  the  justice  to  administer  the  oath  or  affirmation  to  each  juror. 
Yol.  1,  p.  41,  §  2998. 

The  oath  may  be  administered  to  the  jurors  separately,  or  several 
may  be  sworn  at  a  time. 

Form  of  jwror's  oath. 

You  do  swear  well  and  truly  to  try  the  matter  in  difference  between 
A.  B.,  plaintiff,  and  C.  D.,  defendant,  and,  unless  discharged  by  the 
justice,  a  true  verdict  to  give  according  to  evidence. 

After  the  jury  has  been  sworn  they  must  sit  together  and  hear  the 
allegations  and  proofs  of .  the  parties,  which  must  be  made  publicly  in 
their  presence.     Id.,  §  2999. 

When  the  case  is  of  any  importance  it  is  usual,  as  well  as  advan- 
tageous, to  open  or  state  the  case  to  the  jury. 

The  party  who  has  the  affirmative  of  the  issue  is  entitled  to  open  the 
case  to  the  jury ;  to  introduce  his  evidence  first ;  to  introduce  his  evi- 
dence in  reply  ;  and  to  sum  up  the  cause  last  to  the  jury.  As  to  the 
right  to  begin,  or  as  to  which  party  holds  the  affirmative,  see  ante,  471. 
If  the  pleadings  are  extensive  or  complicated,  or  if  the  evidence 
is  likely  to  be  voluminous  or  contradictory,  a  full,  clear  and  accurate 
statement  of  the  case  will  be  of  great  ser^dce  to  the  justice  in  determin- 
ing questions  relative  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence ;  and  it  will  also 
aid  the  jury  in  readily  comprehending  the  bearing  and  effect  of  each 
part  of  the  evidence  as  it  is  introduced. 
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The  party  opening  the  case  should  state  the  nature  of  the  action ; 
the  issues  which  have  been  joined,  or  which  will  be  tried ;  the  facts 
and  circumstances  of  the  case ;  and  the  substance  of  the  evidence  to  be 
adduced,  and  its  effect  in  proving  the  case  stated. 

It  is  proper,  also,  to  notice  the  grounds  of  the  defense  stated  in  the 
answer,  and  the  effect  of  the  defense  if  established.  So  it  is  equally- 
proper  to  state  the  nature  of  the  evidence  which  will  be  offered 
in  reply  by  way  of  disproving  the  case  set  up  by  the  opposite  party. 
It  is  only  a  general  view  of  the  case  that  should  be  given  in  opening ; 
the  details  will  be  more  appropriate  as  they  appear  from  the  lips  of 
witnesses.  And  candor,  as  well  as  policy,  dictates  that  an  opening 
should  never  exceed  the  strict  truth  as  to  the  real  facts  to  be  subse- 
quently proved  by  the  witnesses.  A  party  may  omit  to  state  all  the 
material  facts  of  his  case  in  the  opening,  but  this  will  not  prevent  him 
from  giving  evidence  as  to  all  material  points  in  the  case,  merely  be- 
cause it  was  omitted  in  the  statement  of  the  case.  Wearing  v.  Bell,  5 
Hill,  291. 

After  opening  the  case,  the  party  holding  the  affirmative  proceeds  to 
introduce  his  record  evidence,  or  to  call  his  witnesses.  The  opposite 
party  may  object  to  the  competency  of  the  witness,  and  the  court  must 
decide  as  to  the  validity  of  the  objection.  See  omte,  551.  If  no  objec- 
tion is  made  to  the  witness,  or  if  the  objection  is  overruled,  he  is 
then  sworn. 

The  statute  prescribes  the  form  of  oath.  See  vol.  1,  p.  41,  §  3000  ; 
and  see  amte,  553. 

Form  of  oath  to  witness. 

You  do  swear  that  the  evidence  you  shall  give  relating  to  the  matter 
in  difference  between  A.  B.,  plaintiff,  and  CD.,  defendant,  shall  be 
the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth. 

The  party  who  calls  a  witness  first  proceeds  to  examine  him  ;  after 
which  the  opposite  party  is  entitled  to  cross-examine  him  ;  and  he  may 
then  be  re-examined  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  his  cross-examina- 
tion.    See  ante,  556  to  5Y5. 

The  number  of  witnesses  to  be  called  and  sworn  is  usually  limited 
by  the  discretion  of  the  party  calling  them.  There  are  some  cases  in 
which  the  courts  have  occasionally  limited  the  number  of  witnesses  to 
be  sworn  on  each  side  as  to  some  collateral  question,  or  as  to  a  mere 
matter  of  opinion.  Siser  v.  Burt,  4  Denio,  426  ;  Anthony  v.  Smith, 
4  Bosw.  503 ;  Ward  v.  Washington  Ins.  Co.,  6  id.  229  ;  Spear  v. 
Myers,  6  Barb.  445  ;  Noltmv  v.  Moses,  3  id.  31.  But  when  a  witness 
is  called  for  the  purpose  of  testifying  to  facts  which  are  material  upon 
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the  main  issues  to  be  tried,  it  is  difficalt  to  see  upon  what  principle 
such  witnesses  can  be  rejected.  It  is  trlie  that  the  calling  oi  a  large 
number  of  witnesses  maj  protract  a  ti'ia.1,  but  that  is  a  sihall  matter 
when  compared  with  a  result  which  may  deprive  a  party  of  justice  and 
of  his  legal  rights.  The  safe  rule  will  be  not  to  reject  a  -W^itftess  who 
is  offered  tO  prove  material  facts  upoti  the  rnain  issues  in  the  case. 
Eakin  v.  Bro-ubn^  1  E.  D.  Smith,  37.  If  a  party  wishes  to  object  to 
the  introduction  of  witnesses  on  the  Opposite  side,  on  the  ground  that 
a  great  many  witnesses  have  been  already  called,  lie  Oilght  to  admit 
that  the  fact  sought  to  be  proved  is  true.  lb.  As  each  witness  is  called, 
any  objection  as  to  his  competeticy  miist  be  made.  And  so,  when  a 
witness  has  been  sworn,  and  is  giving  his  evidence,  any  objection  to 
the  questions  put  to  him,  or  as  to  the  relevancy,  competency,  or  legality 
of  his  answers,  must  be  taken,  or  they  will  be  waived. 

The  right  to  object,  and  the  manner  of  taking  objections,  will  be 
discussed  in  a  subsequent  place;  See  Objeotidns.  If  any  recoM  evi- 
dence is  to  be  introduced,  or  any  depositions  of  witnesses,  it  must  be 
introduced  as  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  uuless  it  is  intended  as  a 
matter  in  reply. 

Kegularly  and  strictly,  the  party  who  opens  the  case  must  exhaust 
his  testimony  on  his  side  before  he  rests  the  cause;  And,  technically, 
no  evidence,  except  in  reply  to  the  evidence  of  the  opposite  side,  will 
be  admissible  after  resting  the  cause.  Ante,  556,  This  is  a  matter, 
however,  which  is  entirely  within  the  discretion  of  the  justice^  and  it 
is  very  seldom  that  the  rule  is  enforced.  Either  party  is  quite  liable 
to  overlook  some  material  matter,  and  if  he  desires  to  correct  the  mis- 
take, or  to  supply  the  omission,  at  any  time  before  the  evidence  is  closed, 
it  is  usually  permitted  by  the  justice. 

If  a  justice  intends  to  enforce  the  strict  rule,  he  ought  to  give  the 
parties  notice  of  that  fact  at  the  commencement  of  the  trial ;  and  not 
only  that,  but  the  same  rule  must  be  applied  to  both  parties,  so  that 
when  either  rests  his  side  of  the  casCj  he  waives  the  right  to  introduce 
any  evidence  which  was  properly  admissible  at  the  time  of  resting.  It 
is  proper  for  a  justice  to  require  the  parties  to  conform  to  the  proper 
rule,  as  nearly  as  it  can  reasonably  be  done,  since  it  promotes  order 
and  convenience  in  the  trial  of  the  cause.  But  that  is  ordinarily  the 
extent  to  which  the  rule  should  be  enforced  in  justices'  courts.  And 
the  rule  should  neVer  be  so  enforced  as  to  deprive  either  party  of  sub- 
stantial justice  and  a  fair  trial.  If  parties  willfully  omit  to  introduce 
their  evidence  in  proper  time  and  ol^der,  for  the  purpose  of  gaining 
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some  advantage  over  the  opposite  party,  they,  of  all  persons,  wOuld 
have  least  cause  to  complain  of  au  enforcement  of  the  strict  rule. 

Defense  stated  and  evidence.  After  the  pMntifE  has  introdticed 
all  his  evidence  and  rested  his  case,  the  defendant  may  move  for  a  non- 
suit, if  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  case  ought  not  to  be  submitted  to 
the  jury,  or  ought  not  to  be  heard  and  decided  upon  the  merits  by  the 
justice,  if  no  jury  is  called.  As  to  nonsuits,  see  cmte,  698,699.  If 
the  nonsuit  is  refused,  the  defendant,  or  the  party  not  holding  the 
affirmative  of  the  issiae,  opens  his  side  of  the  case.  When  this  is  done 
by  the  defendant,  his  proper  course  is  to  state  the  nature  of  his  de- 
fense, and  the  evidence  which  will  be  introduced  to  sustain  it.  He 
may  also  explain  how  it  will  be  afffected  by  the  evidence  in  reply. 

In  ordinary  cases,  each  party  ought  to  be  limited  to  a  statement  of 
his  own  side  of  the  case,  and  an  explanation  of  the  claims  made  by  the 
opposite  side.  The  defendant  has  no  right  to  sum  Up  the  cause  while 
opening  his  own  case.  Such  is  not  the  object  or  the  intention  of  an 
opening  by  either  party.  Ayrault  v.  Chamherlam,  33  Barb.  229j  233j 
234,  335.  In  the  case  last  cited,  it  was  held  that  the  court  had  a  right 
to  limit  the  plaintiff' s  counsel  to  a  statement  of  his  own  side  of  the 
case,  and  that  he  could  not  state  the  evidence  which  would  be  given  in 
reply.     See,  also,  Ehmell  v.  Chcmhherlain,  31  N.  Y.  611,  614. 

After  opening  his  case,  the  defendant  proceeds  to  call  his  witnesses 
and  swear  them,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  plaintiff  did.  And  any 
objections  to  witnesses  or  to  evidence  must  be  made  as  the  cause  pro- 
gresses, and  as  either  is  offered. 

After  the  defendant  rests  his  case,  the  plaintiff  introduces  such  l-e- 
butting  evidence  as  he  may  wish  to  offer.  The  term  "  rebutting  evi- 
dence "  may  not  be  clear  to  every  person.  It  means  not  merely  evi- 
dence which  contradicts  the  defendant's  witnesses,  and  corroborates 
those  of  the  plaintiff,  but  evidence  in  denial  of  some  affirmative  case 
or  fact  which  the  defendant  has  endeavored  to  prove.  Silverman  v. 
Foremcm,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  323,  324.  But  rebutting  evidence  may  also 
be  introduced  by  way  of  avoidance  of  the  defendant's  case.  Suppose 
that  the  defendant  should  set  up  in  his  answer  and  attempt  to  prove  a 
set-off  or  a  release.  The  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  prove  that  the 
claim  by  way  of  set-off  had  been  paid,  or  that  the  release  was  obtained 
by  fraud,  and  this  would  be  strictly  rebutting  evidence. 

If  the  oath  is  improperly  administered  to  a  witness,  or  if  he  gives 
his  evidence  without  being  sworn  at  all,  this  will  not  be  an  error  \frhioh 
will  reverse  the  judgment,  unless  an  exception  is  properly  taken  at  the 
time.     Blanohard  v.  Richly,  7  Johns.  198  ;  Heed  v.  Gillett,  12  id.  296., 
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The  subject  of  evidence,  including  the  rules  for  the  examination  of 
■witnesses,  has  been  explained.  Ante,  556  to  575.  After  the  entire 
evidence  has  been  introduced,  and  both  parties  have  rested  their  case, 
the  cause  is  submitted  to  the  jury  or  to  the  justice  without  comment, 
or  it  is  summed  up.  The  just  administration  of  the  law  is  greatly 
facilitated  by  an  appropriate  summing  up.  It  is  not  intended  to  give 
an  extended  discussion  upon  the  method  of  performing  this  important 
duty  in  a  cause.  But  a  few  suggestions  will  be  made  which  may  be  of 
service  to  some  of  the  younger  members  of  the  profession.  In  every 
cause  there  are  two  branches,  either  of  which  may  be  most  important 
in  some  particular  case.  The  first  relates  to  the  facts  in  the  case,  and 
the  second  relates  to  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  those  facts  when 
settled.  In  some  cases  the  law  of  the  case  is  conceded,  or  at  least  not 
disputed,  but  the  conclusion  as  to  facts  is  denied ;  in  such  a  case  the 
questions  of  fact  become  the  most  important  part  of  the  case.  In  other 
cases  the  facts  of  the  case  are  undisputed,  or  are  so  clearly  in  favor  of 
one  side  that  it  becomes  principally  important  to  determine  the  law  of 
the  case.  A  careful  practitioner  will  endeavor  to  fully  understand  both 
of  these  branches  of  every  case  which  he  tries,  and  will  use  all  honora- 
ble means  to  induce  the  court  and  jury  to  view  the  case  from  a  stand- 
point favorable  to  the  interests  of  his  client.  A  clear,  concise  presenta- 
tion of  the  facts  in  evidence,  and  of  the  law  applicable  thereto,  will 
often  turn  the  scale  in  a  doubtful  case. 

Neither  general  rules  nor  particular  instructions  will  enable  all  persons 
to  discharge  this  duty  with  equal  ability.  It  is  a  natural  endowment 
which  some  persons  possess  and  in  which  they  excel  without  study  and 
without  especial  effort.  But  this  does  not  prevent  some  general  hints 
from  being  of  service  to  others. 

And,  in  the  first  place,  a  jury  ought  to  be  clearly  and  fully  informed 
as  to  all  the  issues  involved  in  the  case ;  as  to  what  facts  are  admitted 
by  the  pleadings,  and  are,  therefore,  not  in  issue ;  and  as  to  the  burden 
of  proof  upon  all  the  issues  in  the  case. 

After  the  issues  are  clearly  presented  to  the  jury,  the  evidence  which 
bears  upon  them  will  next  be  a  subject  of  discussion.  And  the  most 
essential  service  which  can  be  rendered  to  a  cause  is  to  point  out  fully 
and  clearly  all  the  evidence  which  bears  upon  each  of  the  material 
issues  to  be  tried.  Eloquence  and  energy  and  earnestness  are  valuable 
qualities ;  but  the  logic  of  established  and  indisputable  facts  will  weigh 
conclusively  with  an  honest  and  an  intelligent  jury. 

The  rules  by  which  the  value  of  evidence  is  determined  have  been 
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noticed  tinder  the  title  Evidence.  When  there  are  questions  of  law 
involved  in  the  determination  of  the  case,  and  there  is  a  dispute  as  to 
the  law,  it  will  be  necessary  to  discuss  the  legal  questions  before  the 
jury.  And,  in  doing  this,  the  first  step  will  be  to  show  how  the  legal 
question  arises  and  to  what  issues  it  is  applicable. 

There  can  be  no  question  of  law  until  the  facts  are  settled.  And, 
when  the  facts  are  in  dispute,  every  legal  question  must  of  necessity  be 
discussed  hypothetically.  In  discussing  legal  questions,  whether  before 
the  court  or  before  a  jury,  each  party  is  entitled  to  see  and  examine  the 
authorities  cited  by  the  opposite  party.  And,  in  summing  up,  the 
party  who  holds  the  affirmative  is  bound  to  furnish  his  authorities  to 
the  other  party  before  he  sums  up  on  his  side,  so  that  he  may  be  able 
to  examine  and  discuss  their  relevancy  or  their  value  before  the  jury. 
If  such  authorities  are  not  furnished  at  the  proper  time  the  party 
demanding  them  is  not  deprived  of  his  rights,  for  he  will  be  entitled 
to  discuss  the  authorities  cited  after  the  summing  up  of  the  affirmative 
side  of  the  case.  In  the  trial  of  the  cause  aad  during  the  summing  up 
the  same  course  of  practice  and  of  courtesy  should  be  observed  that 
would  characterize  the  conduct  of  a  lawyer  at  the  Circuit.  If  an  unfair, 
technical,  frivolous,  disrespectful  and  ungentlemanly  course  is  pursued 
in  justices'  courts,  the  effects  of  such  practices  will  be  certain  to  exhibit 
themselves  at  the  Circuit,  where  they  will  meet  with  a  proper  cor- 
rection. 

Charging  the  jury.  A  justice  may  charge  a  jury,  or  he  may  decline 
to  do  so ;  and  his  refusal  is  not  a  ground  of  appeal.  Delancy  v.  Nagle, 
16  Barb.  96 ;  People  v.  Eldridge,  3  Hun,  541 ;  S.  C,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
(T.  &  C.)  20 ;  Adams  v.  Glarje,  64  Ga.  648.  If  he  assumes  to  charge 
them  as  to  the  law,  and  he  errs  in  his  charge,  that  will  be  error. 
Trustees  of  Penn  Yan  v.  Thome,  6  Hill,  326  ;  Chapman  v.  Fuller,  7 
Barb.  70  ;  Strand  v.  Butler,  18  id.  327;  Pettit  v.  Ide,  12  Abb.  44. 
When  he  charges  the  jury  at  all,  he  must  discharge  the  duty  fully,  and 
he  cannot  then  refuse  to  charge  any  proper  matter  at  the  request  of 
either  party.  For,  by  assuming  to  charge  at  all,  he  undertakes  to  do 
all  that  a  judge  of  a  court  of  record  could  be  required  to  do  by  way  of 
charge.  And,  therefore,  if  he  charges  incorrectly,  or  if  he  refuses  to 
charge  a  proper  matter  on  request,  either  will  be  error. 

It  is  to  be  wished  that  every  justice  of  the  peace  was  qualified  to 
charge  juries  properly.  Much  injustice  would  be  thereby  prevented  ; 
and  in  many  cases,  the  costs  of  expensive  appeals  would  be  avoided. 
In  charging  a  jury  the  justice  should  aim  at  presenting  all  of  the  issues 
involved  in  the  case  and  should  call  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  all  the 
92 
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important  portions  of  the  evidence  which  has  been  given  on  the  trial. 
By  taking  notes  of  the  arguments  of  counsel  in  summing  tip  the  justice 
can  ascertain  what  points  each  party  deems  material  and  then^  by  add- 
ing his  own  views,  he  can  generally  present  the  whole  case  with  fair- 
ness and  correctness.  There  is  one  advantage  which  will  restilt  from 
the  practice  of  charging  a  jury*  Not  only  will  questions  of  fact  be 
quite  as  properly  settled,  but  on  all  questions  of  law  there  will  be  a 
full  and  fair  opportilnity  to  reserve  aU  legal  points  for  settlement  Upon 
an  appeal.  If  the  charge  is  affirmative,  and  is  erroneous,  to  exception 
to  the  charge  will  clearly  present  the  question  for  I'evieW,  So,  if  the 
justice  refuses  to  charge  upon  a  point  on  which  he  ought  to  charge  as 
requested,  an  exception  to  his  refusal  will  save  the  rights  of  the  party 
on  appeal.  "When  the  entire  questions,  both  of  fact  and  of  laW,  are 
submitted  to  tile  jury,  it  iS  frequently  impossible  to  determine  with 
certainty  whether  the  ease  was  decided  upon  a  question  of  fa,ct  oi*  upon 
a  question  of  law.  If  the  jury  disposed  of  the  case  upon  a  question  of 
law  their  decision  may  lie  reviewed.  But  if  it  was  decided  upon  a 
question  of  fact,  that  is  generally  conclusive.  And  since  it  is  not  always 
easy  to  ascertain  upon  which  ground  the  jury  proceeded,  there  is  some- 
times a  failure  of  justice  in  consequence,  though  this  matter  is  of  less 
importance  since  the  amendment  of  the  Code,  which  allows  a  new 
trial  in  the  county  court. 

There  are  some  incidents  of  the  trial  which  have  not  been  mentioned, 
that  may  properly  be  noticed  in  this  place. 

There  is  occasionally  a  defect  in  the  proofs  or  a  surprise  at  some 
unexpected  evidence,  which  operates  unfavorably  to  one  of  the  parties. 
In  such  a  case,  a  juror  may  be  withdrawn  by  consent,  ol*  the  entire 
jury  may  be  discharged  and  the  cause  adjourned,  if  both  parties  agree. 
But  the  party  who  has  the  advantage  from  such  a  state  of  facts  does 
not  usually  consent  to  such  an  arrangement,  because  he  prefers  to  re- 
tain the  advantage  which  he  thus  possesses.  It  is  said  that  the  justice 
may  withdraw  a  juror  in  such  cases,  and  still  retain  the  cause  for  trial, 
whether  the  parties  consent  or  not.  2  Cow.  Treat.  [6th  ed.]  833, 
§  1403.  There  are  cases  in  which  a  justice  may  suspend  or  delay  a 
trial  for  a  short  time.  Ante,  367.  But  the  withdrawal  of  a  juror  is 
equivalent  to  discharging  the  jury  before  the  cause  is  tried,  and  before 
they  have  rendered  a  verdict.  This  is  a  right  which  is  not  given  in 
express  terms  by  any  statute  relating  to  justices'  courts.  And  it  is 
difficult  to  see  upon  what  authority  such  an  act  could  rest  for  its  sup- 
port. The  statute,  it  is  true,  confers  aU  necessary  powers  which  are 
possessed   by  courts  of  record.      But  such  a  power  can  scarcely  be 
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called  a  necessarj  one.  It  might  be  a  convenience  to  one  of  the  par- 
ties, but  that  is  not  sufficient.  A  second  adjournment  would  frequently 
be  of  great  convenience  to  a  plaintiff,  but  it  will  not  be  contended  that 
it  can  for  that  reason  be  granted.  An  adjournment  cannot  be  granted 
after  the  trial  has  commenced,  unless  by  the  consent  of  the  parties. 
Pollock  V.  Ehle,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  541 ;  Matthews  v.  Fiestel,  id.  90 ; 
Montfort  v.  Hughes,  3  id.  591.  And  such  an  adjournment  for 
thirteen  days  was  held  ground  for  reversal  of  the  judgment,  and  the 
reason  assigned  was  that  no  power  exists  to  adjourn  a  cause  when  it  is 
half  tried.  Aherhall  v.  Eoaoh^  3  E.  D.  Smith,  345 ;  S.  C,  11  How. 
95.  And  see  ante,  366,  367. 

The  discharge  of  a  jury  and  an  adjournmeiit  of  a  cause  against  the 
consent  of  one  of  the  parties,  after  the  cause  has  been  partially  or  wholly 
tried,  is  not  within  any  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  a  justice.  The 
utmost  that  the  courts  have  tblerated  in  this  respect  is,  to  permit  a 
justice  to  hold  opeil  his  court,  and  suspend  the  trial  for  a  short  time, 
to  enable  a  party  to  procure  an  absent  witness.  But  even  in  that  case, 
the  time  allowed  is  quite  brief,  and  twenty  hours  was  held  to  be  an 
unreasonable  time  to  hold  open  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  a  party  to 
get  a  witness  who  was  twenty  miles  distant. 

There  is  another  class  of  cases  in  which  a  justice  has  a  discretion  to 
exercisei  The  parties  occasionally  omit,  by  accident,  to  ilitroduce  all 
their  evidence  before  the  close  of  the  trial.  And  'they  sometimes  dis- 
cover the  existence  of  important  evidence  after  the  close  of  the  evi- 
dence, but  before  the  cause  has  been  finally  submitted  to  the  jiistice  or 
the  jury.  In  such  a  case  the  justice  may  permit  the  introduction  of 
the  evidence,  even  after  both  parties  have  declared  the  case  closed. 
Burger  v.  White,  2  Bosw.  92;  DuncUe  v.  Kooker,  11  Barb.  387. 
And  the  rule  has  been  extended  so  fat  that  the  justice  may  receive 
further  evidence  on  an  adjourned  day  to  which  the  caus^  was  post- 
poned for  summing  upj  when  the  trial  had  taken  place  on  a  former 
day.  Heidenheimer  v.  Wilson^  31  Barb.  637.  The  coui-t  held  that, 
in  such  a  case,  thei  trial  was  not  closed  until  the  cause  was  sutnmed  up 
and  submitted  for  final  judgment ;  and  that,  until  that  time,  it  was 
discretionary  with  the  justice  whether  to  receive  further  evidence. 
To  open  a  case  for  further  evidence  after  it  has  once  been  declared 
closed  cannot  be  claimed  as  a  matter  of  right.  The  justice  may  grant 
or  refuse  the  application,  and  his  decision  is  final.  And,  in  deciding 
the  question,  the  justice  ought  to  be  governed  by  the  principle  that 
the  granting  or  the  refilsing  of  the  motion  is  to  be  for  the  furtherance 
of  justice,  and  for  no  other  purpose. 
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If  the  witnesses  on  both  sides  are  all  still  present,  so  that  they  may 
any  of  them  be  recalled  if  necessary,  it  will  be  pretty  much  a  matter 
of  course  to  allow  the  evidence.  But  if  the  witnesses  of  the  opposite 
party  have  left  court  so  that  they  cannot  be  recalled ;  or  if  the  evidence 
oflEered  wiU  be  a  surprise  upon  the  opposite  party,  so  that  he  cannot 
meet  it  by  evidence  which  he  may  have,  but  which  is  not  at  that  time 
within  his  reach,  the  justice  will  scarcely  feel  that  it  would  be  just  to 
open  the  cause  for  the  advantage  of  one  party,  when  it  would  operate 
as  an  injury  and  injustice  to  the  other.  The  decision  of  the  justice 
will  not  be  reviewed  unless  the  circumstances  show  a  gross  disregard 
of  the  rights  of  one  of  the  parties.  It  must  appear  that  the  justice 
acted  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  a  discretion,  and  that  he  decided 
accordingly.  For,  if  the  justice  should  refuse  to  receive  evidence  in  a 
case  upon  the  sole  ground  that  he  erroneously  supposed  he  had  no 
power  to  receive  it,  his  judgment  would  be  reversed.  RusseU  v.  Conn, 
20  N.  Y.  81 ;  Beach  v.  Chamberlain,  3  "Wend.  .366 ;  Packer  v.  French, 
Hill  &  Denio,  103 ;  McElwain  v.  Corning,  12  Abb.  16 ;  Begina  v. 
Pilhirngton,  2  Ell.  &  Bla.  546 ;  Mercer  v.  Sayre,  7  Johns.  306. 

When  such  evidence  is  material,  and  its  admission  will  be  an  ad- 
vantage to  the  party  ofEering  it,  the  justice  should  admit  it  unless  its  re- 
ception would  do  an  injustice  to  the  opposite  party  by  way  of  surprise, 
or  from  inability  to  meet  it  with  counter  evidence  which  is  not  then 
available.  After  a  jury  has  been  impaneled  and  sworn  the  justice 
has  no  right  to  permit  some  of  the  jurors  to  be  withdrawn  and  others 
substituted  in  their  place,  unless  both  parties  consent.  Cook  v.  Bitter, 
4  E.  D.  Smith,  253.  If  this  is  done,  and  no  objection  is  made  at  the 
time,  the  parties  will  be  presumed  to  have  assented  to  the  change.  lb. 

It  has  been  seen,  that  one  of  several  defendants  may  be  discharged 
in  an  action  for  a  tort,  when  there  is  no  evidence  against  him.  But 
this  rule  does  not  authorize  a  justice  to  strike  out  the  name  of  one  of 
the  defendants,  on  his  motion,  for  the  alleged  reason  that  there  is  a 
misjoinder  of  defendants,  and  that  a  joint  action  cannot  be  maintained 
against  all  of  them.  Montford,  v.  Hughes,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  591.  So  a 
justice  has  no  power  to  compel  a  substitution  of  parties  in  an  action. 
An  action  against  the  trustees  of  a  school  district  does  not  abate  by 
reason  that  the  term  of  office  has  expired;  but  if  it  did,  that  would  not 
authorize  the  justice  to  compel  a  substitution  of  the  new  trustees,  though 
this  might  be  done  by  consent  of  all  the  parties.  Colegrove  v.  Breed, 
2  Denio,  125.  And  see  Manchester  v.  Herrvngton,  10  JJf.  Y.  164.  A 
nonsuit  ought  not  to  be  granted  until  the  whole  evidence  in  the  cause 
is  properly  before  the  court,  where  the  motion  is  not  made  at  the  close 
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of  the  plaintiflE's  case.  A  plaintiff  proved  2.  prima  facie  case  and  then 
rested  his  cause.  The  defendant  then  proved  an  affirmative  defense, 
and  immediately  at  the  close  of  his  evidence  moved  for  a  nonsuit.  The 
justice  refused  to  grant  it  until  after  the  plaintiff  had  an  opportunity 
to  introduce  his  evidence  in  reply  to  the  defense,  and  this  was  held  to 
be  the  correct  practice.     Garland  v.  Day,  i  E.  D.  Smith,  251. 

In  courts  of  record,  the  court  may  strike  out  a  complaint,  answer,  or 
reply,  if  a  party  refuses  to  be  examined  as  a  witness.  Code  of  Civil 
Pro.,  §  853.  And  see  Richards  v.  Judd,  15  Abb.  (N.  S.)  184;  2  N. 
T.  Sup.  Ot.  (T.  &  C.)  479.  But  this  provision  does  not  apply  to  a 
justice's  court.  And  a  justice  has  no  power  to  strike  out  any  pleading 
on  account  of  the  refusal  of  a  party  to  be  examined  as  a  witness.  Mayor 
of  New  Torh  v.  Mason,  1  Abb.  344.  But  if  a  party  refuses  upon 
cross-examination  to  answer  a  proper  and  pertinent  question,  the  justice 
has  power,  on  motion  of  the  adverse  party,  to  strike  out  the  direct  ex- 
amination of  the  witness.     Rutherford  v.  Holmes,  66  N.  Y.  368. 

"When  a  complaint  or  answer  is  defective,  because  it  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  or  a  counter-claim,  and 
it  is  not  demurred  to,  but  the  cause  proceeds  to  trial,  the  justice  cannot 
dismiss  the  complaint,  nor  disregard  the  answer  for  that  reason. 
Wooster  v.  Ghamherlin,  28  Barb.  602  ;  Hilliard  v.  Austin,  17  id.  141 ; 
Turch  V.  Richmond,  13  id.  533  ;  Smith  v.  Mitten,  13  How.  326.  If 
no  demurrer  is  interposed  to  the  pleading,  and  a  substantial  case  or  de^ 
fense  is  established  by  the  evidence,  that  will  be  sufficient  to  require 
the  cause  to  be  disposed  of  on  its  merits.  lb. 

When  a  witness  is  under  examination,  and  he  is  suddenly  taken  ill, 
the  justice  may  suspend  the  trial  a  reasonable  time,  to  enable  him  to. 
recover  sufficiently  to  complete  his  examination.  And  the  party  pro- 
ducing him  as  a  witness  must  see  that  he  is  present  in  court,  so  that  he 
may  be  cross-examined  by  the  opposite  party  or  his  evidence  will  be 
struck  out.  Clements  v.  Benjamin,  12  Johns.  299.  But  if  a  witness 
is  partially  examined,  and  the  cause  is  then  adjourned  by  consent  of 
parties,  and  the  witness  dies  before  the  adjourned  day,  his  evidence  can- 
not be  struck  out,  but  it  is  to  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  evidence  in 
the  cause,  even  though  the  right  of  cross-examination  should  be  lost. 
Forrest  v.  Kissam,  7  Hill,  463 ;  reversing  S.  C,  25  Wend.  651. 

If  irrelevant  evidence  is  offered,  the  justice  may  reject  it  on  his  own 
motion,  even  though  no  objection  be  taken  to  it.  Farmers  and  Manu- 
facturers^ Bank  v.  Whvnfbeld,  24  Wend.  420 ;  Keeler  v.  Delavan,  4 
Barb.  317.  And  irrelevant  evidence  ought  clearly  to  be  rejected  when 
an  objection  is  interposed  to  it  by  one  of  the  parties.     But  if  irrelevant 
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evidence  is  received  under  objection,  the  opposite  party  is  entitled  to 
explain,  contradict,  or  answer  it  by  counter  evidence.  Wa/rd  v.  Wash- 
vngton  Ins.  Co.,  6  Bosvir.  229.  ^^  receiving  the  evidence  under 
objection,  the  justice  decides  that  it  is  competent,  and  this  is  sufficient 
to  authorize  the  opposite  party  to  rebut  it  by  evidence.  lb.  If  irrelevant 
evidence  is  offered  and  received  without  objection,  it  is  discretionary 
whether  to  receive  contradictory  or  explanatory  evidence  in  answer  to 
it.  Farmers  and  Manufacturers'  Bamk  v.  Whinfield,  24  Wend.  420 ; 
Keeler  v.  DdoAiOM,  4  Barb.  317. 

After  a  jury  has  been  impaneled  and  sworn,  they  ought  to  have  a 
place  assigned  to  them  which  is  separate  and  distinct  from  all  other 
persons.  And  during  the  progress  of  the  trial,  no  persons  ought  to  be 
allowed  to  talk  or  communicate  with  them  unless  by  the  permission  of 
the  court.  And,  above  all  other  things,  the  justice  ought  to  require 
the  strictest  order  and  quiet  to  be  observed  ;  the  proceedings  ought  to 
be  so  conducted  that  the  jurors  shall  have  an  opportunity  of  hearing 
every  word  that  is  given  as  evidence  ;  not  only  that,  but  there  ought 
to  be  such  rules  adopted  as  shall  prevent  any  thing  from  distracting  the 
attention  of  the  jury  from  the  proceedings  at  the  trial. 

If  any  of  the  parties  or  their  friends  should  attempt  to  produce  any 
influence  upon  the  jury  by  improper  manifestations  of  satisfaction  at 
some  of  the  evidence  and  proceedings,  and  of  dissatisfaction  with  other 
proceedings,  the  justice  ought  promptly  and  firmly  to  restrain  such  con- 
duct. And  if  a  proper  admonition  should  fail  of  its  effect,  a  commit- 
ment for  a  contempt  of  court  wiU  most  effectually  remove  the  cause. 

Improper  conduct  of  this  character  is  most  severely  censured  by  the 
courts.  Conrad  v.  WilUains,  6  Hill,  444,  452.  In  the  case  cited  the 
court  said  ;  "  It  is  not  to  be  tolerated  that  men  shouM  go  into  such  a 
place  and  manifest  their  feelings,  prejudices  or  passions,  for  the  purpose 
of  exerting  an  influence  upon  those  who  sit  in  judgment  upon  the  rights 
of  parties."  In  another  case  where  a  party  had  been  guilty  of  grossly 
improper  conduct  toward  the  justice  on  the  trial,  the  court  expressed 
itself  thus :  "  The  powers  of  magistrates  are  ample  to  repress  and 
punish  such  behavior  in  any  stage  of  the  cause,  whether  proceeding 
from  a  party,  his  counsel,  or  a  bystander,  and  self-respect,  as  well  as  a 
due  regard  for  the  administration  of  justice,  imperiously  demand  that 
they  should  be  used,  and  order  enforced  with  a  firm  and  steady  hand. 
Justices  may  at  all  times  rely  upon  the  countenance  and  favor  of  this 
court,  in  the  due  command  and  vigorous  enforcement  of  good  order 
while  conducting  their  proceedings  ;  and,  as  all  necessary  powers  have 
been  conferred  upon  them  for  this  purpose,  they  should  know  and  feel 
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-that  they  alone  are  justly  responsible  for  its  observance.  We  cannot 
commend  the  forbearance  of  the  magistrate  in  the  instance  before  us, 
and  would  have  been  better  satisfied  if  he  had  repressed  the  disorderly 
behavior  of  the  party  at  once,  when  admonition  failed,  by  fine,  or  com- 
mitment, or  both."     Onderdonk  v.  Bcmlett,  3  Hill,  323,  328,  329. 

The  justice  has  a  right  to  restrain  the  summing  up  of  the  cause 
within  its  proper  limits. 

If  evidence  has  been  offered  on  the  trial,  and  rejected  by  the  justice 
as  incompetent  or  illegal,  counsel  have  no  right  to  comment  upon  such 
evidence  as  though  it  were  in  the  case.  MiUhell  y.  Borden,  8  "Wend 
570. 

There  ought  to  be  the  largest  latitude  allowed  to  counsel  in  summing 
np  a  cause ;  but  there  is  no  reason  for  tolerating  them  ii^  discussing 
matters  entirely  foreign  to  the  cause.  "  The  merits  of  a  cause  can  only 
be  rightly  determined  by  a  fair  and  unprejudiced  consideration  of  the 
evidence,  uninfluenieed  by  any  extraneous  considerations  calculated  to 
expite  the  passions  and  warp  the  judgment.  As  it  is  a  rule  of  pleading 
that  the  issue  should  be  on  a  material  point,  so  it  is  an  essential  rule  of 
evidence  that  the  proof  should  be  material  and  relevant  to  the  issue. 
It  is  equally  indispensable  to  the  orderly  course  of  judicial  proceed- 
ings, and  an  impartial  administration  of  the  laws,  that  cojinsel  on 
either  side  should  not  be  allowed  to  lose  sight  of  the  evidence  and  the 
issues,  and  indulge  in  denunciations  of  a  party  based  upon  facts  not 
proved,  and  which,  therefore,  should  not  be  permitted  to  disturb  that 
calm  deliberation  which  it  is  the  duty  of  jurors  to  bestow,  and  which 
the  parties  have  a  right  to  expect  and  demand."  Fry  v.  Bennett,  3 
Bosw.  202,  242,  Boswobth,  J. 

If  counsel  indulge  in  such  remarks  in  their  summing  up,  where  the 
evidence  does  not  authorize  it,  the  opposite  party  may  object  to  the  re- 
marks, and  if  the  justice  refuses  to  restrain  them,  it  will  be  error.  A 
proper  enforcement  of  this  rule  is  sometimes  indispensable,  since  it 
occ3.sionally  happens  that  an  unscrupulous  person  attempts  to  supply  a 
want  of  evidence  by  the  most  unjust  denunciations  and  charges  or  in- 
sinuations ag3.)nst  parties  and  witnesses,  when  there  is  no  es'idence  to 
warrant  their  course  of  conduct. 

After  a  ease  is  closed,  and  it  has  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  they 
may  render  a  verdict  immediately  without  retiring  from  court,  if  they 
are  already  unanimous  as  to  their  verdict.  But  ordinarily  such  is  not 
the  practice.  A  semblance  of  deliberation  is  at  least  a  propriety,  and 
it  is  only  in  the  plainest  cases,  or  when  a  jury  is  acting  under  some 
strong  impulse,  that  a  verdict  is  rendered  without  retiring  for  delibera- 
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tion.  A  trial  must  be  closed  and  submitted  to  a  jury  on  a  week  day 
and  not  on  Sunday.  In  one  case  a  trial  was  commenced  on  Saturday 
and  it  was  continued  until  two  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  Sunday, 
when  it  waS  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  they  rendered  their  verdict 
about  three  o'clock,  a.  m.  This  was  held  irregular,  and  the  judgment 
was  reversed.  Pulling  v.  The  People,  8  Barb.  384 ;  BuUer  v.  Kelsey, 
15  Johns.  177.  In  such  cases,  the  cause  ought  to  be  adjourned  over 
to  Monday,  when  the  trial  could  be  legally  completed.  When  a  jury 
retires  to  deliberate  upon  their  verdict,  a  constable  must  be  sworn  to 
attend  them.  Yol.  1,  p.  4:2,_§  3006.  If  this  is  omitted,  the  judgment  will 
be  reversed.  Douglass  v.  Blackman,  14  Barb.  381.  And  if  it  appears 
that  the  jury  retired  from  court  for  deliberation,  it  must  also  appear 
aflSrmatively  that  a  constable  was  sworn  to  attend  them,  or  the  judg- 
ment will  be  erroneous,  for  no  intendment  will  be  indulged  that  a  con- 
stable was  sworn.  Coughnet  v.  EastenbrooTe,  11  Johns.  532.  It  must 
expressly  appear,  however,  that  the  jury  retired  from  the  court  before 
it  is  necessary  to  show  that  a  constable  was  sworn.  Hatch  v.  Ma/rm,  9 
Wend.  262  ;  Finh  v.  Hall,  8  Johns.  437.  If  the  jury  are  left  alone 
in  the  room  in  which  the  trial  was  held,  a  constable  must  be  sworn  as 
in  other  cases.  Douglass  v.  Blaokman,  14  Barb.  381.  It  is  in  those 
cases  only  in  which  a  verdict  is  rendered  by  the  jury  without  leaving 
their  seats,  that  the  swearing  of  a  constable  can  be  dispensed  with.  lb. 
If,  however,  the  parties  expressly  agree  that  the  jury  may  retire  for 
deliberation  without  any  constable  to  attend  them,  this  waives  the 
irregularity.     Tower  v.  Hewett,  11  Johns.  134. 

The  statute  prescribes  the  following  oath  to  be  administered  to  the 
constable.     Yol.  1,  p.  42,  §  3006. 

Form  of  oath  to  constable. 

"  You  swear,  in  the  presence  of  Almighty  God,  that  you  wlU,  to  the 
utmost  of  your  ability,  keep  the  persons  sworn  as  jurors  on  this  trial 
together  in  some  private  and  convenient  place,  without  any  meat  or 
drink  except  such  as  shall  be  ordered  by  me  ;  that  you  will  not  suffer 
any  communication  to  be  made  to  them,  oraUy  or  otherwise  ;  that  you 
will  not  communicate  with  them  yourself,  orally  or  otherwise,  unless 
by  my  order,  or  to  ask  them  whether  they  have  agreed  on  their  ver- 
dict, until  they  are  discharged  ;  and  that  you  will  not,  before  they  ren- 
der their  verdict,  communicate  to  any  person  the  state  of  their  delib- 
erations or  the  verdict  they  have  agreed  on." 

A  mis-recital  of  the  oath  will  not  be  error,  if  accidental,  and  if  no 
objection  is  made  at  the  time  of  administering  the  oath.  BrowneU  v. 
Slocum,  3  Johns.  430.     So  the  oath  may  be  waived  if  the  parties  agree 
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to  it.  Tower  v,  Hewett,  11  Johns.  134.  And  the  waiver  need  not  be 
express;  it  is  sufficient  if  no  objection  is  made  at  the  time.  Howard 
V.  Sexton,  1  Denio,  440.  The  next  subject  for  consideration  is  the  con- 
duct of  the  jury  after  being  placed  in  charge  of  the  constable. 

Reading  newspapers  in  the  jury-room  is  not  illegal,  though  such  a 
practice  would  tend  to  protract  a  trial  unnecessarily.  See  People  v. 
Gaffney,  14  Abb.  (N.  S.)  36  If  the  newspapers,  however,  contain  com- 
ments upon  the  proceedings  of  the  particular  trial,  and  are  calculated 
to  produce  an  improper  result,  they  ought  not  to  be  read  by  the  jurors. 

After  a  jury  have  retired  to  deliberate  upon  their  verdict  they  ought 
to  continue  together  until  their  verdict  is  made,  and  until  they  return 
into  court.  And  during  that  time  they  ought  not  to  have  any  commu- 
nication with  strangers  in  relation  to  the  case,  nor  upon  any  other  sub- 
ject without  the  permission  of  the  court.  A  separation  of  the  jury 
will  sometimes  be  considered  a  sufficient  ground  for  setting  aside  the 
verdict ;  though  this  is  not  done  when  it  appears  that  no  improper  in- 
fluence has  resulted  from  it.  Anthony  v.  Smith,  4  Bosw.  503.  It 
would  be  highly  censurable  for  a  juror  to  attenjpt  to  inform  the  suc- 
cessful party  what  verdict  had  been  foimd  before  it  was  openly  deliv- 
ered in  court ;  yet  a  mere  attempt  has  been  held  not  to  be  a  sufficient 
ground  for  setting  aside  the  verdict.  Fash  v.  Byrnes,  14  Abb.  12.  A 
constable  is  sworn  not  to  interfere  with  the  deliberations  of  a  jury  and 
he  violates  his  oath  if  he  does  so ;  but  the  fact  that  he  urged  the  jurors 
to  give  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  successful  party  is  not  a  sufficient 
ground  to  reverse  the  judgment,  especially  when  the  jurors  told  him  to 
mind  his  own  business,  and  when  the  jurors  all  swear  that  they  paid  no 
attention  to  his  remarks.  Baker  v.  Simmons,  29  Barb.  198.  And  see 
Taylor  v.  Everett,  2  How.  23 ;  Eager  v.  Eager,  38  Barb.  92. 

On  the  other  hand,  where  it  appeared  that  the  officer  stated  to  the 
jury  that  the  court  had  adjourned,  and  left  orders  for  him  to  lock  up 
the  jury  and  keep  thera  aU  night  unless  they  agreed  upon  a  verdict ; 
that  the  case  was  clear  for  the  plaintiff ;  that  the  jury  had  better  agree 
and  go  home  ;  that  if  they  did  not  agree  soon  he  should  lock  them  up 
for  the  night ;  and  it  also  appeared  that  these  statements  of  the  officer 
induced  a  portion  of  the  jury  to  render  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
verdict  was  set  aside.  Thomas  v.  Chapman,  45  Barb.  98.  So  in  a 
late  case  in  Indiana  it  was  held  that  the  officer  in  charge  of  a  jury  has 
no  rio-ht  to  be  present  with  them  during  their  dehberations  even  if  he 
does  not  speak  to  them,  and  though  his  presence  does  not  appear  to 
have  produced  any  injurious  influence  ;  that  he  has  no  right  to  speak 
to  them  except  to  ask  if  they  have  agreed  upon  their  verdict ;  and  that 
93 
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his  speaking  otherwise,  or  his  presence,  even,  will  vitiate  any  verdict 
afterward  found.  Richard  v.  State,  12  Reporter,  332.  And  see  People 
V.  Knapp,  43  Mich.  267.  But  there  is  no  rule  in  this  State  which  pre- 
vents an  officer  sworn  to  attend  the  jury  from  being  in  the  same  room 
with  them  during  their  deliberations,  although  the  practice  is  not 
approved.  People  v.  Hartung,  4  Park.  Cr.  256 ;  People  v.  Draper, 
28  Hun,  1.  It  will  be  seen  from  the  cases  cited  that  the  law  in  this 
State  does  not  punish  the  successful  party  by  setting  aside  a  verdict  for 
the  unlawful  act  of  the  officer  in  charge  of  the  jury,  unless  it  appears 
that  the  unsuccessful  party  has  been  injured  by  that  act. 

But  the  least  interference  by  a  party  with  the  jury  will  be  good 
ground  for  setting  aside  a  verdict  rendered  in  his  favor.  Reynolds  v. 
Champlain  Transp.  Co.,  9  How.  Y  ;  Coster  v.  Merest,  3  Brod.  &  Bing. 
272 ;  Oliver  v.  Trustees,  etc.,  of  Spring-field,  5  Cow.  283.  In  the  case 
last  cited  the  jurors  had  leave  to  bring  in  a  sealed  verdict,  and  to  sep- 
arate whenever  the  verdict  had  been  agreed  upon.  They  fraudulently 
pretended  that  they  had  agreed  upon  a  verdict,  and  thus  induced  the 
constable  to  permit  them  to  separate ;  when  they  went  into  a  public 
bar-room,  where  the  case  was  much  talked  about.  They  then 
returned  into  court,  and  informed  the  court  that  they  had  not 
agreed  upon  their  verdict  ;  whereupon,  after  explaining  certain 
testimony  upon  which  the  jury  had  disagreed,  the  judge  sent 
them  out  again  for  further  deliberation,  though  the  plaintiff 
objected ;  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  which 
was  set  aside  as  irregular.  But,  where  leave  was  given  to  bring 
in  a  sealed  verdict,  and  the  jury  actually  agreed  upon  their  verdict  and 
separated  for  the  night,  and  in  the  morning,  upon  polling  the  jury,  one 
of  them  dissented  from  the  verdict,  when  the  jury  were  again  sent  out, 
and  he  then  assented  to  the  former  verdict,  this  was  held  to  be  regular. 
Douglass  v.  Tousey,  2  Wend.  352.  A  jury  have  no  right  to  determine 
a  verdict  by  lot,  and  where  ballots  were  placed  in  a  hat,  and  some  of 
the  ballots  were  marked  prize  and  others  blanks,  and  it  was  agreed 
that  if  more  prizes  than  blanks  were  drawn,  then  the  plaintiff  should 
have  the  verdict,  otherwise  it  was  to  be  for  the  defendant,  the  drawing 
resulted  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  when  he  had  the  verdict,  which 
was  set  aside  as  irregular.     Mitchell  v.  Ehle,  10  Wend.  595. 

So  it  would  be  irregular  to  determine  the  amount  of  a  verdict  by 
lot.  In  one  case  the  jury  fixed  the  amount  of  the  verdict,  by  requir- 
ing that  each  juror  should  mark  the  amount  of  his  verdict,  and  that 
the  amount  fixed  by  each  should  be  added  together,  and  the  amount 
thus  found  divided  by  six,  which  should  be  the  amount  of  the  verdict 
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mthoiit  alteration.  This  was  held  to  be  erroneous,  and  the  judgment 
reversed.  Harvey  v.  BicTcett,  15  Johns.  87.  If  such  a  course  is 
adopted  for  the  purpose  of  comparing  views,  but  without  any  agree- 
ment to  abide  by  the  amount  found  as  the  verdict,  the  verdict  will  be 
permitted  to  stand.  Dana  v.  Tucker,  4  Johns.  487.  But  it  would  be 
error  to  charge  a  jury,  on  a  question  of  values,  that  if  there  was  a 
difEerence  of  opinion  of  the  witnesses  on  that  subject,  and  the  wit- 
nesses were  of  equal  integrity  and  capacity  to  judge,  they  might  then 
arrive  at  the  average  of  their  estimates  by  adding  together  their  sev- 
eral estimates  and  dividing  the  aggregate  by  the  number  of  witnesses, 
and  that  they  might  take  the  quotient  as  the  value  of  the  property ; 
that  they  were  under  no  obligation  to  do  so,  but  it  was  legal  for  them 
to  resort  to  this  method  in  arriving  at  the  value,  if,  after  in  this  way 
they  had  ascertained  an  amount,  they  were  satisfied  it  was  the  value  of 
the  property,  and  thought  proper  to  adopt  it  as  such.  Thomas  v. 
DicU'nson,  12  N.  Y.  364. 

Every  verdict  is  founded  upon  matter  of  fact  and  matter  of  law.  If 
the  justice  charges  the  jury  as  to  the  law,  they  will  have  nothing  to  do 
but  to  determine  the  questions  of  fact  and  to  apply  the  law  as  it  is  laid 
down  to  them  by  the  court.  But,  when  no  charge  is  given  to  them, 
they  must,  of  necessity,  determine  first  what  the  facts  are,  and  then 
declare  the  law  and  apply  it  to  the  facts  found.  And  in  such  a  case 
they  win  be  permitted  to  judge  what  the  law  is,  as  well  as  to  determine 
the  questions  of  fact.     McNeil  v.  Scoffield,  3  Johns.  436. 

It  is  now  well  settled  that  the  justice  may  permit  a  jury,  on  retiring 
for  deliberation,  to  take  with  them  any  deposition  or  written  instru- 
ment which  has  been  properly  proved  and  introduced  in  evidence. 
Howlamd  v.  WilUtts,  9  N".  Y.  171 ;  S.  C,  6  Sandf.  219 ;  PorUr  v. 
Mount,  45  Barb.  422  ;  8clia(p;pner  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  R.  Co.,  55  id. 
497.  And  see  Samderson  v.  Bowen,  2  Hun,  153.  But  they  are  not 
permitted  to  take  out  with  them  the  minutes  of  testimony  of  one  of 
the  counsel  without  consent.  And,  where  this  was  done,  and  the  ver- 
dict was  in  favor  of  the  party  whose  counsel's  minutes  were  taken,  the 
judgment  was  reversed.  Durfee  v.  Eveland,  8  Barb.  46.  In  such  a 
"case  the  presumption  will  be  that  the  counsel  delivered  the  minutes  to 
the  jury.  lb.  "Where  a  paper,  not  in  evidence  on  the  trial,  is  clan- 
destinely put  into  the  books  of  account  after  the  close  of  the  testi- 
mony, containing  criticisms  and  suggestions  as  to  the  accounts,  which 
are  the  subject  of  litigation,  and  the  account-books  are  submitted  to 
the  jury  in  their  deliberations,  with  the  paper  concealed  therein,  the 
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verdict  cannot  be  sustained.  O'Brien  v,  Merchants'  Ins.  Co.,  48  How. 
448 ;  S.  C,  6  Jones  &  Sp.  482. 

The  jury  have  no  right  to  examine  a  witness  by  themselves,  even 
though  he  had  been  sworn  and  examined  on  the  trial.  If  they  are  in 
doubt  as  to  what  the  evidence  is  upon  any  question,  they  should  inform 
the  court ;  and  in  that  case,  the  witness  will  be  recalled,  or  more  cor- 
rectly, the  justice  will  state  the  evidence  to  them  as  he  has  taken  it 
upon  his  minutes  of  the  trial.  Blaakley  v.  Sheldon,,  7  Johns.  32.  If 
the  justice's  minutes  are  not  full  and  accurate,  the  best  method  will  be 
to  recall  the  witnesses  upon  the  particular  questions  as  to  which  infor- 
mation is  desired.  But  both  parties  ought  to  be  notified,  and  have  an 
opportunity  of  being  present  at  such  a  re-examination ;  and  if  they 
have  the  opportunity,  but  refuse  to  avail  themselves  of  it,  the  justice 
may  still  permit  the  examination,  even  if  it  takes  place  in  the  jury- 
room.     Henlow  v.  Leonard,  7  Johns.  200. 

A  justice  has  no  right  to  send  his  minutes  of  the  evidence  to  the 
jury,  at  their  request,  unless  the  parties  consent ;  and  the  error  will  be 
sufficient  to  reverse  the  judgment  rendered.  Neil  v.  Ahel,  24  Wend. 
185. 

So,  if  the  jury,  on  being  left  in  the  court-room,  find  the  minutes 
of  the  justice,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  parties,  proceed  to  read 
and  comment  upon  portions  of  the  same,  their  verdict  will  be  fatally 
irregular.     Mitchell  v.  Garter,  14  flun.  448. 

So,  after  a  jury  has  retired,  the  justice  has  no  right  to  go  into  the 
jury-room  for  the  purpose  of  informing  them  what  the  evidence  is  upon 
any  point,  or  to  give  them  any  other  information  whatever,  unless  the 
parties  consent  in  express  terras.  Moody  y.  Pomeroy,^  Denio,  115  ; 
Taylor  v.  Betsford,  13  Johns.  487 ;  Bunn  v.  Croul,  10  id.  239 ;  Bmr- 
son  V.  Clark,  1  Cow.  258.  The  rule  is  well  settled  in  this  State  that 
there  can  be  no  communication  between  the  justice  and  the  jury  after 
they  have  retired  to  consider  their  verdict  in  relation  to  the  oral  evi^ 
dence  or  his  instructions  to  them,  unless  it  takes  place  openly  in  court, 
or  with  the  express  assent  of  the  parties.  lb. ;  Watertown  Bank  and 
Loan  Co.  v.  Mix,  51  N".  Y.  558;  Plunhett  v.  Appleton,  51  How. 
469 ;  S.  C,  9  Jones  &  Sp.  159.  If  the  parties  are  notified  that  the 
jury  wish  to  communicate  with  the  justice,  and  they  do  not  go  into  the 
jury-room,  but  the  j  ustice  does  so  on  the  mistaken  supposition  that  the 
parties  were  following  when  they  were  not,  this  will  not  be  error  if  the 
justice  refuses  to  say  any  thing  to  the  jury,  and  he  immediately  leaves 
the  room  because  the  parties  were  not  present.  Keeler  v.  LocJcwood, 
Hill  &  Denio,  137.     And  it  has  been  held  that,  where  the  jury  sent 
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for  the  justice,  and  the  defendant  consented  that  the  justice  might  go 
and  see  what  they  wanted,  such  consent  gives  the  justice  a  right  to  read 
his  minutes  in  explanation  of  the  evidence  for  the  information  of  the 
jury.  MmiGOch  v.  Salmon,  8  Barb.  564.  The  permission  of  the  defend- 
ant that  the  justice  should  enter  the  room  is  an  implied  consent  that 
he  may  give  such  information  as  is  desired,  or  would  have  been  proper 
if  the  parties  had  been  present,    lb. 

So  it  has  been  held  that  where  the  court  has  sent  a  communication 
to  the  jury-room  without  the  consent  of  the  parties,  and  afterward,  and 
before  the  verdict  is  rendered,  and  while  the  jury  is  present  in  the 
court-room,  the  fact  is  made  known  to  the  counsel  for  the  parties,  who 
make  no  objection  to  the  jury's  retiring  a  second  time,  the  irregularity 
will  be  waived.     Mahoney  v.  Decker,  18  Hun,  365. 

In  courts  of  record  the  judge  will  not  permit  a  jury  to  see  a  treatise 
on  the  law,  even  if  the  parties  consent ;  because  the  jury  can  state  the 
point  upon  which  they  desire  information,  and  it  will  be  furnished  by 
the  court.  Burrows  v.  Unwin,  3  Carr.  &  Payne,  310.  See  People  v. 
Draper,  28  Hun,  1. 

But  where  the  justice  does  not  charge  the  jury,  nor  instruct  them  as 
to  the  law,  no  such  rule  exists.  And  eveiy  facility  ought  to  be  fur- 
nished to  the  jury  which  the  circumstances  of  the  case  will  permit.  If 
authorities  have  been  cited  by  counsel  on  the  argument,  there  is  no  rea- 
son why  the  jury  should  not  be  permitted  to  examine  them  if  they 
wish  to  do  so.  Certainly  they  will  not  be  much  more  likely  to  go 
astray  with  all  the  aids  they  can  get,  than  they  would  if  they  groped 
their  way  by  chance. 

While  the  jury  are  out  of  court,  or  are  deliberating  in  their  room, 
they  ought  not  to  hold  communications  with  any  third  persons ;  nor 
should  either  of  them  relate  facts  bearing  upon  the  case,  unless  he  was 
sworn  as  to  them  as  a  witness  ;  for  in  the  event  that  he  was  not  sworn 
his  statements  would  naturally  have  some  influence  with  the  jury;  and 
this  would  deprive  one  party  of  a  right  to  cross-examine  him,  to  rebut 
it  by  other  evidence,  or  to  have  his  statements  sanctioned  by  an  oath. 
And  it  is  equally  improper  for  jurois  to  listen  to  the  statement  of  stran- 
gers. In  one  case  the  court  said :  "  Jurors  seem  not  to  be  aware  of  the 
o-ross  impropriety  of  conversing  with  other  persons  about  the  case  on 
trial  before  them.  Hardly  any  act  can  be  more  reprehensible.  Jurors 
are  sworn  to  try  the  case  according  to  the  law  and  the  evidence.  That 
is  not  evidence  to  which  the  juror  listens  out  of  court,  where  there  is 
110  opportunitv  to  meet  it,  and  no  chance  for  cross-examination;,  and 
yet  it  influences  the  mind,  tends  to  tlie  grossest  M'rong  and  injustice 
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and  is  a  violation  of  the  most  sacred  obligations  of  a  juror."  Nesmith 
V.  Clinton  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  8  Abb.  141,  147. 

It  is  desirable  that  juries  should  agree  in  every  case  if  that  is  possi- 
ble, since  it  saves  the  parties  much  trouble  and  expense.  But  in  some 
cases  the  character  of  the  evidence  is  such  that  the  several  jurors  can- 
not agree  in  their  views  in  relation  to  it.  And  in  such  a  ease,  if  the 
jury  cannot  agree  upon  a  verdict,  they  ought  to  notify  the  justice  of 
tliat  fact.  On  their  return  into  court,  it  vrill  be  proper  to  state  to  the 
justice  what  difficulties  are  in  the  way  of  agreeing  upon  a  verdict. 
And  if  any  explanation  as  to  the  evidence  will  be  of  service,  the  jus- 
tice ought  to  give  it,  and  then  send  the  jiiry  out  for  further  deliberation. 

So,  if  the  difficulty  arises  as  to  a  question  of  law,  the  justice  ought 
to  explain  it  to  them  as  well  as  he  is  able,  allowing  either  pai'ty  an 
exception  as  to  his  instructions  if  they  desire  to  take  one.  The  duties 
of  a  court  toward  a  jury  are  well  expressed  by  a  learned  judge  in  the 
case  of  Green  v.  Telfair,  11  How.  260,  262  :  "A  judge  may  also  keep 
the  jury  together  as  long  as,  in  his  judgment,  there  is  any  reasonable 
prospect  of  their  being  able  to  agree  ;  but  beyond  this,  T  do  not  think 
he  is  at  liberty  to  go.  An  attempt  to  influence  the  jury  by  referring 
to  the  time  they  are  to  be  kept  together,  or  the  inconvenience  to  which 
they  are  to  be  subjected,  in  case  they  shall  be  so  pertinacious  as  to 
adhere  to  their  individual  opinions,  and  thus  continue  to  disagree,  can- 
not be  justified.  A  judge  has  no  right  to  threaten  or  intimidate  a  jmy 
in  order  to  affect  their  deliberations.  I  think  he  has  no  right  even  to 
allude  to  his  own  purposes  as  to  the  length  of  time  they  are  to  be  kept 
together.  There  should  be  nothing  in  his  intercourse  with  the  jury 
having  the  least  appearance  of  duress  or  coercion.  The  jury,  while 
all  proper  motives  to  induce  them  to  agree  upon  a  common  result  may 
be  repeatedly  and  earnestly  urged  upon  them,  should  be  left  to  feel 
that  they  act  with  entire  freedom  in  their  deliberations ;  that,  should 
they  continue  to  disagree,  they  are  not  to  be  exposed  to  unreasonable 
inconvenience,  nor  to  receive  the  animadversion  of  the  court."  See 
Caldwell  v.  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Co.,  47  N.  Y.  282 ;  Slater  v.  Mead, 
63  How.  57 ;  Erwi/ii  v.  Hamilton,  50  id.  32 ;  Huntoon  v.  Russell, 
id.  154. 

The  foregoing  remarks  are  peculiarly  appropriate,  not  merely  in  rela- 
tion to  courts  of  record,  but  are  still  more  carefully  to  be  observed  in 
a  justice' s  court.  When  it  is  evident  that  further  discussion  between 
the  jurors  will  be  fruitless,  the  justice  ought  to  discharge  them.  The 
length  of  time  during  which  they  ought  to  be  kept  out  for  the  purpose 
of  deliberating  must  necessarily  be  controlled  by  the  particular  circum- 
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stances  of  each  case,  and  the  law  has  confided  a  proper  discretion  to  the 
justice  in  sucli  a  case.  Yol.  1,  p.  43,  §  3008 ;  Whiter.  Colder,  m 
K  Y.  183. 

If  the  jury  is  discharged,  the  justice  is  required  to  issue  a  new  venire, 
returnable  within  forty-eight  hours,  unless  the  parties  consent  to  sub- 
mit the  case  to  the  justice  upon  the  evidence  already  given.  Yol.  1, 
p.  43,  §  3008.  The  parties  may  agree  upon  a  different  time  for  the 
return  of  the  venire.  And  if  the  justice  proposes  to  make  it  returna, 
ble  at  a  later  day  than  that  specified  by  the  statute,  and  neither  party 
objects,  when  both  are  present  and  hear  the  proposition,  their  consent 
will  be  presumed.     Fiero  v.  Reynolds,  20  Barb.  275. 

The  verdict.  A  verdict  is  the  opinion  which  is  declared  by  a  jury 
as  to  the  tj'uth  of  the  matters  of  fact  or  law  which  are  submitted  to 
them  for  trial  and  decision.  It  is  the  unanimous  determination  of  the 
jury,  after  hearing  the  case,  the  evidence,  the  arguments  of  counsel, 
and  the  charge  of  the  court  if  one  is  given. 

A  genera]  verdict  is  one  by  which  the  jury  pronounce,  at  the  same 
time,  on  the  fact  and  the  law,  either  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  the 
defendant. 

A  special  verdict  is  one  by  which  the  jury  find  the  facts  of  the  case, 
and  the  law  arising  thereon  is  submitted  to  the  court  for  decision. 

In  a  justice's  court  the  verdict  must  be  a  general  one  in  all  cases,  for 
the  law  does  not  authorize  the  finding  of  a  special  verdict  in  these 
courts ;  and  the  justice  would  have  no  power  to  render  a  judgment 
npon  siich  a  verdict  even  if  it  were  found.  Wylie  v.  Hyde,  13  Johns. 
249.  The  only  verdict  the  jury  can  render  is  for  the  plaintiff,  or  for 
the  defendant,  for  such  damages  as  they  find  the  one  or  the  other  enti- 
tled to  ;  except  in  actions  for  the  claim  and  delivery  of  property,  in 
which  they  may  find  some  other  facts.  Mareellus  v.  Gov/ntryman,  65 
Barb.  201.  The  form  of  a  verdict  in  replevin  has  already  been  dis- 
cussed.    Ante,  229,  230. 

"Where  double,  treble,  or  other  increased  damages  are  given  by  stat- 
ute, single  damages  only  are  to  be  found  by  the  jury  ;  except  in  a  case 
where  the  statute  prescribes  a  different  rule .  The  sum  so  found  must 
be  increased  by  the  court,  and  judgment  rendered  accordingly.  Code 
of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1184. 

The  verdict  of  the  jury  must  be  publicly  delivered  to  the  justice, 
who  must  enter  it  in  his  docket-book.  Yol.  1,  p.  42,  §  3007.  Under 
the  Revised  Statutes  the  justice  was  required  to  call  the  plaintiff  before 
receiving  the  verdict,  and  if  the  plaintiff  was  absent,  and  no  one  ap- 
peared for  him,  the  verdict  could  not  be  received.     3  R.  S.  (5th  ed.) 
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443,  §  101.  It  was  also  provided  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  nonsuited 
if  he  did  not  appear  on  the  coming  in  of  the  jury  to  hear  the  verdict. 
Id.,  §  110.  If  the  justice  received  the  verdict  in  the  absence  of  the 
plaintiff,  a  judgment  rendered  thereon  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  was 
erroneous,  and  would  be  reversed  on  appeal.  Board  of  Excise  of 
Mwrion  v.  Turk,  2  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  367.  See  Shove  v. 
Maynor,  3  Denio,  Y7 ;  Douglass  v.  Blachman,  14  Barb.  381.  All 
this  has  been  rendered  obsolete  by  the  provision  of  the  Code  that  it  is 
not  necessary  to  call  the  plaintiff  before  receiving  the  verdict.  Vol.  1, 
p.  43,  §  3007. 

If  the  plaintiff  appears,  and  the  jurors  are  all  present,  the  justice 
then  asks :  Gentlemen  of  the  jv/ry,  have  you  agreed  wpon  your  ver- 
dict? To  which  the  foreman  of  the  jury  will  respond  we  home,  if  a  ver- 
dict has  been  agreed  on.  The  justice  next  asks :  Whom  do  you  find  for? 
To  which  the  foreman  answers,  we  fimd  for  the  plaintiff  (stating  the 
sum),  or  wefim^d  for  the  defendant.  A.nd  if  a  set-off  has  been  proved, 
which  the  jury  have  allowed,  so  as  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  a  judgment 
in  his  favor,  the  foreman  will  state  the  amount.  In  replevin  actions, 
the  foreman  will  state  that  they  find  for  the  plaintiff,  or  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  damages  are  assessed  at  a  specified  sum,  which  must  be 
stated. 

The  justice  will  immediately  note  the  verdict  in  his  minutes,  and 
after  this  is  done,  he  will  address  the  jury  thus :  Gentlemen  of  the 
jury,  listen  to  your  verdict  as  it  is  recorded  hy  the  cowrt.  Yvu,  say 
you  fi/nd  (stating  the  verdict  as  it  was  rendered),  a/nd  so  say  you  aU. 
Unless  some  of  the  jury  then  dissent,  this  will  be  the  verdict  in  the 
action. 

The  justice  must  forthwith  render  judgment  in  conformity  to  the 
verdict  and  enter  it  in  his  docket-book.  Vol.  1,  p.  44,  §§  3014,  3015. 

The  mere  form  of  the  verdict  is  generally  unimportant  if  it  is  sub- 
stantially a  verdict  in  favor  of  one  party  or  the  other.  A  verdict  of 
"  no  cause  of  action "  is  very  commonly  rendered,  and  it  is  substan- 
tially a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  the  justice  should  so  enter  it  in 
his  minutes  and  docket,  which  will  be  entirely  regular.  FeUer  v.  Mul~ 
liner,  2  Johns.  181. 

Tlie  justice  is  bound  to  render  a  proper  judgment  upon  such  a  ver- 
dict, and  it  will  bar  a  second  action  for  the  same  cause,  even  though  no 
judgment  is  rendered  upon  it.  lb. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  the  jury  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant, for  six  cents  damages,  and  six  cents  costs,  and  this  was  held 
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to  be  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  generally,  rejecting  the  damages. 
Ooodenow  v.  Travis,  3  Johns.  427. 

A  verdict  in  favor  of  a  plaintiff,  for  a  sum  greater  than  he  claims,  or 
is  willing  to  receive,  is  a  mere  formal  defect,  and  the  plaintiff  may  re- 
mit the  entire  verdict  or  any  portion  of  it,  before  judgment  is  ren- 
dered upon  it  by  the  justice.  OlarJc  v.  Denure,  3  Denio,  319 ;  Barber 
V.  Rose,  5  Hill,  76  ;  Putnam  v.  Shelqp,  11  Johns.  435. 

So,  where  a  verdict  is  rendered  in  favor  of  a  defendant  for  a  specified 
sum,  when  he  is  not  entitled  by  law  to  recover  any  sum  by  way  of 
damages,  he  may  remit  the  amount  found  in  his  favor,  and  take  a  general 
verdict  in  his  favor.  Burger  v.  Kortright,  4  Johns.  414. 

The  prevailing  party  may  remit  any  portion  of  a  verdict  in  his  favor 
for  a  sum  of  money  and  take  judgment  foTr  the  residue.  Yol.  1,  p.  44, 
§  3016. 

A  verdict  may  be  rendered,  and  a  judgment  entered  in  favor  of  a 
defendant,  for  a  set-off  which  is  proved  on  the  trial,  although  the 
plaintiff  does  not  prove  any  claim  which  is  allowed  in  his  favor.  Oreen- 
leaf  V.  Low,  4  Denio,  168. 

A  justice  has  no  power  to  open  a  judgment,  nor  to  alter  it,  after 
his  judgment  has  been  once  rendered,  and  entered  in  his  docket.  Peo- 
ple V.  Delaware  Com..  Pleas,  18  Wend.  558 ;  Appleby  v.  Strang,  1 
Abb.  143 ;  Hardy  v.  Seelye,  3  id.  103 ;  S.  C,  1  Hilt.  90  Speery  v. 
Major,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  361. 

But  when  a  judgment  is  taken  by  a  plaintiff  in  the  absence  of  the 
defendant,  on  the  return  day,  the  default  may  be  opened  by  consent, 
and  the  cause  tried.  Saranton  v.  Levy,  4  Abb.  21 ;  S.  C,  1  Hilt.  261. 

In  certain  local  courts,  the  justice  is  empowered  by  statute  to  open 
defaults,  but  this  power  is  not  general.     Yol.  1,  80,  §  3128. 

At  any  time  before  a  verdict  is  recorded,  the  jury  may  correct  or 
amend  it  either  in  form  or  substance.  This  may  be  done  upon  their  own 
motion,  or  at  the  suggestion  of  the  justice.  It  may  be  done  in  open 
court,  or  they  may  retire  to  t^eir  room  for  that  purpose.  But  it  seems 
that  if  a  verdict,  which  is  defective  in  substance,  has  been  received 
and  recorded,  it  cannot  be  afterward  altered.  Herzberg  v.  Murray,  8 
Jones  &  Sp.  271.  See  Warner  v.  New  York  Cent.  E.  li.  Co.,  52  N. 
Y.  437. 

In  one  case  the  jury  came  into  court  with  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
defendant ;  but  the  verdict  was  written  upon  a  piece  of  paper,  which 
was  handed  to  the  justice,  who  read  it,  but  did  not  publish  it,  and  he 
then  informed  the  jury  that,  in  his  opinion,  they  had  mistaken  the 
evidence,  and  he  requested  them  to  reconsider  their  verdict.  The  jury 
94 
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retired,  and  soon  after  requested  the  re-examination  of  a  witness,  which 
was  granted  in  the  presence  of  both  parties,  without  objection  by  either ; 
and,  after  deliberation,  the  jury  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  $24.12,  which  was  held  valid.  Blaokley  v,  Sheldon,  7 
Johns.  32. 

At  any  time  before  a  verdict  is  publicly  delivered  and  recorded,  any 
of  the  jurors  may  dissent  from  it,  for  until  that  is  done  it  is  not  a  final 
verdict.  lb. 

And  before  that  time,  any  juror  may  change  his  mind,  and  refuse 
his  assent  to  the  proposed  verdict,  even  when  it  is  a  sealed  one,  which 
he  himself  has  signed.  Root  v.  Sherwood,  6  Johns.  68 ;  Weehs  v.  Hart, 
24  Hun,  181.  See  Warner  v.  New  Torh  Cent.  E.  R.  Co.,  52  N.  Y. 
437.  In  such  a  case  the  justice  may  send  the  jury  out  again,  to  see 
whether  they  cannot  agree  upon  a  verdict,  and  if  they  do,  the  verdict 
will  be  regular.  Bunn  v.  Hoyt,  3  Johns.  255. 

The  jurors  must  be  unanimous,  or  there  is  no  verdict.  And  to  as- 
certain whether  the  jurors  are  all  agreed,  either  party  has  a  right  to 
poll  the  jury,  at  any  time  before  the  verdict  is  recorded.  Lobar  v. 
Koplin.,  4  N.  Y.  547  ;  Fox  v.  Smith,  3  Cow.  23.  And  the  rule  is  the 
same,  even  where  the  verdict  is  a  sealed  one.  lb.  To  poll  a  jury  is  to 
examine  each  juror  separately,  after  the  verdict  has  been  given,  as  to 
his  concurrence  in  the  verdict.  And  at  the  request  of  either  of  the 
parties,  the  jiistice  is  bound  to  poll  the  jury,  which  he  does  by  calling 
each  juror  by  his  name,  and  asking  him  "  Is  this  your  verdict?  "  And 
when  there  are  several  defendants  the  form  of  question  is  the  same. 
The  defendant  polling  the  jury  cannot  require  the  justice  to  put  the 
question  in  this  form  :  "  Is  this  your  verdict  against  each  and  both  the  de- 
fendants?" Lobar  v.  Koplin,  4  N.  Y.  547.  If,  on  polling  the  jury, 
they  are  unanimous,  the  verdict  is  recorded,  and  judgment  rendered 
upon  it.  If  any  of  them  dissent  from  the  verdict,  the  justice  will 
either  send  them  out  to  reconsider  the  case,  or  he  will  discharge  them, 
if  that,  in  his  judgment,  is  the  best  course. 

Where  a  jury  retires  late  at  night,  and  it  is  probable  that  they  will 
be  out  some  time,  the  justice  may  direct  them  to  find  a  sealed  verdict, 
whether  the  parties  consent  or  not.  Qreen  v.  Bliss,  12  How.  428. 
In  such  a  case,  strict  practice  requires  that  all  the  jurors  should  sign 
the  verdict,  since  that  is  the  rule  in  relation  to  sealed  verdicts.  lb. 
But  if  such  verdict  is  delivered  to  the  court  in  the  presence  of  the  un- 
successful party,  without  objection,  it  will  be  valid.  lb.  So,:  on  poll- 
ing a  jury,  if  the  answer  of  any  juror  is  unsatisfactory,  the  objectiou 
must  be  taken  at  the  time  or  it  will  be  waived.  Tb. 
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The  party  who  demands  a  venire  is  bound  to  pay  the  jurors  their 
fees  on  their  coming  into  court  with  a  verdict,  and  before  it  is  declared 
by  them  or  recorded  by  the  justice. 

It  has  been  seen,  ante^  736,  that  a  jury  cannot  be  sent  out  on  Sunday 
for  the  purpose  of  deliberating  upon  their  verdict.  But  if  the  jury  were 
sent  out  on  Saturday  night,  and  they  do  not  agree  upon  a  verdict  until 
Sunday,  the  justice  may  receive  the  verdict  even  upon  Sunday.  JSough- 
taling  v.  Osborn,  15  Johns.  119.  But  no  judgment  can  be  entered 
upon  it  iintil  the  next  day,  and  if  there  is  it  will  be  reversed.  lb. 

There  are  several  matters  which  are  incident  to  jury  trials,  which 
may  as  well  be  noticed  here  as  in  any  other  place. 

Questions  of  fact  for  jury.  Every  question  of  fact  which  arises  in 
the  case  upon  the  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings  must  be  determined  by 
the  jury  upon  all  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial.  And  whenever 
there  is  any  evidence  given  which  raises  a  question  as  to  the  existence 
of  any  fact  or  facts,  the  jury  are  the  exclusive  judges  of  the  question. 
When  there  is  evidence  upon  both  sides  of  the  question,  it  must 
be  submitted  to  the  jury  for  their  determination,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  is  decidedly  in  favor  of 
one  of  the  parties.  Garland  v.  Day,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  261 ;  Rollins  v. 
Dillaye,  33  Barb.  78  ;  Ayrault  v.  Chainberlain,  id.  229 ;  Cooh  v.  Litch- 
field, 2  Bosw.  138. 

So  where  there  is  a  general  denial  of  the  complaint,  and  there  is 
some  evidence  given  by  the  plaintiff  in  support  of  his  case,  the  ques- 
tion must  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  if  the  evidence  is  so  far  sufficient 
that  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  reversed  because  it 
was  contrary  to  the  evidence,  or  unsupported  by  it.  Gates  v.  Brower, 
9  IST.  Y.  205  ;  Thorrvpson  v.  Dioherson,  12  Barb.  108 ;  Russell  v. 
Cronkhite,  82  id.  282 ;  McGrath  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.,  id.  IM ; 
Earnest  v.  Same,  id.  159  ;  Borrodaile  v.  Leele,  9  id.  611 ;  Kellogg  v. 
WUhie,  23  How.  233.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  where  the  complaint 
is  not  denied,  and  an  affirmative  defense  is  set  up,  or  where  there  is 
both  a  denial  and  an  affirmative  defense,  if  there  is  any  evidence  given 
by  the  defendant  to  establish  the  truth  of  such  defense,  the  question 
must  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  Thompson  v.  Dioherson,  12  Barb. 
108 ;  Ga/rdner  v.  MeEwen,  19  N.  Y.  123 ;  Griswold  v.  Sheldon,  4 

id,  582. 

Where  the  law  prescribes  a  particular  measure  of  damages,  the  jury 
must  follow  it.  But  in  actions  for  torts,  and  in  all  cases  where  the 
amount  of  damages  is  to  be  assessed  upon  all  the  evidence,  the  jury  are 
the  exclusive  judges  as  to  the  amount  of  damages  which  shall  be  given, 
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unless  the  sum  should  be  so  large  and  disproportionate  as  to  furnish 
evidence  of  fraud,  partiality  or  some  other  improper  motive  in  the  con- 
duct of  the  jury.  Tifft  v.  Culver,  3  Hill,  180  ;  Cropsey  v.  Murphy,  1 
Hilt.  126 ;  Pierce  v.  Dart,  7  Cow.  609.  Or  unless  the  sum  is  so 
small  as  to  show  gross  injustice  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  uncontra- 
dicted evidence  given  on  the  trial.  Rdbhvns  v.  Hudson  Biver  R.  E. 
Co.,  7  Bosw.  1  ;  Stephens  v.   Wider,  32  JST.  Y.  351. 

The  credibility  of  witnesses  is  always  a  question  for  the  jury.  Mer- 
ritt  V.  Lyon,  3  Barb.  110 ;  Leach  v.  Kelsey,  7  id.  466 ;  Whiting  v. 
Otis,  1  Bosw.  420;  McLaughlin  v.  Barnard,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  372; 
Conrad  v.  Williams,  6  Hill,  444.  And  the  court  below  cannot  take 
the  question  from  them,  nor  can  a  court  above,  on  an  appeal,  reverse 
their  decision.  lb. 

Fraud  is  a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury,  where  there  is  any  evidence 
fairly  tending  to  establish  it,  but  whether  the  evidence  tends  to  estab- 
lish fraud  or  not  is  always  a  question  of  law  for  this  court.  Erwin 
V.  Yoorhees,  26  Barb.  130,  127;  Gage  v.  Parker,  25  id.  141. 

Whether  there  has  been  a  delivery  and  acceptance  of  goods  in  pur- 
suance of  a  contract  of  sale,  or  whether  the  delivery  was  a  conditional, 
or  an  absolute  one,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury.  Smith  v.  Lynes, 
6  N.  Y.  41.  So,  a  question  whether  a  negotiable  note  was  taken  before 
or  after  due,  or  with  or  without  knowledge  of  prior  equities.  Cla/rk 
V.  Dea/rborn,  6  Duer,  309.  And  so,  whether  a  bill  or  note  was  taken  as 
an  absolute  payment,  or  by  way  ot  collateral  security.  Atlantic  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Boies,  6  Duer,  583.  So,  as  to  whether  a  sale  was  made 
with  an  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  creditors  of  the  vendor. 
Brown  V.  Wilmerding,  5  Duer,  220.  So,  whether  consent  was  given 
to  an  act  which  would  be  a  trespass  but  for  the  license.  Walter  v. 
Post,  6  Duer,  363.  "Where  a  contract  was  made  on  the  8th  day  of 
October,  for  the  sale  of  a  quantity  of  oats  which  were  to  be  delivered 
"  on  or  about  the  first  of  November  next,"  and  the  oats  were  not  deliv- 
ered, it  was  held  that  the  measure  of  damages  was  to  be  regulated  by 
the  price  at  the  time  when  the  oats  ought  to  have  been  delivered,  which 
must  be  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  first  of  November ;  and  the 
question  of  reasonable  time  is  one  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Kipp  v.  Wiles, 
3  Sandf.  585.  So,  when  it  is  shown  that  money  is  delivered  by  one 
person  to  another,  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  it  was  a  pay- 
ment or  a  loan  of  the  money.  Morse  v.  Bogert,  4  Denio,  108 ;  S.  C, 
1  N.  Y.  377.  Where  there  is  a  dispute  between  two  persons  as  to  the 
amount  which  is  due  from  one  of  them  to  the  other,  and  a  certain  sum 
is  paid,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  that  sum  was  paid  in  part 
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or  in  full  payment.  Pierce  v.  Pierce,  25  Barb.  243.  So,  whether  the 
payment  and  acceptance  of  money  was  a  usurious  transaction  is  for 
them  to  decide.  Carlamd  v.  Day,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  251 ;  Bobbins  v. 
DiUaye,  33  Barb.  78 ;  Ayrault  v.  Chamberlain,  id.  229. 

But,  where  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts,  it  is  a  question  of  law 
whether  a  transaction  is  usurious.  Thomas  v.  Murray,  34  Barb.  157 ; 
Dunham  v.  Dey,  13  Johns.  40.  "Whether  services  were  rendered 
gratuitously,  or  with  an  expectation  of  compensation  therefor,  is  for 
the  jury.  Pendleton  v.  Empire  Stone  Co.,  19  N.  Y.  13.  So,  whether  a 
written  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  was  delivered  conditionally  or 
absolutely.     Scott  v.  Pentz,  5  Sandf.  572. 

So,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  say  for  whose  benefit  an  accommodation  note 
was  indorsed.  Bridgeport  City  BanTc  v.  Empire  Stone  Co.,  30  Barb. 
421 ;  S.  C,  19  How.  51.  So,  where  a  principal  is  sought  to  be  charged 
with  the  acts  of  his  alleged  agent,  the  question  of  authority  in  fact  is 
for  the  jury.     Thurman  v.  Wells,  18  Barb.  500. 

So,  as  to  whether  a  sealed  instrument  was  executed  and  delivered  at 
the  time  it  bears  date,  if  there'  is  any  evidence  to  rebut  the  legal  pre- 
sumption that  it  was  so  executed.  Genter  v.  Morrison,  31  Barb.  155 ; 
Elsey  V.  Metcalf,  1  Denio,  323.  So,  it  is  a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury, 
whether  material  alterations  in  a  written  agreement  were  made  before 
or  after  executioii.  Pringle  v.  Chambers,  1  Abb.  58.  So,  when  an 
instrument  has  no  date,  the  time  of  making  it  is  a  question  of  fact. 
Coons  V.  Chambers,  1  Abb.  165. 

The  question  of  negligence,  when  the  facts  constituting  it  are  alleged 
to  exist,  either  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  the  defendant,  is  for 
the  jury,  if,  on  the  evidence,  it  is  contested  or  doubtful  who  was  neg- 
ligent. Johnson  v.  Hudson  River  B.  B.,  20  IS".  Y.  65 ;  S.  0., 
5  Duer,  21 ;  Yanderpool  v.  Husson,  28  Barb.  196 ;  Brown  v.  New 
York  Central  B.  B.,  3 1  id.  385 ;  Bernhardt  v.  Bensselaer  <&  Saratoga 
B.  B.,  32  id.  165 ;  S.  C,  affirmed,  23  How.  166 ;  Few  v.  Buffalo  & 
State  Line  B.  B.,  22  TST.  Y.  209  ;  Brown  v.  Same,  id.  191. 

Whether  a  specific  erection  or  building,  or  whether  particular  acts 
amount  to  a  nuisance,  is  a  matter  entirely  for  a  jury.  Morgan  v. 
Kmg,  18  Barb.  277 ;  St.  John  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  6  Duer,  315. 
But  if  the  facts  are  undisputed,  it  is  then  a  question  of  law  whether 
such  facts  amount  to  a  nuisance.  Harlow  v.  Humiston,  6  Cow.  189 ; 
Updike  V.  Campbell,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  570 ;  Dygert  v.  Schmch,  23 
Wend.  446 ;  Congreve  v.  Smith,  18  JS".  Y.  79. 

Questions  of  law  for  the  court.  Whether  a  witness  is  competent 
to  be  sworn  is  question  of  law  for  the  court  in  all  cases,  whether  the 
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question  is  one  relating  to  the  legal  capacity  of  the  witness  to  be  sworn> 
or  for  any  other  cause.  PraU  v.  Hinchman,  6  Duer,  351.  There  are 
numerous  cases  of  incapacity,  such  as  idiocy,  insanity,  infancy,  where 
the  witness  is  of  too  tender  years  to  comprehend  the  nature  of  an  oath, 
and  intoxication,  where  it  is  so  gross  as  to  incapacitate  the  witness. 
Some  of  these  defects  are  temporary,  and  others  are  permanent. 

So,  too,  it  is  always  a  question  for  the  justice  to  decide  whether  evi- 
dence which  is  offered  is  admissible ;  its  competency  or  admissibility  is 
for  the  court ;  its  credibility  or  value  for  the  jury.  Hills  v.  London, 
etc.,  Gas  Co.,  3  Hurlst.  &  Norm.  920. 

"Where  there  is  no  question  as  to  the  facts,  the  construction  of  a 
written  instrument  is  for  the  court,  as  for  instance,  the  sujfflciency  of  a 
notice.  Cooh  v.  Litchfield,  2  Bosw.  138 ;  S.  C,  9  N.  Y.  279.  So, 
where  a  chattel  mortgage  is  fraudulent  on  its  face,  the  justice  must  so 
hold  it  as  a  matter  of  law ;  and,  in  that  case,  there  is  no  question  of  fact 
to  submit  to  a  jury.  Edgell  v.  Ha/rt,  9  N.  Y.  213 ;  WilUston  v.  Jones, 
6  Duer,  504;  Spies  v.  JBoyd,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  445.  Whether  a  party 
has  committed  a  fraud  is  a  question  for  the  jury  upon  such  evidence  as 
is  introduced  ;  bnt  whether  particular  evidence  which  is  offered  tends  to 
prove  fraud  is  for  the  justice  to  decide.  Gage  v.  Parker,  25  Barb. 
141 ;  Erwin  v.  Voorhees,  26  id.  127. 

Those  cases  in  which  a  justice  is  called  on  to  decide  upon  the  valid- 
ity of  written  instruments  are,  first,  where  the  plaintiff  sues  upon  some 
instrument  and  the  defendant  insists  that  upon  the  face  of  the  paper  it 
is  evident  that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  there  cannot  be  a  recovery ;  and  this 
objection  is  frequently,  if  not  usually,  taken  by  way  of  motion  for  non- 
suit, if  it  is  the  sole  cause  of  action,  or  by  way  of  objection  to  its  intro- 
duction in  evidence,  when  it  is  offered ;  or,  secondly,  when  the  defend- 
ant relies  upon  some  similar  instrument,  by  way  of  defense,  as  a 
set-off  or  otherwise,  and  the  plaintiff  objects  to  its  introduction  in  evi- 
dence ;  or,  thirdly,  whenever  either  party  offers  in  evidence  a  paper 
which,  it  is  alleged,  is  not  admissible  because  its  invalidity  or  its  incom- 
petency appears  upon  its  face.  In  all  such  cases  the  justice  is  called 
upon  to  decide  the  questions  as  they  arise.  But,  in  the  great  majority 
of  cases,  the  parties  leave  all  the  questions  of  fact  or  of  law  to  the  jury, 
unless  it  is  in  the  three  classes  of  cases  which  have  been  just  mentioned. 
There  is  one  other  case  in  which  a  justice  is  called  upon  to  decide 
upon  the  law  relative  to  the  whole  case.  When  the  defendant  insists 
that  there  is  a  material  defect  in  the  plaintiff's  proofs,  or  when  he 
insists  that  upon  all  the  facts  proved,  even  if  taken  as  true,  there  cannot 
be  a  legal  recovery  because  the  law  will  not  authorize  it,  the  defendant 
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may  insist  upon  a  decision  of  this  question  by  way  of  motion  for  a  non- 
suit. And,  if  the  objection  is  well  taken,  the  motion  must  be  granted, 
or  it  will  be  error.     See  title  Nonsuit. 

After  the  evidence  is  all  in,  and  the  case  is  submitted  to  the  jury, 
they  will  be  authorized  to  decide  all  the  questions  involyed  upon  the 
merits,  whether  of  law  or  of  fact,  unless  the  justice  shall  elect  to  charge 
them  as  to  the  law ;  and,  in  that  case,  they  are  bound  to  follow  the 
rules  of  law  as  laid  down  by  the  court  in  the  charge  given.  But  all 
questions  of  fact  are  exclusively  for  the  jury,  and  the  court  has  no 
right  to  instruct  them  how  to  find  upon  any  question  of  fact.  The  law 
has  made  them  sole  judges  of  the  questions  of  fact,  upon  such  evidence 
as  the  court  shall  permit  to  be  introduced  before  them  on  the  trial. 

If  the  jury  err  in  deciding  as  to  the  law,  when  the  whole  case  is  sub- 
mitted to  them,  this  error  can  be  corrected  by  an  appeal.  See  title 
Appeal.  But  upon  questions  of  fact,  when  the  evidence  is  contradict- 
ory, or  when  the  case  turns  upon  the  credibility  of  witnesses,  and  there 
is  impeaching  evidence,  the  general  rule  is  that  the  verdict  is  conclu- 
sive. See  title  Appeal.  When  a  judgment  will  be  reversed  because 
it  is  contrary  to  evidence,  or  is  unsupported  by  it,  see  Appeal. 

A  verdict  will  cure  every  irregularity  in  the  practice  which  is  not 
objected  to,  as  well  as  every  defect  in  the  pleadings,  if  a  substantial 
cause  of  action  or  a  good  ground  of  defense  has  been  established  by  the 
evidence.  Brown  v.  Harmon,  21  Barb.  508  ;  Dias  v.  Short,  16  How. 
322. 

Objections,  exceptions,  etc.  In  the  trial  of  every  action  it  is  very 
important  that  each  party  should  protect  his  rights  and  secure  an 
opportunity  for  relief  on  an  appeal,  by  making  objections  to  every 
irregularity  in  practice,  whether  it  relates  to  matters  of  process, 
pleadings,  or  evidence.  If  an  objection  is  made  in  due  time, 
and  in  regular  and  sufficient  form,  it  will  enable  the  objecting 
party  to  review  the  eiTor  complained  of  ;  but  if  no  objection 
is  made,  or  if  it  is  not  made  in  due  time  or  manner,  most 
important  interests  may  be  hazarded,  if  not  altogether  lost.  The  first 
step  in  the  way  of  reserving  a  question  is  to  state,  orally,  to  the  justice 
the  precise  objection  which  is  urged,  and  if,  after  hearing  the  matter, 
the  objection  is  overruled,  then  an  exception  may  be  taken,  by  stating 
to  the  justice,  orally,  that  the  party  excepts  to  the  ruling  or  decision  of 
the  justice.  But  no  exception  to  the  ruling  of  a  justice  is  necessary 
to  a  right  to  review  the  ruling  on  appeal.  Collins  v.  Bochwood,  64 
How.  67;  Boe  v.  Hamson,  5  Lans.  304.  It  is  enough  that  objection 
is  made  and  overruled.     lb.     Every  objection  which  is  made  ought  to 
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be  one  in  which  the  party  has  some  confidence  of  its  propriety  ;  and 
the  objection  ought  to  be  taken  down  in  writing  in  the  minutes  of  the 
party,  so  that  the  precise  ground  of  objection  will  appear  in  writing ; 
and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  take  down  every  objection  in  writ- 
ing in  his  minutes,  and  precisely  as  it  is  made.  If  it  is  very  lengthy, 
the  substance  of  it  may  do ;  but  the  prudent  course  of  every  justice 
will  be  to  note  the  objections  just  as  they  are  made,  or  as  nearly  so  as 
it  can  be  reasonably  done.  The  object  of  making  an  objection,  where 
it  is  done  in  good  faith,  is  to  be  able  to  have  the  objection  returned  on 
an  appeal,  and  the  justice  cannot  do  this  properly  if  he  omits  to  take 
a  correct  note  of  the  point  made.  The  law  is  intended  to  guard  every 
right  of  a  party,  and  it  is  framed  on  the  supposition  that  fairness  will 
characterize  the  conduct  of  counsel  on  tlie  trial  of  a  cause,  and  there- 
fore counsel  are  permitted  to  raise  as  many  objections  as  they  please  on 
the  trial.  Williams  v.  Eldridge,  1  Hill,  249,  253.  But  this  right 
cannot  be  abused  by  employing  it  as  a  means  of  wasting  time,  or  of 
trifling  with  the  court. 

A-  justice  ought  always  to  regard  an  objection  as  made  in  good  faith 
until  he  can  clearly  see  that  such  is  not  the  case .  And  this  same  rule 
applies  to  a  cross-examination  of  a  witness.  A  learned  judge  expressed 
himself  as  follows :  "  I  have  no  doubt  of  the  power  of  the  court  to 
restrain  an  abuse  of  the  right  of  cross-examination,  and  to  prevent  an 
improper  or  vexatious  delay  in  the  progress  of  a  trial ;  and  where  a 
party  attempts,  by  frivolous  and  impertinent  inquiries,  to  retard  the 
course  of  justice,  and  needlessly  occupy  time,  the  court  may  correct 
the  abuse  by  refusing  to  permit  the  party  to  continue  the  examination. 
Such  a  power  is  indispensable  to  the  orderly  conduct  of  a  trial,  and 
necessary  to  enable  the  court  to  bring  the  cause  to  a  termination.  It 
is,  therefore,  the  duty  of  the  court  to  exercise  that  power  whenever  the 
ends  of  justice  clearly  require  its  interposition.  Not  only  so,  I  think 
the  conduct  of  a  party,  or  his  counsel  conducting  such  an  examination, 
is  a  contempt  of  court,  and  might  properly  be  punished  as  such.  No 
doubt  that  if,  after  the  court  had  thus  restrained  a  frivolous  and  imper- 
tinent trifling  with  the  administration  of  justice,  the  examining  party 
should  desist  from  such  a  course  of  inquiry,  and  propose,  or  offer  to 
propose,  a  question  or  questions,  cleai-ly  pertinent  and  proper,  such 
questions  should  be  received  and  propounded  to  the  witness,  even 
though  the  witness  had  been  previously  directed  to  leave  the  stand. 
But  neither  a  party  nor  his  counsel  is  at  liberty  to  persist  in  a  course 
of  inquiry  vexatious  to  the  witness,  tending  to  delay  or  embarrass  his 
adversary,  hindering  the  course  of  justice,  or  disrespectful  to  the  court. 
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The  exercise  of  this  power  is  a  matter  of  some  delicacy,  and  it  should 
only  be  exercised  in  cases  which  dearly  require  its  interposition,  and 
to  some  extent  that  exercise  must  be  regarded  as  resting  in  the  sound 
discretion  of  the  court.  In  order  to  enable  the  party  to  review  the 
action  of  the  court  in  such  cases,  he  should  no  doubt  be  suffered  to  go 
far  enough  in  his  examination  to  enable  the  court  to  see  that  his  course 
of  examination  is  improper,  and  that  he  is  persisting  therein.  It  could 
not  be  said  that  a  single  impertinent  question  warranted  such  an  inter- 
ference; and,  for  the  same  purpose  of  review,  the  examining  party 
would  be  warranted  in  having  a  distinct  ruling  of  the  court  upon  a  rea- 
sonable number  of  questions,  though  deemed  by  the  court  to  be  irrele- 
vant, to  the  end  that  the  party  may  enter  his  exceptions  to  the  ruling, 
and  that  the  appellate  court  may  have  an  opportunity  to  see  whether 
the  exigency  was  such  as  to  call  the  discretion  of  the  court  below  into 
exercise.  But  to  go  beyond  this,  and  hold  that  the  party  may  consume 
the  time  of  the  court  in  receiving  such  questions  and  ruling  upon  their 
propriety,  and  noting  exceptions  to  such  rulings,  would  defeat  the  very 
power  in  question,  and  in  its  results  be  as  oppressive,  improper,  disre- 
spectful to  the  court,  and  subversive  of  the  ends  of  justice  as  to  suffer 
the  questions  to  be  propounded  to  the  witness."  Woodeiiff,  J.,  in 
Peck  V.  Biclmhond,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  381,  382.  And  see  Onderdonk  v. 
BomleU,  3  Hill,  323,  328,  329. 

One  of  the  most  frequent  objections  heard  in  a  justice's  court  is, 
that  certain  proposed  evidence  is  irrelevant,  immaterial,  incompetent, 
illegal  or  improper.  And  it  certainly  is  of  the  first  importance  to 
interpose  a  prompt,  clear  and  sufficient  objection  to  every  kind  of  ille- 
gal or  improper  evidence.  An  omission  to  object  is  equivalent  to  a 
consent  that  it  may  be  introduced.  The  objection  must  beniade  in  an 
appropriate  manner,  and  in  the  natural  order  of  time.  If  a  question 
is  improper  i-n  form,  the  question  itself  ought  to  be  objected  to,  and 
the  particular  objection  as  to  its  form  pointed  out.  If  the  question  is 
such  as  to  show  that  a  responsive  answer  would  introduce  illegal,  in- 
competent or  irrelevant  evidence,  then  the  question  ought  to  be  objected 
to  on  that  ground,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  such  answer, 
if  given,  would  be  illegal,  incompetent  or  irrelevant  evidence,  as  the 
particular  ease  may  be.  If  the  objectionable  feature  of  the  evidence  is 
as  apparent  when  it  is  offered  as  when  it  is  in,  and  the  party  makes  no 
objection  to  the  evidence  when  it  is  offered,  he  takes  the  risk  of  hav- 
ing the  court,  in  its  discretion,  refuse  to  exclude  it.  Pontius  v.  People, 
82  K  T.  339. 

When  evidence  is  clearly  illegal,  and  it  bears  upon  a  material  issue  in 
96 
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the  case,  its  admission  under  a  proper  objection  to  it  is  an  error  which 
will  reverse  the  judgment  if  rendered  against  the  objecting  party. 

Williams  v.  Fitch,   18  N.  Y.  546 ;  Erbe^i  v.  LoriUard,  19  id.  299  ; 

Worrall  v.  Parmelee,  1  id.  519 ;  WilTnot  v.  Richardson,  6  Duer,  339, 
opinion ;  Murray  v.  Smith,  1  id.  513 ;  Whiting  v.  Otis,  1  Bosw.  420, 
424  ;  Wardv.  Washington  Ins.  Co.,  6  id.  230  ;  Dresser  v.  Ainsworth,. 
9  Barb.  619 ;  Penfield  v.  Carpenter,  13  Johns.  350 ;  Tuifle  v.  Hunt, 

2  Cow.  436 ;  Eggleston  v.  Columbia  Tv/rnpiTce  Road  Co.,  82  N.  Y. 
2Y8. 

If  improper  evidence  is  given  upon  the  trial,  although  it  be  merely 
cumulative,  it  will  be  a  cause  for  a  reversal.   Osgood  v.  Manhattam,  Co., 

3  Cow.  612 ;  Baird  v.  Oillett,  47  N.  Y.  186.  But  see  Sutherland 
V.  New  Yor]c,etc.,R.  R.  Co.,  9  Jones  &  Sp.  17.  And  if  illegal  evi- 
dence is  admitted  which  bears  in  the  least  degree  upon  the  result,  it  is 
fatal.  The  rule  is  the  same  whether  the  action  is  legal  or  equitable^ 
and  whether  the  trial  is  by  the  jury  or  by  the  court.  Foote  v.  Beecher,. 
78  K  Y.  155. 

The  reception  of  illegal  evidence  is  presumptively  injurious  to  the 
party  objecting  to  its  admission.  People  v.  Gonzales,  35  N.  Y.  49, 
59 ;  Yandervoort  v.  Qould,  36  id.  639,  644  ;  Anderson  v.  Rome,  Wa- 
tertown,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  64  id.  334,  341.  Error  in  this  respect  can  be 
disregarded  only  when  it  can  be  clearly  seen  that  the  introduction  of 
the  evidence  could  do  no  possible  harm.  Foote  v.  Beecher,  78  N.  Y. 
155 ;  Brogue  v.  Lord,  67  id.  495  ;  Baird  v.  Daly,  68  id.  547 ;  Baird 
V.  Oillett,  47  id.  186 ;  Hcuoemeyer  v.  Ravemeyer,  11  Jones  &  Sp. 
506 ;  Hydorn  v.  Cushman,  16  Hun,  107. 

But  the  presumption  of  injury  from  the  reception  of  such  evidence  may 
be  rebutted,  and  when  the  presumption  is  repelled,  and  it  is  clear  be- 
yond rational  doubt  that  no  harm  was  done  to  the  party  objecting,  and 
that  the  illegal  evidence  did  not  and  could  not  affect  the  result,  the 
error  furnishes  no  ground  for  reversal.  Ward  v.  Kilpatrick,  85  N.  Y. 
413;  People  v.  Oomales,  35  id.  49  ;  Vandervoort  v.  Gould,  36  id.  639 ; 
Anderson  v.  Rome,  Watertown,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  54  id.  334 ;  Tates  v. 
New  York  Central,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  67  id.  100.  If  there  is  abundant 
competent  evidence  in  the  case  to  warrant  the  judgment,  exclusive  of 
the  improper  evidence,  the  admission  of  irrelevant  or  improper  evi- 
dence will  not  be  a  cause  for  reversal.  Bennett  v.  Austin,  5  Hun,  536 ; 
Bort  V.  Smith,  5  Barb.  283  ;  Spencer  v.  Saratoga  di  Washington  R.  R. 
Co.,  12  id.  382 ;  Buck  v.  Waterlury,  13  id.  116  ;  Andrews  v.  Ear- 
rington,  19  id.  443 ;  Moore  v.  SomerindyTce,  1  Hilt.  199.  This  is  un- 
dcubtedlytherule,butitistobecautiouslyapplied.   CoUma/n  v.  PeopUy 
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58  N.  Y.  555.  Jury  trials  should  be  strictly  confined  to  the  issues  made 
and  to  the  legitimate  facts  bearing  upon  them,  and  the  practice  of  drag- 
ging in  extraneous  matters  to  influence  the  jury  cannot  be  too  strongly 
condemned.  Upon  a  closely  contested  question  of  fact  slight  influ- 
ences may  turn  the  scale,  and  every  rule  of  propriety  and  justice 
demand  that  nothing  outside  of  the  legitimate  facts  should  be  intro- 
duced to  affect  the  minds  of  those  who  are  to  decide  the  question. 
O'Hagen  v.  Dillon,  76  N.  Y.  170.  Any  illegal  evidence  which 
would  have  a  tendency  to  excite  the  passions,  arouse  the  prejudices, 
awaken  the  sympathies,  or  warp  or  influence  the  judgment  of  the 
jurors  in  any  degree  cannot  be  considered  harmless.  Nor  can  illegal 
evidence  be  said  to  be  entirely  harmless-  when  the  party  objecting  is 
obhged  to  call  a  witness  to  explain  or  contradict  it.  Anderson  v. 
Rome,  Watertovm,  etc.,  It.  B.  Oo.,  54  E".  Y.  334.  The  very  admis- 
sion of  evidence  under  objection  authorizes  the  jury  to  regard  it  as 
competent  and  relevant  to  the  issue  in  the  action,  and  as  tending  in  a 
greater  or  less  degree  to  prove  a  cause  of  action  or  defense ;  and  if 
the  evidence  has  no  such  tendency,  but  is  calculated  only  to  mislead 
and  prejudice  the  jury,  its  admission  will  be  error  which  cannot  be  dis- 
regarded. Baird  v.  Qillett,  47  N.  Y.  186 ;  Green  v.  Disbro,  56  id. 
334 ;  Neudecker  v.  Kohlberg,  81  id.  296. 

Where  an  irregularity  is  objected  to,  or  when  improper  evidence  is 
offered,  the  party  objecting  must  fully,  clearly  and  distinctly  state  the 
grounds  of  objection.  It  is  well-settled  law  that  objections  to  testi- 
mony without  assigning  any  ground  therefor  will  be  disregarded,  unless 
it  clearly  appears  that  the  objection,  if  properly  made,  would  have  been 
decisive  of  the  case,  and  could  not  have  been  obviated,  or  unless  the 
evidence  in  its  essential  nature  be  incompetent.  Tooley  v.  Bacon,  70 
]Sr.  Y.  34 ;  Williams  v.  Sa/rgent,  46  id.  481 ;  Baly  v.  Byrne.  77  id. 
182 ;  Levire  v.  Bussell,  42  id.  251 ;  Walker  v.  Erie  R.  R.  Oo.,  63 
Barb.  260  ;  Shaw  v.  Smith,  3  Keyes,  316  ;  fountain  v.  Pettee,  38  N. 
Y.  184 ;  Ward  v.  Kilpatriok,  85  id.  413.  The  rule  is  based  upon  the 
sound  notion  that  the  party  should  let  it  be  known  to  the  court  and  to 
the  other  side  what  are  the  real  grounds  of  objection.  The  other  party 
may  then  choose  to  yield  to  the  soundness  of  them  and  to  withhold  the 
testimony,  or  the  court,  having  its  attention  drawn  to  the  true  point, 
may  keep  the  testimony  out  of  the  case. 

General  objection  may  be  suflBcient  in  some  cases,  as  for  instance, 
where  the  objection  could  not  have  been  obviated  if  it  had  been  speci- 
fically pointed  out.  Merritt  v.  Seaman,  6  N.  Y.  168  ;  People  v.  Mg- 
Oui/re,  2  Hun,  269,  278 ;  Sinclair  r.  JVeill,  1  id.  80,  83 ;  McGomlie 
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V.  Spader,  id.  193.  If  a  party  ofiers  evidence  which  is  clearly  in- 
competent, a  general  objection  tliat  the  evidence  is  incompetent  is  suf- 
ficient. Collins  V.  Eookwood,  64  How.  57. 

If  evidence  is  offered  tending  to  prove  any  issue  in  the  case,  a  gen- 
eral objection,  without  stating  the  grounds,  will  not  be  effectual  to  raise 
a  question  as  to  the  mode  and  manner  of  proof.  Tiemeyer  v.  Turn- 
quist,  85  N.  Y.  516.  Where  an  objection  is  general,  and  the  evidence 
is  proper,  but  the  mode  of  proving  the  fact  is  improper,  the  court  will 
presume  that  the  objection  is  not  made  to  the  manner,  but  as  to  tlie 
matter,  then  the  objection  will  be  unavailing.  Bellows  v.  Sachett,  15 
Barb.  96.  Where  a  written  instrument  is  offered  in  evidence,  and  the 
objection  is  general,  it  will  not  reach  a  defect  in  its  execution  or  ac- 
knowledgment, Mdbhett  v.  White,  12  IST.  Y.  442,  nor  to  the  want  of 
the  subscribing  witness.  Ranney  v.  Gwynme,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  59 ; 
Croohe  v.  Mali,  11  Barb.  205.  Where  the  exemplified  copy  of  a 
judgment  before  a  justice,  and  the  docket  thereof  in  the  county  clerk's 
office  is  offered  in  evidence,  a  general  objection  that  the  evidence  is  in- 
competent, but  which  does  not  point  out  any  defect  in  the  form  of  the 
certificate  and  exemplification,  will  be  unavailing.  Ross  v.  Cam/pbell, 
19  Hun,  615. 

So,  where  evidence  is  offered  which  is  competent  as  to  one  of  two 
defendants,  but  not  as  to  the  other,  the  objection  by  the  latter  must 
limit  the  objection  to  himself  ;  for  if  it  is  general  as  to  both  defendants, 
it  will  be  too  broad,  and  will  not  be  available  as  to  the  one  who  might 
have  properly  objected.  Black  v.  Foster,  28  Barb.  387;  Fox  v. 
Jaokson,  8  id.  355.  But  where  there  is  a  connected  offer  to  prove 
several  facts,  some  of  which  are  admissible  and  some  inadmissible,  a 
general  objection  to  the  whole  offer  will  be  sufficient  to  sustain  its  ex- 
clusion by  the  court.  Hoseley  v.  Black,  26  How.  97 ;  S.  C,  28  N.  Y. 
438.  On  the  other  hand,  if  a  general  objection  is  made  to  evidence  in 
gross,  most  of  which  is  unobjectionable,  the  objection  may  properly  be 
disregarded.  Keller  v.  Ifew  York  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  2  Abb.  Ct.  App. 
480  ;  S.  C,  24  How.  172. 

The  time  of  making  an  objection  is  of  much  importance,  and  especi- 
ally is  this  true  when  the  opposite  party  could  have  obviated  the  ob- 
jection had  it  been  seasonably  taken.  And  whenever  the  objection 
relates  merely  to  matters  of  practice,  either  as  to  process,  pleadings, 
the  introduction  of  evidence,  or  the  rulings  of  the  court,  the  objection 
must  be  promptly  presented  or  it  will  be  conclusively  waived. 
See  Booth  v.  Cleveland  Rolling-mill  Co.,  11  Hun,  278.  The  court 
does  not  favor  a  deceptive,  secret  or  unfair  mode  of  raising  an  objection ; 
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and,  therefore,  such  objections  as  could  have  been  fairly  answered,  if 
they  had  been  seasonably  made,  will  be  disregarded  on  appeal  if 
not  specifically  made  below.  Coon  v.  Syracuse  c&  Utioa  R.  B.,  5 
N.  Y.  492 ;  Dayharsh  v.  Enos,  id,  531 ;  Barries  v.  Ferine,  12  id. 
18  ;  JencTcs  v.  Smith,  1  id.  90  ;  Gowperthwaite  v.  Sheffield,  3  id.  243  ; 
Bwmstead  v.  Dividend  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  12  id.  81  ;  Brown  v.  Cayuga 
<&  Susquehanna  B.  B.,  id.  486 ;  Hunter  v.  Osterhoudt,  11  Barb.  33  ; 
Crooke  v.  Mali,  id.  205  ;  HuVbert  v.  Bussell,  24  id.  404 ;  Wesibrooh 
T.  Douglass,  21  id.  602 ;  Fowler  v.  Cleamjoater,  35  id.  143 ;  Willa/rd 
V.  Bridge,  4  id.  361  ;  PecTc  v.  Bichmond,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  381 ;  Fair- 
lanhs  V.  Corlies,  3  id.  583  ;  Avogad/ro  v.  Bull,  4  id.  384.  The  fore- 
going are  but  a  few  of  the  very  nnmerous  cases  upon  this  question. 

Where  the  objection,  however,  is  one  which  the  opposite  party  could 
not  have  answered  by  further  evidence,  or  by  any  act  on  his  part,  the 
objecting  party  may  raise  it,  for  the  first  time,  on  an  appeal.  Tifft  v. 
Tifft,  4  Denio,  175  ;  Pepper  v.  Maight,  20  Barb.  429  ;  Newcomh  v. 
Clarice,  1  Denio,  226. 

Where  there  is  no  appearance  by  the  defendant  in  the  court  below, 
he  does  not  waive  the  right  to  object  to  illegal  evidence  which  was  in- 
troduced at  the  trial,  and  he  may  raise  the  question  for  the  first  time, 
on  an  appeal.  Perhins  v.  Stebiins,  29  Barb.  523  ;  Northrup  v.  Jack- 
son, 13  Wend.  85  ;  Squier  v.  Oould,  14  id.  159  ;  FinchY.  McDowall, 
7  Cow.  537 ;  Stafford  v.  Williams,  4  Denio,  182,  184 ;  Warnick  v. 
Crams,  id.  460  ;  Davidson  v.  Huichins,  1  Hilt.  123  ;  McNutt  v.  John^ 
son,  7  Johns.  18 ;  Armstrong  v.  Smith,  44  Barb.  120.  So,  where 
there  is  no  appearance  below  by  the  defendant,  he  may  insist  that  there 
is  a  material  defect  in  the  proofs.  lb.  But,  in  such  cases,  if  a  good 
case  is  proved,  no  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleadings  can  be 
taken ;  Stafford  v.  Williams,  4  Denio,  183  ;  nor  can  any  objection  to 
a  juror  be  taken ;  Clark  v.  Yan  Vranken,  20  Barb.  278  ;  and  in  one 
case  it  was  held  that  the  admission  of  illegal  evidence  was  not  a  fatal 
error,  if  there  was  abundant  valid  evidence  besides  to  sustain  the  judg- 
ment.    Buck  V.  Waterhury,  13  Barb.  116. 

Objections  which  go  to  the  jurisdiction  may  always  be  raised  on  an 
appeal,  even  when  there  is  no  appearance  below.  Tiffany  v.  Gilbert, 
4  Barb.  320 ;  Bobinson  v.  West,  11  id.  309 ;  Willins  v.  Wheeler,  8 
Abb.  116 ;  S.  C,  28  Barb.  669  ;  Cooper  v.  Ball,  14  How.  295. 
And  where  the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action,  or  where  he  is  related  to  one  of  the  parties,  an  appear- 
ance on  the  trial  and  a  litigation  of  the  cause,  without  mentioning  the 
objection,  will  not  prevent  the  party  from  raising  the  question  upon  an 
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appeal,  because  express  consent  would  not  confer  jurisdiction  in  such  a 
case,  and,  of  course,  an  implied  consent  by  waiver  will  not  be  any 
better  than  an  express  consent  for  that  purpose.  Post  v.  Blacky 
5  Denio,  ^^  ;  Converse  v.  McArthur,  17  Barb.  410 ;  Dudley  v.  Mm/hew, 
3  N.  T.  9  ;  Beach  v.  Nixon,  9  id.  36.  And  see  ante,  12,  Jurisdiction. 
An  erroneous  ruling  of  a  justice,  in  favor  of  admitting  illegal  evidence 
under  exception,  will  do  no  harm  if  no  illegal  evidence  is  actually  in- 
troduced under  such  ruling.  Howlamd  v.  Willetts,  9  N.  Y.  170 ;  S. 
C,  5  Sandf.  219  ;    Vallance  v.  King,  3  Barb.  548. 

When  a  ruling  or  decision  is  made  by  a  justice  upon  any  question 
raised  by  any  objection,  it  is  not  important  whether  the  justice  assigns 
a  correct  reason  for  his  decision  ;  if  the  decision  is  right  it  will  be  sus- 
tained, however  erroneous  the  reason  assigned  for  it  may  be.  Gilles- 
pie v.  Torrance,  7  Abb.  462 ;  Munroe  v.  Potter,  34  Barb.  258  ;  De- 
land  V.  Richardson,  4  Denio,  -95. 

A  justice  has  power  to  strike  out  illegal  evidence  on  a  motion  for 
that  purpose.  Reely  v.  Barnes,  4  Denio,  73.  But  if  a  party  gives 
testimony  without  objection  as  to  matters,  in  respect  to  which  he  is  not 
a  competent  witness,  and  also  as  to  other  matters  in  respect  to  which 
he  is  a  competent  witness,  a  motion  to  strike  out  all  his  testimony 
should  be  denied.  Sjpaulding  v.  HallenbecJc,  35  N.  Y.  204.  Where  a 
competent  question  is  put  to  a  witness,  and  the  answer  is  wholly 
incompetent  and  irresponsive,  it  seems  that  the  adverse  party  should 
object  to  the  answer,  and  move  to  strike  it  out,  if  he  would  avail  him- 
self of  the  impropriety.  But  when  the  question  is  incompetent,  and 
objected  to  on  that  ground,  and  the  answer  is  harmless,  so  far  as  it  is 
directly  responsive  to  the  question,  but  the  witness  adds  other  matter, 
not  clearly  irresponsive,  which  is  injurious  to  the  adverse  party,  the 
party  objecting  is  not  required  to  move  that  the  answer  be  stricken 
out,  but  that  the  party  calling  the  witness  should  disclaim  the  answer, 
and  decline  to  i-eceive  it  if  he  would  avoid  responsibility  for  the  mat- 
ter volunteered  by  the  witness.  O'Hagan  v.  Dillon,  76  N.  Y.  170. 
If  the  answer  of  the  witness  is  responsive  to  the  question  objected  to, 
the  party  calling  out  the  answer  has  no  right  to  have  it  stricken  out, 
and  he  cannot  cure  the  error  by  an  offer  to  have  it  stricken  out.  Furst 
V.  Second  Avenue  B.  R.  Co.,  72  N.  Y.  542.  So  the  admission  of  im- 
proper evidence  cannot  be  cured  by  directing  the  j^iry  to  disregard  it, 
if  they  may  have  been  influenced  thereby,  or  if  it  was  of  a  character 
likely  to  influence  and  prejudice  them  in  regard  to  the  party  and  to 
their  conclusions  upon  the  remaining  parts.  CSullivam,  v.  Roberts, 
7  Jones  &  Sp.  360  ;    Wright  v.  Equitable  Ins.  Co.,  9  id.  1 . 
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Where  evidence  is  received  under  objection  it  must  be  acted  upon  as 
part  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  even  though  it  be  illegal.  Heehj  v. 
Barnes,  4  Denio,  73  ;  Meyers  v.  Betts,  6  id.  81 ;  Penfield  v.  Carjpen- 
ter,  13  Johns  350 ;  Allen  v.  Way,  7  Barb.  585.  When  evidence  is 
offered  and  objected  to,  the  justice  must  admit  it  absolutely,  or  not  at 
all ;  he  cannot  admit  it  conditionally,  unless  the  parties  consent.  Has- 
well  V.  Bussing,  10  Johns.  128 ;  AUen  v.  Way,  7  Barb.  586.  See  Pen- 
field  V.  Carpenter,  13  Johns.  360  ;  Barherr  v.  Cairo  ami  Fulton  R.  B. 
Co.,  3  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ot.  (T.  &  C.)  328  ;  Wagener  v.  Findi,  65  Barb. 
493 ;  LatKrop  v.  Bramhall,  64  N.  Y.  365.  If  the  justice  does  receive 
the  evidence  conditionally,  the  objection  will  be  considered  upon  re- 
view as  overruled,  and  the  evidence  as  having  been  received  abso- 
lutely, lb. 

But  the  parties  may,  by  express  consent,  receive  the  evidence,  sub- 
ject to  a  future  decision  as  to  its  admissibility,  and  the  evidence  may, 
in  that  ease,  be  taken  conditionally.    And  express  consent  need  not  be 
shown,  for  if  that  course  is  proposed,  and  no  objection  is  made,  consent 
will  be  implied.    McEnight  v.  Dunla/p,  6  N.  Y.  537.    Whenever  any 
fact  or  state  of  facts  is  assumed  below  as  true  such  assumption  will  be 
held  to  be  conclusive  when  the  case  is  removed  by  appeal  to  an  appel- 
late court.     When  a  matter  is  treated  as  a  question  of  law  in  the  court 
below,  it  cannot  be  urged  on  appeal  that  it  was  really  a  question  of 
fact  for  a  jury.     Barnes  v.  Perme,  12  N.  Y.  18.     So  when  a  fact  is 
assumed  as  proved  on  the  trial,  no  allegation  to  the  contrary  can  be 
heard   on    appeal.     Andrews  v.    Harrington,   19    Barb.    344.     See 
Sij)perly  v.   8tewa/rt,  50   id.   62 ;  Hill  v.  Eeermans,  17  Hun,  470 ; 
Page  v.  Fazacherly,  36  Barb.  392.   Where,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  there 
is  no  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  sustain  a  material  allega- 
tion in  the  complaint,  which  is  put  in  issue  by  the  answer,  but  the  de- 
fendant proceeds,  without  objection,  as  though  a  cause  of  action  had 
been  made   out,  and  introduces  the  evidence   on  his  side,  he  wiU 
be  estopped  from  raising  any  question,  on  an  appeal,  on  the  ground  of 
■a  want  of  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.     People  v.  Third 
Avenue  B.  E.  Co.,  45  Barb.  63.     So,  in  an  action  upon  a  chose_  in 
action,  if  no  objection  is  made  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  show  title 
to  it,  that  will  be  conclusive  on  appeal.     Austin  v.  Burns,  16  Barb. 
€43.     A  fact  assumed  to  be  conceded  in  the  pleadings  is  conclusive 
after  the  trial  below.     Mwnson  v.  Hegeman,  10  Barb.  112.     Where 
the  defendant  assumed  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  corporation,  this  was 
■held  conclusive  upon  appeal.     Kennedy  v.  Cotton,  28  Barb.  59.     So 
an    assumption   that   a  plaintiff  is  a  ^public   officer  is  governed  by 
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the  same  rule.  Paige  v.  Fasaclcerly,  36  Barb.  392.  Whenever  it  is 
intended  to  raise  a  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  below, 
the  objection  must  be  distinctly  and  clearly  taken  before  the  justice,  or 
it  vtdll  be  assumed  that  no  objection  is  made  on  that  account.  Weat- 
T)rook  V.  Douglass,  21  Barb.  602  ;  Austin  v.  Burns,  16  id.  643;  Jenchs 
V.  Smith,  1  N.  Y.  90 ;  Sviith  v.  Hill,  22  Barb.  656  ;  Merritt  v.  Sea- 
man, 6  id.  330 ;  Whitlock  v.  Bueno,  1  Hilt.  72  ;  Oabre  v.  Stui'ges,  id. 
160  j  Lee  v  Schmidt,  id.  537.  But  when  there  is  no  conflict  in  the 
evidence,  nor  any  question  as  to  its  sufficiency,  and  the  whole  question 
relates  to  the  right  to  recover,  as  a  matter  of  law,  upon  all  the  evidence, 
no  objection  need  be  taken  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence.  Pratt 
Y.  Foote,  9  N.  Y.  463. 

The  rejection  of  legal  and  competent  evidence  is  always  a  fatal  ob- 
jection on  an  appeal.  EaTcin  v.  Brown,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  37;  Kendall 
V.  Grey,  2  Hilt.  301  ;  Bissell  v.  Ma/rshall,  6  Johns.  100.  At  least  the 
judgment  will  be  reversed,  unless  it  clearly  appears  that  the  party  offer- 
ing the  rejected  evidence  was  not  prejudiced  by  the  error.  To  sustain 
the  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  the  facts  established  by  the  verdict 
show  that  the  evidence,  if  admitted,  would  not  have  changed  th& 
result,  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that  such  is  necessarily  the  effect  of 
the  verdict.  It  is  not  enough  to  show  a  probability  that  the  jury  found 
as  claimed,  but  it  must  be  shown  that  the  jury  Tnust  have  so  found. 
Starlird  v.  Barrons,  43  N.  Y.  200. 

As  we  have  already  seen,  ow^  755,  general  objections  are  usually 
unavailable.  But  great  care  is  necessary  in  taking  specific  objections, 
for  the  reason  that,  when  a  specific  objection  is  taken,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  party  did  not  intend  to  raise  any  other  questions  than 
those  specified,  and  all  other  objections  which  might  have  been  taken, 
but  were  not,  will  be  deemed  to  be  waived.  Sheldon  v.  Wood,  2  Bosw. 
269  ;  Newton  v.  Harris,  6  N.  Y.  345 ;  Potters.  Deyoe,  19  Wend.  361 ; 
Dunham,  v.  Simmons,  3  Hill,  609 ;  SmAth  v.  Hill,  22  Barb.  656.  For 
example,  when  an  action  is  brought  against  the  representative  of  a  de- 
ceased person,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  examined  in  his  own  behalf  or 
interest,  concerning  a  personal  transaction  or  communication  between 
him  and  such  deceased  person,  except  in  certain  specified  cases.  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  §  829.  But  if  the  plaintiff  offers  himself  as  a  witness  in 
such  action,  and  before  he  is  sworn  the  defendant  objects  to  him  "  on 
the  ground  that  he  is  an  interested  party,  and  incompetent  under  sec- 
tion 829  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,"  this  objection  may  properly 
be  overruled ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  afterward  gives  testimony  as  to  per- 
sonal transactions  had  with  the  deceased,  without  any  specific  objection 
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thereto  being  made  by  the  defendant,  the  evidence  so  given,  although 
illegal,  will  not  be  received  against  any  proper  objection,  and  its  ad- 
mission will  be  no  ground  for  reversal.     Hoar  v.  Hoar,  23  Hun,  33. 

Objections  are  sometimes  taken  more  broadly  than  is  proper,  and 
the  objection  thus  fails  altogether,  when  a  proper  objection  would  have 
been  available,  and  sustained  by  the  court.  Where  several  letters  or 
papers  are  offered  in  evidence,  a  general  objection  to  them  all  will  be 
useless,  if  any  of  the  letters  or  papers  are  admissible.  To  secure  a 
valid  objection,  it  should  be  confined  to  the  objectionable  paper  or  let 
ter.  Day  v.  JRoth,  18  N.  Y.  448.  And  see  McAllister  v.  Reub,  4 
Wend.  484;  8.  C,  8  id.  109.  When  evidence  is  offered  which  is  ad- 
missible for  one  purpose,  but  not  for  another,  or  when  it  is  admissible 
as  to  one  of  the  parties,  but  not  as  to  another,  the  objection  must  be 
confined  to  that  purpose  or  person  as  to  which  it  is  not  admissible,  or  the 
objection  will  be  unavailing.  Black  v.  Foster,  28  Barb.  387 ;  Fox  v. 
Jackson,  8  id.  355 ;  Harris  v.  Panama  R.  R.,  5  Bosw.  312  Dun- 
ham  Y.  Simmons,  3  Hill,  609  ;  Richardson  v.  Wilkins,  19  Barb.  510  ; 
StoweU  V.  Haselett,  66  N.  Y.  635  ;  affirming  S.  C,  3  Hun,  555 ;  Dille- 
ler  V.  Home  Life  Ins.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.  256  ;  S.  0.,  25  Am.  Eep.  182. 
When  evidence  is  excluded  upon  a  mere  general  objection,  the  ruling 
will  be  upheld,  if  any  ground,  in  fact,  existed  for  the  exclusion.  It 
will  be  assumed  in  the  absence  of  any  request  by  the  opposing  party, 
or  by  the  court  to  make  the  objection  definite,  that  it  was  understood, 
and  that  the  ruling  was  placed  upon  the  right  groimd.  If  in  such  a  case 
a  ground  of  objection  be  specified,  the  niling  must  be  sustained  upon 
that  ground  unless  the  evidence  excluded  was,  in  no  aspect  of  the  case 
competent  or  could  not  be  made  so.  But  when  a  general  objection  to 
evidence  is  overruled,  and  the  evidence  is  received,  the  ruling  will  not 
be  held  erroneous  unless  there  is  some  ground  which  could  not  have 
been  obviated  if  it  had  but  been  specified,  or  unless  the  evidence  is  in 
its  essential  nature  incompetent.     Tooley  v.  Bacon,  70  N.  Y.  34. 

Offers  to  prove  certain  facts  are  sometimes  made,  and  objected  to  by 
the  opposite  party,  and  ruled  upon  by  the  justice.  When  it  is  sup- 
posed that  the  offer  will  be  overruled,  it  is  generally  made  quite  as 
broadly  and  strongly  as  the  facts  will  warrant ;  though  no  reputable 
lawyer  will  make  an  offer  to  prove  facts  which  he  knows  cannot  be  es- 
tablished by  proof,  if  permitted  to  make  the  attempt.  And  when  an 
offer  is  made  in  good  faith,  it  must  be  done  in  such  a  manner  as  to  show 
clearly  what  is  offered,  and  that  the  evidence  is  competent  and  rele- 
vant. If  the  offer  is  ambiguous,  or  if  it  does  not  show  that  the  evi- 
dence is  relevant  and  competent,  it  will  be  insufficient.  Daniels  v. 
96 
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Patterson,  3  N.  Y.  47,  51.  Objections  which  are  relied  on  must  be 
specifically  taken  ;  and  a  general  agreement  that  all  the  evidence  shall 
be  considered  as  objected  to  will  not  be  sufficient  to  raise  particular  ob- 
jections upon  an  appeal.    Stephens  v.  Reynolds,  6  N.  Y.  454. 

When  upon  a  trial  an  objection  has  once  been  distinctly  made  and 
overruled,  and  evidence  has  been  given  under  the  objection,  the  objec- 
tion need  not  be  repeated  to  the  same  class  of  evidence.  The  rule  in 
such  cases  has  been  laid  down  and  should  be  observed  in  the  further 
progress  of  the  trial,  without  vexing  the  court  with  useless  objections 
and  exceptions.  IS^othing  is  waived  by  conformity  to  the  rule  laid 
down.  Dilleber  v.  Home  Life  Ins.  Co.,  69  K  Y.  256;  S.  C,  25 
Am.  Eep.  182.  But  if  the  objection  is  made  and  overruled  as  above 
stated,  and  the  question  is  then  waived  before  any  answer  is  given  by 
the  witness,  a  failure  to  object  to  a  substantial  repetition  of  the  ques- 
tion at  a  subsequent  stage  of  the  case  will  be  a  waiver  of  the  objection. 
In  such  case  no  evidence  is  received  under  objection.  Wagrisr  v. 
Jones,  77  N.  Y.  590. 

An  objection  will  be  useless  where  the  decision  is  one  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  justice.  Ford  v.  David,  1  Bosw.  570 ;  Holhrooh  v. 
Wilson,  4  id.  65  ;  Hunt  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.,  2  Duer,  482 ;  Roth 
V.  Schloss,  6  Barb.  308  ;  Brown  v.  McGune,  5  Sandf .  224 ;  Watson  v. 
Bailey,  2  Duer,  509 ;  Phvncle  v.  Yaxighn,  12  Barb.  215.  At  least 
the  exercise  of  judicial  discretion  will  not  be  made  subject  of  legal  re- 
view except  in  cases  of  plain  abuse  and  injustice.  Peel  v.  Kern,  6 
Hun,  298 ;  Wehle  v.  Bowery  Savings  B''k,  8  Jones  &  Sp.  161 ;  Trib- 
une Association  v.  Smith,  id.  251 ;  La  Beau  v.  People,  34  JS".  Y.  223 ; 
Great  Western  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Loomis,  32  id.  127 ;  Greton  v.  Smith, 
33  id.  245. 

Of  the  justice's  discretion.  There  are  many  matters  as  to  which 
it  is  impossible  to  lay  down  any  general  rule  for  their  disposition  ;  and 
at  the  same  time,  it  is  necessary  that  there  should  be  some  decision  of 
them.  In  such  cases  a  large,  discretion  is  conferred  upon  the  justice, 
in  the  belief  that  he  will  faithfully,  fairly  and  equitably  exercise  it.  The 
right  to  open  and  close  the  case  to  the  jury,  or  to  the  justice  in  their 
stead,  is  not  a  matter  of  discretion,  but  of  strict  right,  to  be  governed 
by  legal  rules.  Huntington  v.  Gonhey,  33  Barb.  218 ;  Ayrault  v. 
Ghamherlain,  33  id.  229  ;  OAite,  471. 

But  whether  the  pleadings  shall  be  read  to  the  jury  is  a  mere  matter 
of  discretion.  Willis  v.  Forrest,  2  Duer,  310.  If  a  portion  of  them 
is  read,  tliey  must  all  be  read  if  that  is  asked.  And  where  a  plaintiff 
read  a  portion  of  the  answer,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  had  a  right 
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to  have  the  entire  answer  read.  Gildersleeve  v.  Mahony,  5  Duer,  383. 
In  a  justice's  court,  either  party  should  be  permitted  to  read  the  plead- 
ings to  the  jury ;  for  it  is  important  that  those  who  are  sworn  to  try 
the  issues  should  know  what  those  issues  are.  All  relevant  and  com- 
petent evidence  must  be  received  if  offered.  But  the  order  in  which 
the  proof  shall  be  introduced  is  entirely  within  the  justice's  discretion. 
Beddl  V.  Powell,  13  Barb.  183.  And  after  a  plaintiflE  has  given  some 
evidence  and  rested  his  cause,  and  the  defendant  has  introduced  his  evi- 
dence, the  justice  may,  in  his  discretion,  permit  the  plaintiff  to  go  into 
evidence  in  relation  to  an  entirely  new  cause  of  action,  as  to  which  no 
proof  had  been  previously  given,  if  it  is  a  matter  which  is  embraced 
within  the  pleadings.  JReckham  v.  Zeary,  6  Duer,  495.  But  the 
defendant  will  be  entitled  to  rebut  such  proof  by  evidence,  and  to  make 
any  defense  which  he  may  have  to  it.  So,  after  either  or  both  parties 
have  rested,  the  justice  may  permit  new  witnesses  to  be  recalled  upon 
points  as  to  which  evidence  has  already  been  given  by  both  parties. 
Anthony  v.  Smith,  4:  Bosw.  503. 

A  justice  may  grant,  or  he  may  refuse  a  suspension  of  the  exami- 
nation of  a  witness  to  enable  him  to  look  for  a  paper  which  is  import- 
ant, and  which  he  had  not  been  notified  to  produce  at  the  trial.  Fair- 
Icmks  V.  Corlies,  1  Abb.  150 ;  S.  0.,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  582. 

If  one  party  introduces  irrelevant  evidence,  the  justice  may  permit  a 
cross-examination  as  to  the  same  matters.  Keeler  v.  Delava/n,  4  Barb. 
317.  Still  the  justice  is  not  bound  to  hear  irrelevant  evidence  in  answer 
to  irrelevant  evidence  given  on  the  other  side  without  objection.  Farm- 
ers and  Manuf.  Bank  v.  Whinfield,  24  Wend.  420.  But,  if  irrelevant 
evidence  is  decided  to  be  competent,  and  it  is  admitted  in  favor  of  one 
of  the  parties  under  objection,  the  justice  will  be  bound  to  permit  the 
opposite  party  to  prove  the  contrary,  or  to  answer  such  evidence  by  evi- 
dence in  answer  or  reply.      Ward  v.  Washington  Ins.  Co.,  6  Bosw.  229. 

Where  both  parties  have  given  parol  proof  of  the  contents  of  a  written 
instrument  without  objection,  the  justice  may  permit  either  of  them  to 
pursue   the  inquiry  as  to  its  contents,   by  parol.      Morss   v.    Stone, 
5  Barb.  516. 

Upon  questions  relating  to  the  characters  of  witnesses,  the  justice 
may  limit  the  number  of  impeaching  witnesses  to  be  sworn  on  either 
side.  Spea/r  v.  Myers,  6  Barb.  445  ;  Nolton  v.  Moses,  3  id.  31 ;  Oreen 
V.  Brown,  id.  120.  But  the  rule  ought  to  be  laid  down  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  examination  upon  such  questions ;  and  it  ought  to 
be  equal  as  to  the  parties.  So,  too,  the  number  of  witnesses  may  be 
limited,  when  they  speak  of  mere  matters  of  opinion.    Sizer  v.  Bwrt, 
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4  Denio,  45J6.     But  this  rule  does  not  apply  when  the  witnesses  are 
called  to  prove  facts  in  relation  to  points  material  upon  the  merits. 

When  evidence  is  offered  which,  standing  alone,  does  not  seem  rele- 
vant, the  justice  may  require  the  party  offering  it  to  state  how  it  is  to 
be  made  material.  Adsit  v.  Wilson,  7  How.  64  ;  Beal  v.  Finch,  11 
E".  Y.  135.  So,  a  party  may  object  to  evidence  which  is  apparently 
irrelevant,  and  require  a  statement  of  facts  shovring  its  relevancy.  lb. 

Irrelevant  evidence  may  be  excluded  by  the  justice  on  his  own 
motion ;  he  need  hot  wait  for  an  objection  from  the  opposite  party. 
Cooper  V.  Barber,  24  Wend.  105 ;  Corning  v.  Corning,  6  N.  Y.  97; 
cmte,  476. 

Whether  leading  questions  shall  be  put  to  a  witness  is  entirely  dis- 
cretionary with  the  justice.  Cheeney  v.  Arnold,  18  Barb.  435  ;  Bud- 
long  V.  Van  Nostrand,  24  id.  25 ;  Seymour  v.  Bradfield,  35  id. 
49.  And  this  discretion  will  not  be  interfered  with  unless  it  is  evident 
that  it  has  been  grossly  abused.  lb.  Whether  a  witness  shall  be  re- 
called after  he  has  left  the  stand  is  entirely  a  matter  of  discretion. 
Sheldo^i  V.  Wood,  2  Bosw.  269;  Treadwell  v.  Stehbins,  6  id.  538; 
Meakim  v.  Anderson,  11  Barb.  216.  And  so  of  recalling  a  witness 
after  the  case  has  been  declared  closed  as  to  the  evidence.  Anthony 
V.  Smith,  4  Bosw.  503 ;  Chancel  v.  Ba/rclay,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  384 ; 
Heidenheimer  v.  Wilson,  31  Barb.  637 ;  Bimchle  v.  Kocker,  11  id. 
387 ;  Burger  v.  White,  2  Bosw.  92 ;  Silverman  v.  Foreman,  3  E.  D. 
Smith,  322 ;  Harwell  v.  Curtis,  1  id.  78 ;  Stacy  v.  Graham,  3  Duer, 
445. 

After  a  plaintiff  has  rested  his  cause,  the  justice  may  refuse  to  re- 
ceive any  further  evidence  on  his  side,  except  by  way  of  reply.  Shepard 
V.  Potter,  4  Hill,  202.  This  rule,  however,  is  scarcely  ever  enforced 
in  a  justice's  court ;  and  to  refuse  evidence  to  supply  a  mere  formal 
defect  in  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  even  after  he  had  rested  his  cause, 
will  be  sufficient  ground  to  reverse  the  judgment.  Lewis  v.  Ryder, 
13  Abb.  1. 

Where  a  question  has  been  in  effect  once  answered,  the  court  may,  in 
its  discretion,  exclude  a  question  calling  for  a  repetition  of  the  evidence, 
and  this  decision  is  not  reviewable  on  appeal.  Balla/rd  v.  Lockwood, 
1  Daly,  159. 

A  witness  will  not  be  permitted  to  return  to  the  stand  merely  to 
reiterate  his  statements,  though  the  justice  may  allow  it  if  he  sees  fit. 
Hughes  v.  Mulvey,  1  Sandf.  92,  95.  This  may  sometimes  be  proper, 
as  where  there  is  a  disagreement  as  to  what  the  witness  testified, 
or  if  it  has  not  been  taken  down  in  the  minutes.     A  witness  may 
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be  recalled  after  the  summing  up  of  the  cause  has  commenced,  if 
the  case  is  a  proper  one  to  require  it,  and  the  justice  thinks  it  best  to 
permit  it.  DunoMe  v.  Kocker,  11  Barb.  389.  In  the  last  case  cited 
the  witness  was  recalled  to  state  how  he  had  testified  upon  a  particu- 
lar point.  And  see  Imw  v.  Merrills,  6  Wend.  268.  After  a 
cause  has  been  submitted,  and  partially  or  wholly  summed  up, 
it  ought  to  be  a  strong  case  which  would  induce  a  justice  to  permit  a 
witness  to  be  recalled,  especially  when  a  corrupt  witness  would  see 
precisely  how  to  shape  his  answers,  after  hearing  the  entire  cause 
argued  by  counsel. 

It  is  for  the  justice  to  determine  how  long  he  will  hold  open  his 
court  for  the  appearance  of  a  witness  who  is  absent ;  though  the  exer- 
cise of  this  discretion  will  be  corrected  when  it  has  evidently  been 
abused. 

§  2.  Contempts  of  courts.  The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  has  ex- 
pressly conferred  upon  justices  of  the  peace  power  to  punish  persons 
for  criminal  contempt  in  certain  specified  cases,  and  has  expressly  de- 
clared that  he  has  no  power  to  punish  for  a  criminal  contempt  in  any 
other  case.  Yol.  1,  p.  4,  §  2870.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  only 
■question  which  can  arise  in  respect  to  the  right  to  the  exercise  of  this 
power  is  whether  the  act  done  or  omitted  is  one  specified  in  the  statute. 
If  the  act  comes  within  the  statute,  the  power  to  punish  is  clear ;  if  it 
does  not  come  within  the  statute,  the  power  does  not  exist. 

A  person  cannot  be  punished  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  a  con- 
tempt until  an  opportunity  has  been  given  him  to  be  heard  in  his  de- 
fense ;  and  for  that  purpose  the  justice  must  issue  a  warrant,  directed 
generally  to  any  constable  of  the  county,  requiring  the  constable  to 
bring  the  offender  before  him.     Id.,  §  2872. 

Wourramt  to  a/rrest  for  a  coniempt. 

Albany  Countt,  )       . 

Town  of  Bethlehem,  j 
The  People  of  the  State  of  New  Torh,  to  any  constable  of  the  county 
of  Albany ,  greeting  : 

"We  command  you  to  apprehend  Richard  Peters,  and  bring  him  be- 
fore J.  Wood,  Esq.,  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  town 
of  Bethlehem,  in  the  county  of  Albany,  at  his  office  in  said 
town,  to  show  cause  why  he,  the  said  Richard  Peters,  should  not 
be  convicted  of  a  criminal' contempt,  alleged  to  have  been  committed 
on  the  2d  day  of  June,  1865,  before  the  said  justice,  while  engaged, 
as  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  judicial  proceedings. 

Given  under  my  hand,  a,t  Bethlehem  aforesaid,  this  2d  day  of  June, 
1865_  J.  WOOD,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 
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This  warrant  should  be  delivered  to  any  constable  of  the  county  for 
service ;  and  the  officer  will  proceed  to  execute  it  in  the  same  manner 
that  an  order  of  arrest  is  executed.  After  the  arrest  of  the  person  who 
committed  such  contempt,  and  his  appearance  before  the  justice,  the 
latter  should  state  distinctly  to  such  offender  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  the  offense  with  which  he  is  charged ;  and  he  should  be 
called  upon  for  his  defense.  The  justice  may  reduce  such  statement 
to  writing,  which  will  be  the  more  prudent  course,  since  it  will  then 
be  easy  to  show  precisely  what  was  alleged  as  the  contempt. 

The  practice  governing  this  proceeding  is  not  prescribed  by  statute. 
But  some  mode  of  proving  that  the  alleged  contempt  was  not  committed 
is  necessarily  implied  in  a  hearing  of  the  party  accused  in  his  defense, 
for  otherwise  the  opportunity  of  being  heard  would  be  unavaihng. 
A  hearing  of  the  allegations  merely,  without  evidence  to  sustain  them, 
would  be  nugatory  as  a  defense.  Accordingly  such  evidence  has  al- 
ways been  received  in  courts  of  record,  in  some  cases  in  the  form  of 
answers  to  interrogatories,  in  other  cases  in  the  form  of  affidavits.  In 
cases  of  contempt  committed  before  courts  of  justice  of  the  peace,  the 
defense  may  be  made  in  a  less  formal  manner,  by  an  oral  examination 
of  the  accused  and  his  witnesses,  or  it  may  be  made  by  affidavit.  The 
mode  of  making  the  proof  is  not  material,  provided  it  is  conformable 
to  the  usual  practice  in  analogous  cases.  But  the  right  of  making  the 
proof  in  some  manner  is  a  substantial  one,  and  rests  upon  an  invaria- 
ble maxim  of  the  common  law.     People  v.  Porter^  25  Hun,  601. 

If  the  offender  can  show  any  facts  which  will  excuse  his  acts  from 
being  considered  as  a  contempt,  the  justice  may  discharge  him ;  but  if 
the  excuse  is  unsatisfactory,  or  if  he  refuses  to  make  any  excuse,  the 
justice  will  proceed  to  convict  him  of  the  contempt.  I^o  evidence  is 
necessary  in  such  a  case,  since  the  justice  proceeds  entirely  upon  such 
matters  as  occurred  in  his  immediate  presence.  The  object  of  punish- 
ing a  contempt  is  to  secure  that  invariable  respect  for  the  laws  and  for 
courts  which  must  exist  if  the  laws  or  if  justice  is  to  be  properly  admin- 
istered by  the  courts.  When  a  proper  apology  is  offered,  the  justice 
may  accept  it,  and  omit  to  enforce  the  further  proceedings.  But  when 
there  is  a  refusal  to  apologize,  and  a  persistence  in  contumacious  con- 
duct, the  justice  ought  to  enforce  the  law  with  a  firm  hand ;  and,  if 
justice  requii-es  it,  the  punishment  should  extend  to  the  full  limit  of 
the  law. 

Punishment  for  a  contempt  may  be  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $25, 
or  by  imprisonment  in  the  county  jail  not  exceeding  five  days,  or  both, 
in  the  discretion  of  the  justice.     Vol.  1,  p.  4,  §  2871. 
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"Within  ten  days  after  the  conviction,  the  justice  must  make  up,  sub- 
scribe and  file  in  the  county  clerk's  office  a  record  of  the  conviction, 
stating  therein  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  ofiense  and  the  pun- 
ishment awarded  by  him  upon  the  conviction.  Id.,  §  2873. 

Record  of  conviction  for  a  contem/pt. 

Albajstt  OoTmrx,  ss. :  "Whereas,  on  this  2d  day  of  June,  1865, 
while  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Bethlehem, 
in  said  county,  was  engaged  in  the  trial  of  an  action  (or  other  judicial 
act),  in  which  A.  B.  was  plaintiff,  and  C.  D.  was  defendant,  at  his  office 
in  said  town,  in  accordance  with  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, Richard  Perry  did,  willfully  and  contemptuously,  interrupt  me 
while  engaged  in  the  trial  of  said  case,  and  did  then  and  there  conduct 
himself  so  disorderly  and  insolently  toward  the  said  justice,  and,  by 
making  a  loud  noise  and  a  great  disturbance,  did  interrupt  such  proceed- 
ings, and  impair  the  respect  due  to  the  authority  of  such  justice ;  and, 
on  being  ordered  by  me,  the  said  justice,  to  cease  making  such  noise 
and  disturbance,  he,  the  said  Richard  Perry,  refused  so  to  do,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  he  declared  publicly  and  with  a  loud  voice  that  I  was  a 
partial  justice,  and  that  no  defendant  ever  received  justice  in  a  cause 
tried  before  me  (or  whatever  the  offensive  words  may  be) ;  and  whereas, 
the  said  Richard  Perry  was  brought  before  me,  upon  a  warrant  duly 
issued  by  me  for  that  purpose,  and  the  offense  of  which  he  was  charged 
was  distinctly  stated  to  him,  and  he  was  thereupon  called  upon  to  answer 
to  the  matter  so  charged  against  him,  and  was  allowed  opportunity  to 
be  heard  in  his  defense  thereto  ;  and  whereas,  the  said  Richard  Perry 
did  not  make  any  defense  against  said  charge,  or  show  any  cause  why 
he  should  not  be  convicted  of  contempt,  be  it  therefore  remembered, 
that  the  said  Richard  Perry  is  adjudged  to  be  guilty,  and  is  convicted 
of  the  contempt  aforesaid,  before  the  said  justice,  and  adjudged  by  the 
said  justice  to  pay  a  fine  of  $10,  and  be  imprisoned  in  the  county  jail 
of  said  county  for  the  term  of  five  days,  and  until  he  pays  such  fine,  or 
he  is  duly  discharged  from  imprisonment  according  to  law. 

Given  under  my  hand  this  2d  day  of  June,  1865. 

J.  "WOOD,  Justice. 

In  every  instance  the  statement  of  the  offense  should  be  made  with 
particularity  and  minuteness,  so  as  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
the  statute. 

A  precedent  is  useful  merely  as  a  guide  in  the  matter,  for  the  circum- 
stances of  each  case  will  differ  from  any  precedent,  and  from  almost  any 
other  case.  Two  things  shonld  be  constantly  observed  in  drawing  a  record 
of  conviction ;  one  is,  that  the  offense  is  clearly  one  within  the  mean- 
ing and  intent  of  the  statute,  and  the  other  is  that  the  offense  should 
be  stated  as  nearly  in  the  language  of  the  statute  as  may  be,  with  a  cir- 
cumstantial detail  of  the  acts  constituting  the  offense. 
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Warrant  of  commitment  for  a  contempt. 
County  of  Albany, 

Town  of  Bethlehem. 
The  People  of  the  State  of  New  Yorh,  to  amy  constable  in  saia  county y 
and  to  the  keeper  of  the  common  jail  of  said  county,  greeting: 

Whereas,  etc.  (recite  the  record  of  conviction  so  as  to  show  the  entire 
charge  therein  contained,  omitting  the  conchision  of  the  record,  which 
states  the  conviction  in  the  follovsdng  words' :  "  Be  it  therefore  remem- 
bered," etc.,  and  then  proceed  as  follows) :  And  whereas,  the  said 
Ei chard  Perry  was  thereupon  adjudged  to  be  guilty,  and  was  convicted 
by  me,  the  said  justice,  of  the  criminal  contempt  aforesaid,  and  was 
adjudged  to  pay  a  line  of  $10  and  be  imprisoned  in  the  county 
jail  of  said  county  for  the  term  of  five  days,  and  until  such  line  is  paid 
or  he  is  discharged  from  imprisonment  according  to  law. 

Therefore  you,  the  said  constable,  aj-e  hereby  commanded  to  take, 
convey  and  deliver  the  said  Richard  Perry  into  the  custody  of  the  said 
keeper  of  the  said  jail ;  and  you,  the  said  keeper,  are  hereby  required 
to  receive  the  said  Richard  Perry  into  your  custody  in  the  said  jail, 
and  him  there  safely  keep  during  the  said  term  of  five  days,  and  until 
he  pays  the  said  fine,  or  is  duly  discharged  according  to  law ;  hereof 
fail  not. 

Dated  this  2d  day  of  June,  1865. 

J.  WOOD,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  warrant  must  set  forth  the  particidar  circumstances  of  the  of- 
fense, or  it  will  be  void.     Vol.  1,  p.  4,  §  2874. 

When  a  person  is  committed  to  prison  for  the  non-payment  of  a  fine 
imposed  by  the  justice  for  a  contempt,  he  must  be  discharged  at  the 
expiration  of  ten  days  ;  but  when  he  is  also  committed  for  a  definite 
time,  the  ten  days  must  be  computed  from  the  expiration  of  the  defi- 
nite time.     Id.,  §  2871. 

The  counsel  for  either  of  the  parties  cannot  be  compelled  to  produce 
in  evidence  a  paper  which  came  into  his  hands  as  counsel  by  delivery 
from  his  client,  and  a  refusal  to  produce  such  paper  will  not  justify  a 
conviction  for  a  contempt.  Mallory  v.  Benjam,in,  9  How.  419.  So, 
the  refusal  of  a  party  sworn  in  his  own  behalf  to  answer  a  question 
asked  upon  cross-examination  will  not  justify  a  conviction  for  con- 
tempt. In  order  to  give  the  justice  jurisdiction  to  pimish  a  witness  for 
contempt  for  refusing  to  answer  a  proper  and  pertinent  question,  there 
must  be  an  oath  of  the  party,  at  whose  instance  he  attended,  of  the  ma- 
teriality of  the  testimony.     Rutherford  v.  ITol?nes^6  N.  Y.  368. 

If  a  person  is  erroneously  convicted  of  contempt  in  a  ease  where  the 
acts  done  or  omitted  do  not  legally  amount  to  a  contempt,  the  convic- 
tion may  be  reversed  if  the  proper  steps  are  taken  for  that  purpose. 
,Mallo7y  V.  Benjamin,  9  How.  419.     So,  if  the  justice  excludes  evi- 
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dence  offered  by  the  accused  in  his  defense,  the  error  will  render  the 
commitment  void,  and  the  conviction  may  be  reversed  upon  certiorari. 
People  V.  Porter,  25  Hun,  601.  Upon  such  proceeding  the  determina- 
tion of  the  justice  may  be  reviewed  upon  the  facts  as  well  as  the  law. 
lb.     See  Code  of  Civ.  Pro.,  §  2140. 

If  the  warrant  of  commitment  does  not  set  forth  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances of  the  offense,  it  will  be  void,  and  the  justice  who  issued 
it  and  all  persons  who  act  under  it  will  be  trespassers.  It  will  be  no 
protection  to  the  officer  executing  it  for  the  reason  that  the  invalidity 
of  the  warrant  will  be  apparent  on  its  face. 

To  give  a  justice  of  the  peace  authority  to  commit  a  person  for  con- 
tempt, facts  must  have  arisen  before  him  which  give  him  power  to 
consider  whether  there  has  been  a  contempt  committed  by  such  person. 
When  facts  arise  which  give  him  that  power,  he  has  the  right  to  ad- 
judicate upon  them,  and  he  is  not  liable  to  an  action  although  he  may 
decide  erroneously  as  a  matter  of  law.  But  the  power  to  consider  and 
determine  whether  a  person  is  in  contempt  must  be  based  upon  the 
existence  of  a  state  of  facts  falling  within  some  subdivision  of  sec- 
tion 28 YO  of  the  Code  ;  and  if  a  justice  assumes  to  act  in  any  other 
case,  and  causes  a  person  to  be  imprisoned  under  a  warrant  of  commit- 
ment for  a  contempt,  he  is  liable  to  such  person  for  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  him,  by  reason  of  such  imprisonment,  in  an  action  for  false 
imprisonment.     See  Rutherford  v.  Holmes,  66  N.  Y.  368. 
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CHAPTER    V. 

DAMAGES. 

Section  1.  General  principles.  The  compensation,  recompense, 
or  satisfaction  which  the  law  gives  to  the  party  injured  against  the 
party  causing  or  producing  the  injury  is  termed  damages.  As  a  gen- 
eral rule  the  damages  ought  to  be  precisely  commensurate  with  the 
injury.  But  the  cases  hereafter  cited  will  show  how  far  the  rule  is 
enforced  in  actual  practice,  and  how  far  it  is  modified  or  disregarded. 
In  every  case  the  damages  must  be  the  result  of  the  injury  complained 
of;  whether  it  consists  of  the  withholding  of  a  legal  right,  or  the 
breach  of  a  duty  legally  due  to  the  plaintiff.  General  damages  are 
such  as  necessarily  result  from  the  injury,  and  they  may  be  proved 
under  a  general  allegation  of  damages  in  the  complaint.     Ante,  302. 

The  law  always  presumes  some  damage  to  follow  from  the  violation 
of  any  right  or  duty  implied  by  law,  and  therefore  nominal  damages 
will  be  awarded,  if  none  greater  are  proved.  But  where  the  damages, 
though  the  natural  consequence  of  the  act  complained  of,  are  not  the 
necessary  result  of  it,  they  are  termed  special  damages,  which  the  law 
does  not  imply,  and,  therefore,  in  order  to  prevent  a  surprise  upon  the 
defendant,  they  must  be  particularly  specified  in  the  complaint,  or  the 
plaintiff  will  be  precluded  from  giving  evidence  of  them  on  the  trial. 
AnU,  302. 

There  are  few  instances  in  which  the  right  to  recover  damages  to 
some  amount  will  be  disputed  if  it  is  conceded  that  the  plaintiff  has 
established  a  cause  of  action.  And  yet  there  are  a  few  eases  in  which 
it  is  said  that  no  damages  are  recoverable,  because  the  injury  itself  was 
so  insignificant  as  to  be  beneath  the  notice  of  the  law. 

But,  notwithstanding  some  exceptional  cases,  the  law  generally  gives 
a  remedy  by  way  of  damages  to  the  injured  party.  "  Wherever  the 
common  law  gives  a  right,  or  prohibits  an  injury,  it  also  gives  a  remedy 
by  action."  3  Bla.  Com.  123.  And  see  vol.  2,  p.420.  "  If  a  statute  gives 
a  right,  the  common  law  will  give  a  remedy  to  maintain  that  right ;  a 
fortiori,  where  the  common  law  gives  a  right,  it  gives  a  remedy  to 
assert  it.  This  is  an  injury,  and  every  injury  imports  a  damage." 
Lord  Holt  in  Ashly  v.  WTiite,  1  Salk.  19  :  "  It  is  the  pride  of  the 
common  law,  that  wherever  it  recognizes  or  creates  a  private  right  it 
also  gives  a  remedy  for  a  willful  violation  of  it."  Yates  v.  Joyce,  11 
Johns.  140,  opinion.     "  It  is  a  general  and  very  sound  rule  of  law  that 
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where  an  injury  has  been  sustained,  for  which  the  law  gives  a  remedy, 
that  remedy  shall  be  commensurate  to  the  injury  sustained."  Sedg- 
wick, J.,  in  Roohwood  v.  Allen,  7  Mass.  254.  It  is  a  natural  and  legal 
principle  that  the  compensation  should  be  equivalent  to  the  injury. 
Shippen,  Oh.  J.,  Bussey  v.  Donaldson,  4  Dallas,  206. 

"  The  general  rule  of  law  is  this :  Whoever  does  an  injury  to  an- 
other is  liable  in  damages  to  the  extent  of  that  injury.  It  matters  not 
whether  the  injury  is  to  the  property  or  the  person,  or  the  rights  or 
the  reputation  of  another."  Stoey,  J.,  Dexter  v.  Spear,  4  Mason, 
115.  But  it  is  not  to  be  assumed,  from  this  general  language,  that  the 
law  will  give  a  remedy  for  every  loss  which  one  individual  may  sustain 
from  the  acts  of  another.  If  the  damages  result  from  fraud,  deceit, 
or  malice,  there  are  many  cases  which  are  actionable.  Vol.  1,  pp.  424 
to  427,  619  to  630.  But  there  are  some  few  instances  in  which  one 
person  may  suffer  injury  from  the  acts  of  another,  and  yet  the  law 
gives  no  redress  by  way  of  damages. 

As  a  general  rule,  the  measure  of  damages  is  a  matter  of  law  to  be 
determined  by  the  court.  "  In  cases  where  a  rule  can  be  discovered, 
the  jury  are  bound  to  adopt  it.  That  rule  is,  that  the  plaintifi  should 
recover  so  much  as  will  repair  the  injury  sustained  by  the  misconduct 
of  the  defendant."  Washustgton,  J.,  in  Walher  v.  Smith,  1  Wash. 
C.  0.  152.  Again,  in  reference  to  the  rate  of  damages  on  a  foreign 
bill  of  exchange,  the  court  said :  "  In  this,  as  in  other  cases  of  contract, 
the  rule  by  which  the  amount  or  extent  of  redress  should  be  ascertained 
is  a  question  of  law."     Graves  v.  Dash,  12  Johns.  17,  23. 

Although  the  law  aims  at  furnishing  a  compensation  to  the  injured 
party,  it  will  be  found  that  there  are  few  instances  in  which  such  a 
result  is  actually  attained.  Where  the  injury  which  results  from  the 
acts  or  omissions  of  another  is  from  fraud,  malice,  or  willful  wrong, 
there  are  several  considerations  which  bear  upon  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages. If  the  action  is  founded  upon  an  unpaid  bill  or  note,  or  for  the 
price  of  goods  sold,  or  for  the  value  of  property  paid  for,  but  not 
delivered,  compensation  will  be  measured  by  the  actual  pecuniary  loss 
directly  sustained.  In  such  a  case  no  indirect  loss  is  taken  into  the 
account,  such  as  a  loss  of  profits  that  might  have  been  made  had  the 
contract  been  performed  ;  nor  is  any  notice  taken  of  the  loss  sustained 
by  the  derangement  or  disturbance  of  business  produced  by  the  failure 
to  perform  the  contract,  such  as  loss  of  credit,  or  of  business,  or  even 
the  insolvency  of  the  injured  party.  Neither  is  any  allowance  made  in 
such  a  case  for  mental  anxiety  and  suffering ;  nor  is  any  account  taken 
.pf  the  time  and  money  expended  in  pursuing  a  legal  remedy,  except 
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such  costs,  fees  and  charges  as  the  law  allows  against  the  nnsnccessful 
litigant.  So,  too,  the  law,  as  a  general  rule,  does  not  change  the  rule 
of  damages  by  reason  of  the  motives  of  the  party  who  fails  to  perform 
his  engagement  or  contract ;  and  for  that  reason  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages is  the  same,  whether  the  contract  was  broken  through  honest  ina- 
bility or  fraudulent  design.  There  are  some  cases,  however,  in  which 
the  motives  of  a  party  may  have  an  influence  upon  the  question  of 
damages,  and  these  will  be  noticed  in  a  subsequent  place. 

Nominal  damages.  The  law  recognizes  a  distinction  between 
nominal  and  substantial  damages.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
substantial  damages  the  object  generally  is  to  attempt  to  obtain  a 
remuneration  for  the  loss  actually  sustained,  or  as  near  that  as  the 
law  will  permit.  But  there  are  cases  in  which  the  injury  is  not  such 
as  to  entitle  the  complaining  party  to  substantial  damages,  and  yet  the 
law  will  permit  him  to  recover  nominal  damages.  "Where  there  is  an 
invasion  of  a  legal  right  the  law  infers  some  damage  as  resulting  there- 
from, and  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  any  particular  damage  the  law 
will  award  nominal  damages  if  no  other.  Vol.  2,  p.  473.  If  the 
plaintiff  proves  a  valid  contract,  and  a  breach  of  it  by  the  defend- 
ant, he  is  entitled  to  recover  nominal  damages  at  least.  Devendorf  v. 
Wert,  42  Barb.  227 ;  Mills  v.  OouU,  10  Jones  &  Sp.  119 ;  Fitch  v. 
Fitch,  3  id.  302 ;  Buess  v.  Koch,  52  How.  478 ;  Alfaro  v.  David- 
son, 8  Jones  &  Sp.  87.  By  nominal  damages  is  to  be  understood 
that  a  small  sum  is  given,  as  a  penny  or  a  sixpence,  etc.  In  some  cases 
the  amount  of  damages  recoverable  is  not  important  to  the  plaintiff, 
except  in  so  far  as  it  affects  the  right  of  recovery.  When  the  object 
of  the  action  is  to  establish  a  right  or  title,  the  recovery  of  a  small  sum 
is  as  effectual  as  a  verdict  or  a  judgment  for  a  large  sum.  In  an  action 
for  a  trespass  upon  lands,  or  for  injuries  to  a  water-course,  or  other  cases 
of  a  similar  nature,  the  amount  of '  damages  is  frequently  quite  small. 
Vol.  2,  pp.  472,  473,  507-525.  But  the  judgment  in  relation  to  the 
rights  of  the  parties  is  as  conclusive  as  though  the  largest  damages  were 
awarded. 

Where  a  right  of  action  is  given  by  statute,  and  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled,  on  the  evidence,  to  maintain  an  action,  the  court  ought  not  to 
grant  a  nonsuit,  even  though  the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  are 
merely  nominal.  Quin  v.  Moore,  15  E".  T.  432,  434.  And  the  same 
rule  is  applicable  in  those  cases  in  which  the  common  law  clearly  gives 
a  right  of  action  for  the  recovery  of  some  damages  for  violating  a  clear 
legal  right.  Where  the  action  is  brought  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing a  right  as  in  an  action  of  trespass  to  real  estate,  or  the  like,  and  the 
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plaintiff  establishes  a  right  of  recovery,  then  the  defendant  ought  to  pay 
the  expenses  resulting  from  the  litigation  of  the  question.  There  are 
cases,  however,  in  which  the  action  is  prosecuted- from  motives  of  malice 
or  revenge,  and  in  which  no  important  question  is  involved  ;  and  it  is 
sometimes  a  question  what  ought  to  be  the  decision  in  such  a  case.  That 
such  litigation  ought  not  to  be  encouraged  is  a  point  upon  wliieh  there 
will  be  a  general  agreement ;  but  it  is  not  always  easy  to  apply  a 
proper  corrective  by  way  of  a  legal  disposition  of  the  case.  If,  upon  un- 
disputed evidence,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  some  dama- 
ges, no  court  or  jury  have  a  right  to  disregard  the  law  by  determining 
the  case  against  the  plaintiff ;  and,  in  such  cases,  the  only  legal  mode  of 
disposing  of  the  case  is  to  render  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
for  nominal  damages.  Such  cases  as  these,  however,  are  not  usual,  for 
there  is  seldom  a  trial  in  which  there  is  not  a  fair  issue  made  upon  a 
question  of  fact,  upon  which  there  is  a  conflict  of  evidence  ;  and  when 
in  a  case  of  that  character  a  court  or  jury  can  clearly  see  that  malice 
alone  is  the  motive  for  bringing  the  action,  they  can  apply  the  proper 
corrective,  by  finding  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  This  course 
will  give  full  effect  to  the  principle  of  law  which  declares  against  use- 
less or  vindictive  litigation.  If,  however,  the  plaintiff  make  out  a  clear 
case  according  to  law,  it  is  the  duty  of  a  jury  to  be  very  careful  that 
they  do  not  disregard  their  own  duties  and  their  oaths  by  finding  a 
verdict  against  law  and  evidence,  merely  because  they  suppose  that  the 
plaintiff  was  actuated  by  an  improper  motive  in  bringing  his  action. 

Remote  and  consequential  damages.  It  is  a  general  principle 
that  every  person  is  liable  for  the  consequences  of  his  own  acts,  but  not 
for  the  remote  results  of  the  act  or  injury  complained  of;  or  as  the 
rule  is  commonly  stated,  he  is  liable  for  those  damages  which  are  the 
natural  proximate  or  necessary  consequence  of  his  acts,  but  not  for  re- 
mote or  consequential  damages.  Knight  v.  Wilcox,  14  N.  Y.  413 ; 
Walrath  v.  Bedjield,  11  Barb.  368  ;  City  of  BvooM/yn  v.  Brooklyn 
City  H.  R.  Co.,  47  N".  Y.  475 ;  Ryan  v.  New  York  Central  R.  R., 
35  id.  210.  Actions  under  tlie  Civil  Damage  Act  are  exceptions  to 
this  rule.    Volans  v.  Owen,  74  N.  Y.  526. 

The  principle  here  enunciated  may  seem  to  be  easy  of  application, 
and  in  many  cases  it  is  so  ;  but  there  are  other  instances  in  which  there 
is  no  little  difficulty  in  deciding  whether  a  given  case  falls  within  the 
rule  which  excludes  the  damages  as  too  remote.  A  few  of  the  numer- 
ous cases  will  be  noticed  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  application  of 
the  rule  in  actions  of  contract  and  also  those  of  tort. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  loss  of  property  by  reason  of 
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the  spreading  of  fire  negligently  set  upon  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  court  defined  remote  damages  as  those  which  are  not  the  ordi- 
nary and  natural,  not  the  expected,  not  the  necessary  and  usual  result  of 
the  negligent  act,  or,  as  those  which  depend  upon  the  concurrence  of 
accidental  and  varying  circumstances  over  which  the  negligent  party 
has  no  control.  Eyan  v.  New  York  Central  R.  R.,  35  N.  Y. 
210.     See  Webh  v.  Rom^,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  49  id.  420,  427. 

A  loss  in  no  way  connected  with  the  breach  of  contract,  although 
sustained  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  plaintiff  to  fulfil  it,  is  too  re- 
mote to  be  recoverable  as  damages  in  an  action  for  the  breach.  Candy 
V.  Camdy,  10  Him,  88. 

Loss  of  profits  are  frequently  claimed  as  part  of  the  damages  arising 
from  a  breach  of  contract,  and  are  sometimes  recoverable  as  such,  and 
in  other  cases  are  excluded  as  too  remote. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  a  steamboat,  the  defense  was  that 
a  portion  of  the  machinery  was  unsound  ;  that  in  consequence  of  such 
imperfections  considerable  delay  was  caused  in  the  use  of  the  vessel, 
and  the  defendant  claimed  to  deduct  not  only  the  amount  necessary  to 
remedy  the  actual  defects,  but  also  for  the  loss  of  profits  upon  the  trips 
which  might  have  been  run  during  the  time  the  vessel  was  delayed  for 
the  purpose  of  repairs;  but  the  court  disallowed  the  claim  as  to  the 
profits  as  too  remote.  Blanohard  v.  Ely,  21  Wend.  342. 

So,  in  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  a  steam  engine,  boilers,  and 
other  apparatus,  the  defendant  cannot  recoup  the  gains  and  profits  which 
would  have  arisen  from  the  use  of  the  engine  if  it  had  been  dehvered  at 
the  time  agreed ;  such  damages  are  too  remote.  Freeman  v.  Clute,  3 
Barb.  424;  Oriffin  v.  Colver,  22  id.  687.  The  latter  of  the  cases  cited 
was  affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals,  and  the  rule  laid  down  by  that 
court  was  that  where  there  is  a  breach  of  a  contract  whch  stipulates 
for  the  delivery,  at  a  certain  day,  of  a  steam  engine,  built  and  pur- 
chased for  the  purpose  of  driving  a  planing  mill,  and  other  definite 
machinery,  the  ordinary  rent  or  hire  which  could  have  been  obtained 
for  the  use  of  the  machinery  whose  operation  was  suspended  for  the 
want  of  the  steam  engine  may  be  recovered  as  damages.  Griffin  v.  Colver, 
16  N.  Y.  489.  The  general  rule  is  that  the  party  injured  by  a  breach  of 
contract  is  entitled  to  recover  all  his  damages,  including  gains  prevented 
as  well  as  losses  sustained,  provided  they  are  certain,  and  such  as  might 
naturally  be  expected  to  follow  the  breach.  Smeed  v.  Foord,  1  Ell.  & 
E.  602 ;  White  v.  MiUer,  71  N.  Y.  118  ;  S.  C,  27  Am.  Rep.  13 ;  Mess- 
more  V.  New  York  Shot  and  Lead  Co.,  40  N".  Y.  422 ;  Griffin  v.  CoU 
ver,  16  id.  489  ;  Masterton  v.  Mayor  of  Brooklyn,  7  Hill,  61 ;  Hein- 
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mem  V.  Heard,  50  N.  Y.  27  ;  Smith  v.  Flamders,  129  Mass.  322  ;  Cox 
V.  McLaughlin,  54  Cal.  605.  But  mere  contingent  or  speculative 
gains  or  losses,  with  respect  to  which  no  means  exist  of  ascertaining 
with  any  certainty  whether  they  would  have  resulted  or  not,  are  ex- 
cluded. Whitey.  Miller,  71  N.  Y.  118 ;  S.  C,  27  Am.  Rep.  13  ;  Grif- 
fin V.  Colver,  16  N".  Y.  489 ;  Hamilton  v.  MoPherson,  28  id.  72.  It 
is  only  uncertain  and  contingent  profits,  therefore,  which  the  law  ex- 
cludes ;  not  such  as,  being  the  immediate  and  necessary  result  of  the 
breach  of  the  contract,  may  be  fairly  supposed  to  have  entered  into 
the  contemplation  of  the  parties  when  they  made  it,  and  are  capable  of 
being  definitely  ascertained  by  reference  to  established  market  rates. 
And  generally,  the  damages  recoverable  for  a  breach  of  contract  are 
such  as  may  reasonably  be  considered  to  have  arisen  naturally  from 
such  breach,  or  such  as  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  they  made  the  contract,  as  the 
probable  result  of  its  breach.  Mihills  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Day,  50  Iowa, 
250  ;  Billmsyer  v.   Wagrher,  91  Penn.  St.  92. 

Where  the  lessor  of  a  dairy  has  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  his  agree- 
ment to  put  the  barns  on  the  premises  in  a  good  state  of  repair,  the  les- 
see cannot  recover  the  damages  sustained  by  injuries  to  the  cows  and 
young  cattle,  or  the  increase  of  food  and  the  decrease  of  produce  re- 
sulting from  the  state  of  the  barns,  because  these  damages  are  alto- 
gether too  remote  and  contingent.  Dorwin  v.  Potter,  5  Denio,  306  ; 
vol.  2,  p.  759. 

In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  implied  warranty  of  title,  on  the 
sale  of  a  horse,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  price  paid  by  the  pur- 
chaser, with  the  interest  thereon,  and  the  costs  recovered  against  the 
purchaser  in  an  action  b}'  the  then  owner ;  but  the  costs  incurred  in 
the  defense  of  the  action  by  the  purchaser  are  too  remote,  and  cannot 
be  recovered.  Armstrong  v.  Percy,  5  Wend.  535  ;  Burt  v.  Dewey, 
31  Barb.  540. 

A  brief  notice  will  now  be  taken  of  actions  for  a  tort.  In  cases  of 
•deliberate  or  malicious  wrong,  the  law  generally  gives  very  liberal  re- 
lief ;  and  in  cases  of  reckless  or  mischievous  acts  which  are  injurious 
to  others,  and  even  where  exemplary  damages  are  not  claimed,  the 
party  in  the  wrong  is  frequently  made  answerable  for  consequences 
very  remote  from  the  original  act.  In  one  old  case  the  defendant 
threw  a  squib  into  the  market-house,  which  fell  on  the  stall  of  a 
gingerbread  seller ;  he,  to  save  himself,  threw  it  on  another  stall ;  the 
proprietor  of  the  second  stall  also  threw  it  off,  and,  in  so  doing,  it 
struck  the  plaintiff  and  put  out  his  eye ;  here  it  was  held  that  the  in- 
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jury  was  the  direct  and  immediate  act  of  the  defendant,  and  that  he 
was  liable  for  the  damages.  Scott  v.  Shepherd,  2  W.  Bla,  892.  So, 
where  the  defendant  went  up  in  a  balloon,  which  descended  in  the 
plaintiffs  garden,  a  short  distance  from  the  place  of  ascent,  and  the  de- 
fendant, being  entangled  and  in  a  perilous  situation,  called  for  help, 
and  a  crowd  of  people  broke  through  the  fences  into  the  plaintiffs 
garden,  and  beat  and  trod  down  his  vegetables  and  flowers,  it  was  held 
that,  though  ascending  in  a  balloon  was  not  an  unlawful  act,  yet,  as 
the  defendant's  descent,  under  the  circumstances,  would  ordinarily  and 
naturally  draw  the  crowd  into  the  garden,  either  from  a  desire  to  assist 
him  or  to  gratify  a  curiosity  which  he  had  excited,  he  was  answerable 
for  all  the  damage  done  to  the  garden  of  the  plaintiff,  including  that 
done  by  the  crowd.  Quille  v.  Swan,  19  Johns.  381.  So,  where  the 
defendant,  having  quarreled  with  a  boy,  pursued  him  with  a  pickax, 
and  followed  him  into  the  plaintiffs  store,  where  in  his  effort  at  flight, 
he  committed  unintentional  damage,  the  defendant  was  held  responsible 
for  the  damage  done.  Vanderiburgh  v.  T/'uax,  4  Denio,  464.  And 
for  a  further  illustration  of  these  principles  see  vol.  2,  pp.  418^24. 
§  2.  Actions  for  breach  of  contracts.  The  law  in  relation  to  con- 
tracts in  general,  and  as  to  the  right  of  action  which  may  arise  from 
the  breach  of  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  has  been  sufficiently 
noticed  in  volume  one.  The  cases  which  will  be  here  noticed  relate  to 
the  measure  of  damages  recoverable  in  actions  founded  upon  a  breach 
of  contract.  "Where  nominal  damages  will  be  awarded  has  been  already 
seen,  ante,  772.  And  it  now  remains  to  ascertain  and  determine  what 
rule  is  applicable  where  the  damagep  claimed  are  stibstantial.  And,  in 
the  first  place,  it  will  be  observed  that  there  are  two  principles  which 
are  prominently  kept  in  view  in  all  such  discussions.  One  of  these 
principles  is,  that  the  plaintiff  must  show  that  he  has  sustained  damage, 
and  the  law  will  not  give  actual  compensation  unless  in  those  cases 
in  which  there  has  been  actual  loss.  The  other  principle  is  that  the 
contract  itself  furnishes  the  measure  of  damages.  The  exceptions  to 
these  rules  will  be  noticed  while  examining  the  cases  cited  hereafter. 
And,  since  they  are  so  intimately  related  and  connected,  the  most  con- 
venient method  will  be  to  discuss  them  together.  There  are  numerous 
cases  in  which  the  parties  may  legally  fix  the  amount  of  damages  by  a 
special  agreement  for  that  purpose  ;  and  when  this  is  done  in  a  case  in 
which  the  law  permits  the  agreement,  the  contract  of  the  parties  will 
furnish  the  measure  of  damages,  or,  in  other  words,  they  establish  a 
nile  for  themselves,  which  will  be  the  law  of  the  case.  The  general 
rule  is  that  in  all  actions  for  the  mere  breach  of  a  contract,  the  dam- 
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ages  are  to  be  limited  to  the  consequence  of  the  breach  alone,  without 
any  regard  to  the  motives  which  induced  the  violation  of  the  contract. 
To  this  general  rule  there  are  two  exceptions,  one  of  them  relates  to  a 
Bale  of  real  estate,  and  the  other  to  a  breach  of  marriage  promise. 
This  subject  will  be  further  noticed  hereafter. 

The  principle  that  the  contract  furnishes  the  measure  of  damages  is 
not,  in  all  cases,  to  be  so  construed  as  to  enable  a  party  who  performs 
his  part  of  a  contract  to  recover  from  the  defaulting  party  the  entire 
sum  named  in  the  agreement ;  for  there  are  many  instances  in  which 
it  has  been  held  that,  in  actions  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  the  meas- 
ure of  damages  is  not  the  price  stipulated  to  be  paid  on  full  perform- 
ance, but  the  actual  injury  sustained  by  the  defendant's  default.  The 
reason  for  such  a  decision  is,  that  although  the  contract  furnishes  the 
measure  of  damages,  it  is  still  subject  to  the  qualification  of  the  other 
rule  that  compensation  is  given  for  the  actual  loss. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  in  not  furnishing  freight 
for  transportation  as  the  defendant  agreed,  the  plaintiflE  claimed  to  re- 
cover the  entire  price  agreed  upon  for  the  transportation  of  a  number 
of  horses  upon  a  canal  boat.  It  was  shown  that  the  plaintiff  tendered 
performance  on  his  part,  and  that  there  was  a  neglect  or  refusal  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant ;  yet  the  court  held  that  the  measure  of  damages 
was  not  the  sum  or  price  agreed  to  be  paid  on  performance,  but  that  it 
was  limited  to  the  actual  loss  and  injury  sustained  by  the  defendant's 
non-performance.  Shannon  v.  Oomstook,  21  Wend,  457.  So,  where  the 
plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  defendant  to  do  certain  work,  and  he 
commenced  and  partially  performed  the  job,  but  the  defendant  then 
countermanded  the  order,  though  the  plaintiff  went  on  and  completed 
the  job,  and  then  sued  to  recover  the  stipulated  price ;  it  was  held  that 
he  could  not  recover  that  sum,  and  that  the  measure  of  damages  was  a 
compensation  for  the  work  done  before  the  countermand,  including  the 
materials  furnished,  and  also  such  damages  as  resulted  from  the  defend- 
ant's breacli  of  the  contract.  Clark  v.  Marsiglia,  1  Denio,  317.  See 
vol.  1,  pp.  231,  232. 

In  an  old  case  the  action  was  founded  upon  an  agreement  by  the  de- 
fendant to  purchase  a  horse,  and  the  agreed  price  was  to  be  settled  thus : 
The  defendant  was  to  pay  one  barleycorn  for  the  first  nail  in  the  horse's 
shoes,  and  then  to  give  two  for  the  second,  and  afterward  doubling 
the  number  for  each  nail  in  the  shoes.  It  appeared  that  there  were 
thirty-two  nails  in  the  shoes,  and  that  the  quantity  of  barley,  at  the 
agreed  rate,  would  amount  to  five  hundred  quarters.  The  judge  who 
tried  the  case  directed  the  jury  to  disregard  the  contract,  and  to  give 
98 
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the  value  of  the  horse  as  damages,  which  was  £8,  which  was  done. 
James  v.  Morgan^  1  Levinz,  111.  And  see  Thornborow  v.  Whiteacre, 
2  Ld.  Raym.  1164.  Such  extreme  cases,  however,  are  rare,  and  when 
they  do  occur,  the  decision  is  put  upon  the  ground  that  the  contra^it  is 
unconscionable,  and  the  court  gives  judgment  for  such  sum  as  is  reason- 
able and  just,  without  regarding  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

In  an  action  by  an  assignee  of  a  right  of  action  for  a  breach  of 
warranty,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  same  as  though  the  action 
had  been  brought  by  the  assignor.  Sweet  v.  Bradley,  24  Barb.  549. 
See,  also, vol.  2,  p.351.  In  such  a  case  the  assignee  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  full  amount  of  the  claim  or  demand  without  any  reference  to 
the  sum  which  he  may  have  paid  for  it.  lb.  But  there  are  cases  in  which 
the  plaintiff  may  have  a  sufficient  title  or  interest  in  a  claim  or  de- 
mand or  in  property,  to  entitle  him  to  maintain  an  action,  although 
he  may  not  be  entitled  to  recover  the  entire  or  full  value.  And  in 
an  action  between  the  general  owner  of  property  and  one  having 
only  a  lien  upon  it,  or  a  special  interest  in  it,  when  the  latter  prevails, 
his  damages  are  limited  to  the  amount  of  his  lien  or  special  interest. 
Seaman  v.  Luce,  23  Barb.  240  ;  Rhoads  v.  Woods,  41  id.  471.  Where 
there  is  neither  fraud  nor  an  express  agreement  to  pay  damages,  the 
general  rule  is  that  no  damages  are  recoverable  for  any  thing  which 
occurs  antecedent  to  the  closing  of  the  contract ;  and,  therefore,  no 
damages  can  be  allowed  for  the  time  spent  in  making  a  contract  which 
is  subsequently  broken.  Durkee  v.  Matt,  8  Barb.  423,  427.  And  in 
an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  the  defendant  may  show,  if  he 
can,  that  the  fulfillment  of  the  contract  would  have  cost  the  plaintiff 
more  than  he  was  to  receive  from  the  defendant  for  such  performance. 
lb. 

If  one  contracts  for  board  and  lodgings,  for  a  specified  time  at  an 
agreed  price,  and  he  subsequently  leaves  before  the  expiration  of  the 
time,  without  just  cause,  the  other  party  will  not  be  entitled  to  recover 
the  stipulated  price  as  damages,  but  merely  the  actual  damages  sustained 
by  the  breach  of  the  contract.  Wilson  v.  Martvn,  1  Denio,  602 ; 
Spencer  v.  Halstead,  id.  606.  See  Wetmore  v.  Jaffray,  9  Hun,  140 ; 
De  Lavalette  v.  Wendt,  11  id.  433.  And  so  where  a  contract  is  made 
for  the  use  of  lodging  rooms  for  a  specified  period,  and  the  defendant 
occupies  them  a  small  portion  of  the  time,  and  then  leaves  them  with- 
out legal  cause,  the  plaintiff  will  be  limited  to  the  damages  actually  sus- 
tained by  the  breach.  Oreene  v.  Waggoner,  2  Hilt.  297.  But  if  the 
defendant  claims  that  any  thing  has  been  received,  or  might  have  been 
received,  for  the  use  of  the  rooms  by  way  of  mitigation  of  damages,  the 
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burden  of  proof  is  on  him,  for  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  show 
affirmatively  that  he  could  not  have  rented  the  rooms.  lb.  And  see  Cos- 
tigan  v.  Mohawk  cfe  Hudson  H.  R.  Co.,  2  Denio,  609 ;  and  vol.  1,  pp. 
231,  232,  233. 

Where  there  is  an  apprenticeship  by  deed  and  the  apprentice  unlaw- 
fully quits  the  service,  the  master  cati  only  recover  damages  up  to  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  not  prospective  damages 
up  to  the  time  when  the  term  of  apprenticeship  would  end.  Lewis  v. 
JPeaohey,  1  Hurlst.  &  Colt.  518.  In  such  a  case,  the  deed  is  still  in 
force,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  damages  for  the  absence  of 
the  apprentice  up  to  the  end  of  the  term  while,  at  the  same  time,  he 
has  a  right  to  the  apprentice's  services.  lb. 

In  an  action  by  one  partner  against  the  other,  for  dissolving  the 
partnership  in  violation  of  a  provision  fixing  its  continuance  for  a  cer- 
tain term,  the  plaintiff  may  recover  probable  profits  for  the  time  inter- 
mediate the  dissolution  and  the  end  of  the  term  contracted  for.  Bag- 
ley  V.  Smith,  10  N.  Y.  489.  And  evidence  as  to  the  amount  of  the  past 
profits  is  admissible  as  a  means  of  estimating  the  damages  sustained. 

lb. 

In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  a  continuing  convenant  to  keep  in  repair 
a  gate  upon  the  plaintiff's  lands,  the  measure  of  damages  is  not  such  a 
sum  as  will  enable  the  plaintiff  to  repair  or  rebuild  the  gate,  but  nominal 
damages  for  the  breach,  and  such  additional  actual  damages  as  may  have 
accrued  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  entry  of  cattle  upon  his  lands,  or  otherwise, 
in  consequence  of  the  defendant's  neglect.  Beach  v.  Grain,  2  N.  Y. 
86  ;  S.  C,  2  Barb.  120.  In  such  a  case  the  covenant  is  a  continuing  one, 
and  a  recovery  in  one  action  does  not  bar  another  action  for  damages  sub- 
sequently  accruing  from  a  neglect  to  make  such  repairs.  lb.  But  a 
bond  conditioned  to  furnish  the  obligee  and  his  wife  with  all  necessary 
meat,  drink,  lodging,  washing,  clothes,  etc.,  during  both  and  each  of 
their  natural  lives,  is  an  entire  contract,  and  a  failure  by  the  obligor  to 
provide  for  the  obligee  and  his  wife  according  to  the  substance  and  spirit 
of  the  covenant  amounts  to  a  total  breach ;  and  full  and  final  damages 
may  be  recovered,  for  the  future  as  well  as  the  past.     Shaffer  v.  Lee,  8 

Barb.  412. 

In  an  action  on  an  instrument  which  purports  to  assign  a  judgment, 
when  there  was,  in  fact,  no  such  judgment,  the  measure  of  damages  is 
the  value  of  the  property  owned  by  the  alleged  judgment  debtor,  and 
which  might  have  been  taken  on  an  execution  at  the  time  of  the  pre- 
tended  assignment,  not  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  alleged  judgment 
Jansen  v.  Ball,  6  Cow.  628. 
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The  measure  of  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  covenant  in  an  assign- 
ment of  a  judgment  against  several  defendants  that  the  whole  amount 
is  due  and  unpaid,  when  in  fact  the  only  solvent  judgment  debtor  has 
been  released,  is  the  difference  in  value  of  the  judgment  as  it  was  when 
transferred  and  as  it  would  have  been  had  not  the  release  been  exe- 
cuted. Bennett  v.  Bioohan,  61  N.  Y.  222.  The  measure  of  damages 
for  the  breach  of  a  guaranty  of  the  amount  due  on  a  note  is  the  loss 
sustained  by  the  breach,  which  will  be  the  value  of  a  judgment  against 
the  maker,  if  one  has  been  obtained,  or  the  full  amount  due  on  the 
note  as  stated  in  the  guaranty,  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  action,  if  the 
maker  is  solvent  but  has  proved  payment.  Head  v.  Qreen,  5  Biss. 
311.  See  Glarh  v.  Hampton,  1  Hun,  612.  In  an  action  against  bank- 
ers to  recover  damages  for  omitting  to  present  a  note  for  payment  at 
maturity,  and  to  charge  the  indorser,  the  amount  of  the  note  is  prima 
facie  the  rule  of  damages,  but  the  defendants  may  show  that  the  in- 
dorser was  not  pecuniarily  responsible,  and  the  recovery  will  then  be 
limited  to  the  damages  sustained,  having  reference  to  the  amount  of 
property  owned  by  the  indorser.  Bridge  v.  Mason,  45  Barb.  37. 
See  Clarlc  v.  Hampton,  1  Hun,  612 ;  S.  0.,  4  JST.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  & 
C.)  75. 

A  telegraph  company  received  from  the  plaintiff  a  message  inform- 
ing the  person  to  whom  it  was  addressed  where  he  could  get  a  certain 
sum  of  money,  which  message  was,  by  the  negligence  of  the  company, 
delayed  until  it  was  too  late  for  the  money  to  be  used  as  the  plaintiff  in- 
tended, in  consequence  of  which  neglect  he  lost  a  valuable  contract,  and 
was  also  compelled,  by  the  terms  of  his  contract,  to  pay  a  large  sum  in 
damages.  But  the  company  was  not  informed  that  the  money  was  in- 
tended for  any  particular  use,  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  of  the  company  any  thing  more  than  the  amount  paid  for  the 
message,  and  the  amount  of  interest  which  accrued  on  the  sum  speci- 
fied in  the  message  during  the  time  it  was  delayed.  Landsberger  v. 
Magnetic  Telegraph  Co.,  32  Barb.  530.  See  Baldwin  v.  United 
States  Telegraph  Co.,  45  JST.  Y.  744 ;  S.  C,  6  Am.  Rep.  165. 

The  well-settled  rule  in  such  cases  is,  that  the  damages  must  be  such 
as  may  fairly  be  supposed  to  have  entered  into  the  contemplation  of 
the  parties  when  they  made  the  contract ;  that  is,  they  must  be  such  as 
might  naturally  be  expected  to  follow  its  violation.  lb. ;  Griffin  v. 
Cdver,  16  N".  Y.  489  ;  Hadley  v.  Baxendale,  9  Exch.  341  ;  HamiUon 
V.  McPherson,  28  N.  Y.  72  ;  United  States  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Gilder- 
sieve,  29  Md.  232,  "Whenever  special  or  extraordinary  damages,  such 
as  would  not  naturally  or  ordinarily  follow  a  breach,  have  been  awarded 
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for  the  non-performance  of  contracts,  whether  for  the  sale  or  carriage 
of  goods,  or  for  the  delivery  of  messages  by  telegraph,  it  has  been  for 
the  reason  that  the  contracts  have  been  made  with  reference  to  peculiar 
circumstances  known  to  both  parties,  and  the  particular  loss  has  been 
in  the  contemplation  of  both,  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract,  as  a 
contingency  that  might  follow  the  non-performance.  Baldwin  v. 
United  States  Telegraph  Co.,  45  N.  Y.  744 ;  S.  C,  6  Am.  Rep.  165. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  delay  in  fulfilling  a  contract  to  repair  a 
vessel,  by  reason  of  which  the  other  party  lost  the  use  of  it  in  the 
mean  time,  is  the  rent  or  price  which  would  be  paid  for  the  charter  of 
the  vessel  during  the  period  of  delay,  and  not  the  probable  profits. 
Rogers  v.  Beard,  36  Barb.  31. 

"Where  there  is  an  executory  contract  for  the  performance  of  work, 
and  it  is  provided  that  payments  shall  be  made  as  the  work  progresses, 
but  the  contract  is  rescinded  by  the  employer  by  a  refusal  to  fulfill  it, 
and  the  other  party  consequently  abandons  the  work,  the  covenants  for 
the  payment  of  installments  subsequent  to  the  time  at  which  the  work 
was  abandoned,  though  independent  covenants,  become  mere  penalties, 
and  the  measure  of  damages  is  merely  the  actual  losses  and  expendi- 
tures of  the  party  employed.  Skinner  v.  White,  17  Johns.  357.  And 
see  Skinner  v.  Dayton,  19  id.  513  ;  Masterton  v.  Mayor  of  Brooklyn, 
7  Hill,  61 ;  Story  v.  JV.  T.  <&  Ea^lem  E.E.,Q  N.  Y.  85. 

Where  work  is  done  under  a  special  contract,  at  estimated  prices, 
and  there  is  a  deviation  from  the  original  plan,  by  consent,  the  esti- 
mates are  to  be  the  rule  of  payment  so  far  as  the  special  contract  can 
be  traced,  and  for  the  extra  labor  the  party  is  entitled  to  recover  upon 
a  qvMntum  meruit,  with  the  addition  of  such  sums  as  may  be  requisite 
to  compensate  for  the  extra  expense  caused  by  the  defendant's  inter- 
ruption of  the  work.  Dubois  v.  Del.  cfc  E.-O.  Go.,  4  "Wend.  285; 
S.  C,  12  id.  334 ;  15  id.  87. 

So,  where  work  is  to  be  done  according  to  a  certain  plan,  and 
for  a  specified  sum,  and  the  parties  abandon  the  plan  by  consent,  so  that 
it  is  impossible  to  trace  the  contract  in  the  work  done,  the  measure  of 
compensation  is  the  value  of  the  work,  which  may  be  recovered  as 
though  no  contract  had  been  entered  into.  Hollinsead  v.  Maotier,  13 
"Wend.  276.  But  where  there  is  a  special  contract  to  do  specified  work 
at  stipulated  prices,  and  the  employer  is  to  furnish  the  materials,  which 
he  does,  for  a  part  of  the  work,  and  then  neglects  to  furnish  the  rest 
of  the  materials  in  season,  in  consequence  of  which  the  laborer  aban- 
dons the  job,  the  measure  of  damages  is  not  the  value  of  the  work 
done  by  estimating  its  value  as  though  no  contract  had  been  made,  but 
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the  recovery  must  be  governed  by  the  contract-price,  unless  the  plaint- 
iff shows  affirmatively  that  the  defendant's  neglect  rendered  the  work 
more  expensive,  or  that  it  had  to  be  done  at  a  less  favorable  season  of 
the  year,  at  an  additional  expense.     Koon  v.  Greenmcm,  7  Wend.  121. 

As  to  the  rule  where  an  employee  is  improperly  discharged,  see  vol. 
1,  pp.  229,  330.  Where  an  employee  improperly  abandons  his  employer's 
service,  in  a  case  where  he  had  hired  out  to  serve  for  a  specified  time, 
the  legal  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  between  the  wages  agreed 
to  be  paid  to  the  defendant  and  the  price  which  the  plaintiff  was 
obliged  to  pay  for  labor  to  supply  his  place.  Peters  v.  Whitney,  23 
Barb.  24.  Injuries  which  may  occur  to  the  plaintiff's  crops  by  reason 
of  the  defendant's  leaving  the  service  cannot  be  considered,  and  evi- 
deuce  of  such  damages  is  inadmissible.  Tb. 

There  are  cases  in  which  a  party  is  excused  from  the  full  perform- 
ance of  a  special  contract,  in  the  event  of  sickness  or  death.  Yol.  1, 
p.  234.  In  such  cases  the  laborer  may  recover  the  actual  value  of  the 
services  rendered.  Wolfe  v.  Howes,  20  N.  T.  197.  But  the  re- 
covery must  be  for  what  the  services  are  reasonably  worth ;  and  if  they 
have  not  been  worth  any  thing,  there  can  be  no  recovery.  Clark  v. 
Gilbert,  32  Barb.  577.  The  contract-price  which  was  to  be  paid  for 
the  completed  service  is  not  the  measure  of  compensation  for  the  par- 
tial and  interrupted  service.  lb.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the 
value  of  services  rendered  under  a  contract  which  was  void  by  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds,  because  the  contract  was  not  to  be  performed  within  a  year, 
the  plaintiff  may  recover  according  to  the  contract-price,  if  there  is  no 
other  evidence  of  value  given  by  either  party  and  the  plaintiff  is  not 
precluded  from  recovering  any  thing  by  reason  of  his  refusal  to  go  on 
with  the  contract.  Nones  v.  Homer,  2  Hilt.  116.  But  when  at  the 
commencement  of  the  term  of  service  the  plaintiff  was  ignorant  of  the 
business  in  which  he  was  employed,  and  ordinary  skill  therein  was 
acquired  only  by  instruction  and  practical  experience  for  a  considerable 
time,  the  rate  of  compensation  fixed  by  the  void  agreement  for  the 
entire  term  is  not  even  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  value  of  services 
rendered  for  only  a  portion  of  the  time.  Galvin  v.  Prentice,  45  If. 
T.  162 ;  S.  C,  6  Am.  Rep.  58.  If  the  void  contract  is  fully  performed 
by  the  person  rendering  the  services,  the  compensation  fixed  by  the 
contract  will  be  the  measure  of  the  recovery.  Van  Valkenhurg  v. 
Oroffut,  15  Hun,  147.  But  where  the  agreement  provides  that  services 
are  to  be  paid  for  in  land,  or  by  a  permanent  lease  of  land,  the  contract 
is  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  the  measure  of  damages  is  the 
value  of  the  services  rendered,  not  the  value  of  the  land  or  of  the 
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lease.  Erb&n  v.  Zorillard,  19  N".  T.  299.  And  evidence  of  the  value 
of  the  land  or  of  the  lease  is  not  admissible  evidence  if  objected  to. 
lb.  Kmg  v.  Brown,  2  Hill,  485,  and  Burlmgame  v.  Burlmgame, 
1  Cow.  92,  are  overruled  on  these  points. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  services  upon 
a  quantum  jneridt,  and  upon  the  trial  the  only  evidence  of  value  is 
proof  of  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  pay  a  specified 
sum,  this  constitutes  the  measure  of  damages.  Ludlow  v.  Dole,  62 
N.  T.  617. 

Actions  upon  bills  or  notes.  In  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  exchange 
or  a  promissory  note,  where  there  is  no  question  made  as  to  the  cur- 
rency or  rate  of  exchange,  the  rule  is  established  by  law,  and  is  fixed 
and  arbitrary.  The  plaintiff  will  recover  precisely  the  legal  rate  of 
interest,  neither  more  nor  less.  The  actual  damages  may  be,  and  they 
frequently  are,  much  greater.  The  non-payment  of  the  money  at  the 
time  when  it  was  due  may  have  been  a  cause  of  great  inconvenience  to 
the  creditor,  or  it  may  have  caused  him  serious  and  positive  loss,  even 
to  the  extent  of  causing  him  to  fail  in  business.  And  yet  the  law  does 
not  take  into  account  these  remote  results,  nor  allow  any  damages  for 
them.  But  while  it  is  true  that  the  creditor  cannot  recover  any  thing 
but  the  legal  rate  of  interest,  he  is  also  relieved  from  proving  any 
damages  whatever.  And  if  the  money  is  not  paid  or  tendered  when 
it  is  due  or  before  action  is  brought,  the  plaintiff  will  recover  legal  in- 
terest, even  though  he  could  not  have  loaned  out  the  money  for  inter- 
est if  it  had  been  duly  paid. 

Notes  are  frequently  given  which  are  payable  in  specific  articles. 
They  usually  specify  the  amount  intended  to  be  paid,  and  contain  a 
promise  to  pay  the  amount  in  chattels  of  a  particular  character.  Some- 
times the  nimiber  or  quantity  of  articles  is  mentioned,  and  at  other 
times  the  promise  is  general  to  pay  a  given  sum  in  a  kind  of  chattels 
mentioned.  The  time  when,  and  the  place  where,  such  notes  are  paya- 
ble is  discussed  in  vol.  1,  pp.  722-729.  But  it  is  sometimes  a  question 
whether  such  notes  are  to  be  considered  as  contracts  for  the  payment 
of  money,  or  agreements  for  the  delivery  of  goods.  In  this  State  such 
contracts  are  held  to  be  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  goods,  provided 
the  promisor  complies  strictly  with  the  terms  of  his  contract  by  de- 
livering the  chattels  in  due  time  and  manner.  But  if  the  promisor 
neglects  to  avail  himself  of  the  option  or  privilege  allowed  to  him 
of  paying  in  chattels,  then  the  contract  is  regarded  as  a  promise  to 
pay  the  debt  in  money,  with  interest  from  the  time  of  the  default.  ' 
.Fletcher  y.Derrichson,  3  Bosw.  181,  189.     An  action  was  brought 
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upon  a  chatteUnote  in  this  form :  "  For  value  received,  I  promise  to 
pay  A.  B.  $79.50,  on,  etc.,  in  salt,  at  foui'teen  shillings  per  larrel" 
and  it  was  held  that  the  measure  of  damages  was  the  sum  specified 
in  the  note,  and  not  the  value  of  the  salt,  on  the  day  specified  for 
payment.  Pinney  v.  Qleason,  5  Wend.  393  ;  reversing  S.  C,  6  Cow. 
152.  And  see  Brooks  v.  Huhbard,  3  Conn.  58;  Perry  v.  Smith,  22 
Vt.  301,  and  Clark  v.  Pinney,  7  Cow.  681. 

It  does  not  make  any  difference  in  the  rule  of  damages  whether  the 
price  of  the  chattels  has  increased  or  depreciated  in  value,  nor  whether 
the  value  of  the  chattels  at  the  time  fixed  for  payment  is  greater  or 
less  than  the  sum  specified  in  the  note,  because  the  amount  of  the  debt, 
with  interest  from  the  time  when  payment  should  have  been  made,  is 
the  measure  of  damages  in  any  event.  lb. ;  Fletcher  v.  Derrickson,  3 
Bosw.  181,  189. 

There  are  other  contracts  which  provide  for  the  payment  of  chattels, 
although  the  promise  is  not  in  the  usual  form  of  a  chattel  note,  yet,  in 
legal  effect,  it  is  treated  as  a  chattel  note.  Where  an  agreement  is 
made  between  a  debtor  and  his  creditor,  that  the  former  will  make  and 
deliver  to  the  latter  a  specified  sum  of  money  in  merchandise,  of  a 
specified  description,  at  a  certain  sum  per  pound,  "  to  be  paid  on  speci- 
fied days,"  and  that  the  latter  will  apply  it  on  debts,  for  which  he  also 
has  security,  such  agreement  or  contract  is,  in  legal  effect,  a  promissory 
note,  payable  in  chattels,  and  the  measure  of  damages,  where  there  is  a 
breach  of  the  agreement,  is  the  amount  so  agreed  to  be  paid,  whether 
the  action  is  brought  against  the  principal  debtor  or  against  his  sure- 
ties, fletcher  v.  Derrickson,  3  Bosw.  181.  In  such  a  case  it  is  of  no 
consequence  whether  the  market-price  of  the  article  is  greater  or  less 
than  the  price  at  which  it  was  to  be  received.  lb. 

Interest  as  damages  in  actions  on  contract.  The  subject  of  in- 
terest has  already  been  fully  discussed.  Vol.  2,  pp.  137-155.  And 
whenever  interest  is  payable  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  or  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  then  interest  may  be  allowed  by  way  of  damages.  And 
whenever  the  law  gives  interest  as  a  matter  of  right,  it  is  not  discre- 
tionary with  a  court  or  jury  whether  to  allow  or  refuse  it.  If  not  al- 
lowed in  those  cases  in  which  it  is  clearly  allowable  by  law,  the  disallow- 
ance will  be  sufficient  to  render  the  judgment  en-oneous. 

In  an  action  upon  a  judgment,  interest  is  recoverable  whether  the 
original  demand  drew  interest  or  not.  And  even  when  the  action  is 
for  a  tort,  interest  is  recoverable  in  an  action  founded  upon  a  judg- 
ment rendered  for  such  tort.  Klook  v.  Rohvnson,  22  Wend.  157; 
Lord  V.  Mayor  of  New   York,  3  Hill,  436.     But  interest  is  recoverable 
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from  the  date  of  the  judgment  only,  and  not  from  the  rendition  of  the 
verdict.  lb.  The  Code  provides  that  a  judgment  for  a  sum  of  money 
rendered  iu  a  court  of  record,  or  not  of  record,  or  a  judgment  rendered 
in  a  court  of  record,  directing  the  payment  of  money,  bears  interest 
from  the  time  when  it  was  entered.  But  when  the  judgment  directs 
that  money  paid  out  shall  be  refunded  or  repaid,  the  direction  includes 
interest  from  the  time  when  the  money  was  paid,  unless  the  contrary  is 
expressed.     Yol.  1,  p.  152,  §  1211. 

"When  a  contract  provides  for  the  payment  of  liquidated  damages  for 
a  breach,  interest  is  chargeable  upon  the  amount  fixed,  from  the  time 
when  such  damages  became  due  and  payable.  Winch  v.  Mutual  Bene- 
fit Ice  Co.,  86  N.  Y.  618 ;  Little  v.  Bwriks,  85  id.  258.  In  other  words, 
the  damages  draw  interest  from  the  time  of  the  breach,  the  amount  at 
which  they  were  liquidated  being  treated  as  the  principal. 

Sales  of  personal  property.  In  actions  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
ages for  the  breach  of  contracts  relative  to  the  sale  of  personal  property, 
there  may  be  several  distinct  classes  of  cases.  The  vendor  may  neg- 
lect or  refuse  to  deliver  the  goods  sold,  whether  the  purchase-price  has 
been  paid  or  not ;  the  vendee  may  refuse  to  accept  or  pay  for  the  arti- 
cles purchased ;  there  may  be  a  breach  of  warranty  in  relation  to  the 
quality  or  quantity  of  such  article,  or  there  may  be  a  failure  of  title  to 
it.  In  all  such  cases  the  injured  party  is  entitled  to  relief  by  way  of 
damages.  Before  noticing  these  several  classes  of  cases,  it  may  be 
proper  to  refer  to  those  cases  in  which  goods  or  chattels  are  sold  and 
delivered  without  any  express  agreement  as  to  the  price.  In  all  such 
cases  the  vendor  is  entitled  to  recover  the  fair  market  value  of  the  ar- 
ticles delivered,  which  will  constitute  the  measure  of  damages.  If 
there  is  a  running  account,  interest  is  not  generally  recoverable,  though 
there  are  some  exceptional  instances.  See  vol.  2,  pp.  142,  143.  In  an  ac- 
tion by  a  vendee  against  a  vendor  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the 
non-delivery  of  goods,  merchandise  or  chattels,  pursuant  to  the  con- 
tract of  sale,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  between  the 
market  value  of  the  article  contracted  for  on  the  day  when  it  ought  to 
have  been  delivered,  and  the  price  which,  by  the  terras  of  the  agree- 
ment, was  to  have  been  paid  for  it.  Dana  v.  Fiedler,  12  N.  Y.  41 ; 
Cahen  v.  Piatt,  69  id.  348  ;  S.  0.,  25  Am.  Kep.  208  ;  McKnight  v. 
Dunlcyp,  5  1!^.  Y.  637;  Parsons  v.  Sutton,  66  id.  92;  Billings  y.  Van- 
derheok,  23  Barb.  546.  The  reason  for  this  rule  is,  that  such  sum 
would  enable  the  purchaser  to  go  into  the  market  and  supply  himself 
with  the  same  or  a  similar  article  from  another  vendor.  It  would  fol- 
low from  this  rule,  that,  if  at  the  time  fixed  for  the  delivery,  the  arti-. 
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cle  had  not  risen  in  price,  or  has  fallen,  the  vendee  has  lost  nothing,, 
and  he  can,  therefore,  recover  nothing.  When  no  precise  day  is  fixed 
for  the  delivery,  but  the  articles  are  to  be  delivered  "  on  or  about "  a 
specified  day,  the  vendee  will  not  be  limited  to  the  difference  between 
the  contract-price  and  the  market  value  on  the  precise  day  named,  but 
he  may  recover  the  difference  between  the  contract-price  and  the  mar- 
ket value  within  a  reasonable  time  after  that  day.  Kipp  v.  Wiles,  3 
Sandf.  585. 

Evidence  as  to  the  market-price  need  not  be  confined  to  the  precise 
time  when  the  contract  was  to  have  been  performed.  It  may  some- 
times be  impracticable  to  show  the  price  at  the  precise  time,  and  hencfr 
evidence  of  the  price  for  a  brief  period  before  and  after  the  time  may 
be  given,  not  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  market-price  at  any 
other  time,  but  for  the  purpose  of  showing  as  well  as  practicable  the 
market-price  on  the  day  the  contract  was  to  have  been  performed. 
So  it  may  not  always  be  practicable  to  show  the  price  at  the  precise 
place  of  delivery.  There  may  have  been  no  sales  of  the  commodity 
there,  aud  hence  evidence  of  the  market-price  at  places  not  distant,^ 
or  in  other  controlling  markets,  may  be  given,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  a  market-price  at  any  other  place,  but  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  the  market-price  at  the  place  of  delivery.  Cohen  v.  Platt^ 
69  N.  Y.  348  ;  S.  C,  25  Am.  Rep.  203.  See  Durst  v.  Burton,  il  li.Y. 
167 ;  S.  C,  7  Am.  Eep.  428.  Where  there  is  a  market-price  at  the  place 
fixed  for  the  delivery  of  goods  under  a  special  contract  of  sale,  evidence 
of  the  market-price  at  other  places  is  not  admissible.  Gregory  v. 
MoDowel,  8  Wend.  435.  In  ascertaining  the  market  value,  the  evi- 
dence must  be  confined  to  the  actual  market  value,  and  the  defendant 
cannot  inquire  into  the  probable  effect  of  throwing  upon  the  market 
the  quantity  which  he  was  to  deliver.  The  inquiry  is,  at  what  price 
the  vendee  could  have  purchased  the  commodity  in  market,  not  what 
he  could  have  sold  it  for  if  it  had  been  delivered.  Da/na  v.  Fiedler, 
12  ]Sr.  Y.  40 ;  S.  C,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  463.  In  such  a  case,  the  defend- 
ant cannot  be  permitted  to  give  evidence  as  to  its  market  value  in 
quantities  equal  to  that  named  in  the  contract,  unless  it  is  first  shown 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  there  is  a  market-price  for  it  in  such  quantities^ 
nor  can  he  go  into  a  speculative  inquiry  as  to  the  usual  difference  be- 
tween prices  on  large  and  small  lots,  unless  it  appears  that  it  was,  or 
could  be,  purchased  at  the  time  and  place  for  delivery,  in  the  quantity 
specified  in  the  contract.  lb.  The  market  value  is  the  price  at  which 
the  goods  can  be  replaced  for  money  in  the  market,  and  not  the  retail 
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value,  or  price  for  which  they  are  sold  at  retail.  WeMe  v.  Eomland, 
69  N.  Y.  448. 

The  rule  of  damages  above  stated  applies  where  the  purchase-price 
is  not  paid  in  advance.  Where  such  price  is  paid  in  advance,  a  differ- 
ent case  is  presented,  and  a  different  rule  may  be  applied  and  enforced. 
And  it  has  been  held  that  in  case  of  contracts  for  the  purposes  of  trade 
and  commerce,  when  the  purchase-price  is  paid  in  advance,  and  the 
vendor  neglects  or  refuses  to  deliver  the  goods  according  to  the  con- 
tract, the  purchaser  is  not  confined,  in  measuring  his  dapiages,  to  the 
value  of  the  goods  on  the  day  when  they  should  have  been  delivered ; 
and  if  he,  without  unreasonable  delay,  commences  and  prosecutes  his 
action,  he  is  entitled  to  the  highest  price  between  the  day  fixed  for 
delivery  and  the  day  of  the  trial.  Clark  v.  Pinney,  7  Cow.  681 ; 
Dey  V.  Dox,  9  Wend.  129 ;  Rawdon  v.  Barton,  4  Tex.  289 ;  Calvit 
V.  McFadden,  13  id.  324 ;  West  v.  Wentwarth,  3  Cow.  82.  But  the 
doctrine  of  these  cases  has  been  questioned  in  a  number  of  subsequent 
decisions  and  their  value  as  authority  somewhat  weakened.  See  Dev- 
lin V.  Pike,  5  Daly,  85,  90 ;  Suydami  v.  Jenkins,  3  Sandf.  614;  Baker 
V.  Drake,  53  N.  Y.  211,  222,  223 ;  S.  C,  13  Am.  Eep.  507. 

Where  the  vendee  has  not  paid  the  purchase-price  in  advance,  and 
the  vendor  neglects  or  refuses  to  deliver  the  property  sold,  the  measure 
of  damages  is  the  difference  between  the  contract- price  and  the  market 
value  on  the  day  fixed  for  the  delivery,  with  interest  from  the  time  of 
the  default.  Cla/rk  v.  Dales,  20  Barb.  42 ;  Belden  v.  Nicolay,  4  E. 
D.  Smith,  14 ;  Davis  v.  Shields,  24  Wend.  322 ;  Hamemeyer  v.  Cwn^ 
ninghaTti,  35  Barb.  515. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  an  executory  contract  to  sell  and  de- 
liver goods,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  between  the  con- 
tract-price and  the  market  value  of  such  goods  at  the  time  and  place 
specified  for  delivery,  with  interest  thereon.  The  interest  must  be 
allowed  as  a  part  of  the  damages,  and  is  not  a  matter  of  discretion  with 
the  jury.  Dana,  v.  Fiedler,  12  N.  Y.  40.  If  there  is  an  agreement 
to  deliver  a  specified  quantity  of  property,  and  the  vendor  partially 
performs  the  contract  by  delivering  a  portion  of  it,  but  he  neglects  or 
refuses  to  deliver  the  residue,  the  only  damages  recoverable  are  such  as 
result  from  the  non-delivery  of  such  residue.  McKnight  v.  Dunlop, 
5  N.  Y.  537.  But  where  the  vendor,  in  an  executory  contract  for  the 
sale  of  an  entire  parcel  of  goods,  has,  by  disposing  of  a  part  thereof, 
put  it  out  of  his  power  to  render  a  fall  performance,  the  proper  meas- 
ure of  damages,  in  an  action  brought  against  him  by  the  buyer,  is  not 
merely  the  difference  between  the  price  and  the  value  of  the  portion 
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which  the  vendor  was  unable  to  deliver,  but  such  difference  upon  the 
whole  parcel.  Grist  v.  Armour,  34  Barb.  378,  If,  however,  the  con- 
tract is  for  delivery  of  all  the  grain  raised  upon  specified  lands,  and  it 
is  to  be  delivered  in  merchantable  order,  an  offer  to  deliver  all  that 
grew  upon  the  land,  when  three-fourths  of  it  was  unmerchantable,  is 
not  an  offer  of  performance,  and  it  leaves  the  buyer  at  liberty  to  treat 
the  contract  as  broken ;  and,  in  that  case,  his  measure  of  damages  would 
be  the  difference  between  the  contract-price  and  the  market-price  of 
the  merchantable  part  of  the  grain,  together  with  the  sum  he  had  ad- 
vanced on  the  contract,  and  the  interest  thereon.  Hamiilton  v.  Oarir 
yard,  34  Barb.  204. 

In  'an  action  by  the  purchaser  of  goods  against  the  vendor  for  dam- 
age done  to  them  between  the  sale  and  delivery,  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages is  the  difference  between  the  actual  value  of  the  goods  in  their 
damaged  and  in  their  undamaged  state.  Gerard  v.  Prouty,  34  Barb. 
454.  The  price  paid  by  the  purchaser  is  not  a  criterion  of  the  actual 
value  of  the  goods  in  their  undamaged  state.  lb.  See,  also,  vol.  2,  pp. 
347-349. 

Having  thus  briefly  considered  the  measure  of  damages  as  against 
the  vendor,  when  he  fails  to  deliver  the  article  contracted  for,  a  few 
cases  will  be  noticed  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  rule  of  damages 
in  case  the  purchaser  refuses  to  accept  the  article  or  to  make  payment. 
In  some  cases  the  contract  fixes  the  price  ;  in  others  it  does  not.  If 
the  goods  have  been  delivei'ed,  and  the  price  is  fixed  by  the  agreement, 
the  measure  of  damages  will  be  the  contract-price.  If  the  actual  pos- 
session of  the  goods  has  not  been  changed  by  a  delivery  of  them  to  the 
purchaser,  by  reason  of  his  refusal  to  receive  them,  the  vendor  may  re- 
sell the  goods  and  recover  the  difference  between  the  contract-price  and 
that  realized  at  the  sale.  But  the  vendor  is  not  bound  to  sell  the  prop- 
erty on  account  of  the  vendee,  although  he  may  do  so.  After  a  tender 
of  performance  on  his  part,  he  may  abandon  the  property,  treat  it  as 
the  vendee's,  and  sue  the  latter  for  the  price.  Pollen  v.  LeRoy,  30 
N.  Y.  556 ;  Hunter  v.  Wetsell,  84  id.  549.  The  measure  of  damages 
in  such  action  will  be  the  contract-price,  less  any  payments  received.  lb. 

Where  a  contract  is  made  with  a  mechanic  for  the  manufacture  of 
an  article  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  and  he  makes  the  article  and  tenders 
it  to  the  person  who  ordered  it,  but  who  refuses  to  accept  and  pay  for 
it,  the  mechanic  may  deposit  the  article  with  a  third  person,  and  give 
notice  thereof  to  the  purchaser,  and  then  maintain  action  upon  the  con- 
tract, and  recover  the  price  agreed  on  as  the  measure  of  damages. 
Bement  v.  Smith,  15  Wend.  493.    And  see  vol.   2,  pp.  62,  343-347. 
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"Where  a  contract  is  made  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  a  specified 
quantity  of  articles  at  a  specified  price,  and  the  vendor  delivers  a  part 
of  the  articles,  and  is  willing  and  offers  to  deliver  the  residue,  but  the 
vendee,  without  legal  excuse,  refuses  to  receive  them,  the  vendor  may 
STie  for  the  value  of  the  portion  so  delivered,  and  may  recover  theu* 
full  market  value  without  reference  to  the  price  fixed  in  the  conti'act. 
TerwilUger  v.  Knwpp,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  86. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  contarct  in  which  the  purchaser 
agreed  to  receive  and  pay  for  specified  goods,  at  a  fixed  price,  at  an 
agreed  time  and  place,  the  vendor  may  recover  the  difference  between 
the  contract-price  and  the  market-price  ;  but  if  no  evidence  is  given  as 
to  the  value  of  the  property,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  more 
than  nominal  damages.     JBiUings  v.   Vaniderbeck,  23  Barb.  546. 

Where  there  is  a  sale  of  goods  which  are  to  be  paid  for  by  a  bill  or 
note,  payable  at  a  future  day,  and  there  is  a  neglect  or  refusal  to  de- 
liver such  bill  or  note  as  agreed,  the  vendor  may  sue  immediately  for 
the  breach  of  the  special  agreement,  and  recover  as  damages  the  whole 
value  (jf  the  goods,  allowing  a  rebate  of  interest  during  the  stipulated 
credit.  Hanna  v.  Mills,  21  "Wend.  90  ;  Rinehart  v.  Olwi/ne,  5  "Watts 
&  Serg.  157. 

Where  there  has  been  a  sale  of  goods  or  chattels  at  a  certain  price, 
to  be  delivered  at  a  specified  future  time,  and  before  that  time  arrives 
the  purchaser  notifies  the  vendor  that  he  will  not  accept  the  goods,  the 
measure  of  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  is  the  difference  between 
the  contract-price  and  the  market-price  on  the  day  fixed  for  delivery, 
and  not  on  the  day  when  notice  was  given  that  the  goods  would  not 
be  received.  Leigh  v.  Paterson,  8  Taunt.  540  ;  PhilVpott  v.  Evans,  5 
Mees.  &  Wels.  475  ;  Steward  v.  Cauty,  8  id.  160 ;  Boorman  v.  Nash, 
9  Barn.  &  Ores.  145. 

If  a  contract  provides  for  a  performance  by  both  parties  at  the  same 
time  and  place,  and  either  party,  before  that  time  arrives,  notifies  the 
other  that  he  will  not  perform  the  contract,  and  he  does  not,  before 
the  time  of  performance,  recall  the  notice ;  or  if  he  puts  it  out  of  his 
power  to  perform  the  contract,  on  his  part,  this  will  relieve  the  other 
party  from  averring  or  proving  either  performance  or  an  offer  to  per- 
form. Crist  v.  Armour,  34  Barb.  378.  And  if  the  contract  is  for  the 
sale  of  a  specified  quantity  of  articles,  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery,  and 
the  vendor  sells  and  delivers  a  portion  of  them  to  a  third  person,  this 
will  be  sufficient  to  sustain  an  action  by  the  vendee  against  the  vendor 
without  any  averment  of  performance.  lb.  In  such  an  action  the  ven- 
dee may  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  entire  contract,  and  he 
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is  not  limited  to  the  damages  sustained  by  selling  a  part  of  them 
to  such  third  person.  lb.  See  Skinner  v.  Tinker,  34  Barb.  334,  as  to 
notice  that  contract  will  not  be  performed.  As  to  the  rule  of  damages 
in  cases  of  contract  of  sale  or  return,  see  vol.  2,  pp.  23,  24 ;  and  King 
V.  Paddock,  18  Johns.  141,  144. 

Warranties  as  to  quality  or  quantity.  There  may  be  a  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  by  the  vendor  so  far  as  it  relates  to  a  delivery  of 
the  articles  sold,  and  yet  he  may  be  liable  to  an  action  for  a  breach  of  a 
part  of  the  contract  of  sale.  The  general  rule  is  that  there  is  no 
implied  warranty  of  the  quality  of  the  articles  sold,  though  there  are 
some  exceptions  to  the  rule.  See  vol.  2,  pp.  91-100.  In  those  cases 
in  which  there  is  an  implied  warranty,  or  if  there  was  an  express  war- 
ranty given  on  the  sale  of  goods  or  chattels,  and  there  is  a  breach  of 
the  warranty,  the  purchaser  will  be  entitled  to  damages  for  such  breach. 
There  are  some  cases  in  which  the  vendee  may  return  the  goods 
and  rescind  the  sale,  provided  the  goods  do  not  answer  the  warranty. 
See  vol.  2,  pp.  66,  74.  But  where  there  is  neither  fraud,  nor  an  ex- 
press agreement  giving  a  right  to  return  the  goods,  that  cannot  be 
done  even  though  the  warranty  be  broken.     Vol.  2,  pp.  65,  ^^. 

The  law,  however,  gives  an  ample  remedy,  for  the  vendee  may  re- 
tain the  goods  and  still  maintain  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  such 
damages  as  may  have  resulted  from  the  breach  of  the  warranty.  Yol.  2, 
pp.  73,  74.  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  warranty  on  a  sale,  where 
there  is  no  fraud  in  the  transaction,  the  measure  of  damages  is, 
as  a  general  rule,  the  difference  between  the  value  of  such  an  article  as 
it  was  warranted  to  be,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  the  value  of  the  in- 
ferior article  sold.  Voorhees  v.  Ea/rl,  2  Hill,  288  ;  Muller  v.  Eno,  14 
N.  Y.  597,  600. 

In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  warranty  of  soundness  in  the  sale  of  a 
horse,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  between  his  value  at 
the  time  of  the  sale,  considering  him  as  sound,  and  his  value  with  the 
defects  alleged  and  pi'oved.  Fales  v.  McKeon,  2  Hilt.  53 ;  Comstock 
^ .  Hxbtohinson,  10  Barb.  211 ;  Cary^.  Oruman,  4  Hill,  625  ;  S/ia?'onv. 
Mosher,  17  Barb.  518.  So,  in  all  actions  founded  on  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty as  to  the  quality  of  goods  which  have  been  sold,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  goods,  had  they 
been  as  they  were  represented  at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  be,  and  their 
actual  value  with  the  defects  complained  of.  lb. ;  Muller  v.  Eno,  14 
N.  Y.  597;  reversing  S.  C,  3  Duer,  421 ;  Zattin  v.  Davis,  Hill  & 
Denio,  9. 

In  an  action  upon  a  breach  of  warranty  of  the  quality  of  material 
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for  the  purpose  of  manufacture  into  an  article  of  merchandise,  the 
measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  in  value  between  the  articles 
made  of  the  defective  material,  and  similar  articles  made  of  material 
equal  to  the  warranty.  The  vendee  is  not  confined  to  the  market-price 
in  ascertaining  that  difference.  Parks  v.  Morris  Ax  and  Tool  Co., 
64  N".  Y.  586.  Where  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  a 
breach  of  warranty  in  the  sale  of  seed,  the  proper  measure  of  damages 
is  the  difference  in  value  between  the  crop  raised  from  the  defective 
seed  and  a  crop  of  the  kind  of  seed  represented,  such  as  would 
ordinarily  have  been  produced  that  year.  White  v.  Miller^  Y8  N.  T. 
393. 

Where  the  vendors  of  a  quantity  of  wool  knew  that  it  was  purchased 
by  the  plaintififs  for  the  purpose  of  manufacturing  it  into  hats,  and  that 
if  there  were  any  cotton  in  it,  it  would  be  unfit  for  that  purpose,  but 
they  did  not  warrant  that  it  was  fit  for  that  purpose,  but  only  that  the 
flocks  sold  contained  no  cotton ;  it  was  held  that  the  only  damages 
which,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  upon  a  breach  of  this 
warranty  was  the  difference  between  the  market  value  of  the  wool  in 
its  actual  state,  and  what  it  would  have  been  worth  had  it  contained  no 
cotton,  with  interest  on  that  difference ;  and  that  they  could  not 
recover  their  losses  which  were  caused  by  manufacturing  hats  which 
proved  to  be  of  less  value  on  account  of  the  intermixture  of  cotton. 
Prentice  v.  Dike,  6  Duer,  220.  So,  in  an  action  for  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty, on  the  sale  of  a  quantity  of  coal  dust  that  it  had  no  dust  of  soft 
or  bituminous  coal  mixed  with  it,  the  legal  measure  of  damages  is  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  the  article  as  it  actually  was  and  its 
value  had  it  been  as  represented  ;  and  the  fact  that  the  purchaser  stated 
the  purpose  for  which  he  bought  it  will  not  change  the  rule  so  as  to 
entitle  him  to  recover  damages  for  the  injuries  which  resulted  from 
using  it.  Milium  v.  Belloni,  34  Barb.  607 ;  S.  C,  12  Abb.  451 ;  and 
22  How.  18;  Ba/rgous  v.  AUon,  5  Hill,  472;  S.  C,  3  Denio,  406. 
And  see  vol.  2,  pp.  83-85. 

As  to  what  constitutes  a  warranty  on  a  sale  by  sample,  see  vol.  2,  pp. 

92,  95. 

And  where  goods  were  sold  by  sample  upon  a  warranty  or  rep- 
resentation that  they  were  of  a  specified  quality,  which  they  were  not, 
and  the  plaintiff  recovered  as  damages  the  difference  between  the  price 
obtained  on  a  resale  and  that  which  would  have  been  obtained  had  the 
goods  been  of  the  quality  represented,  this  recovery  was  sustained  by 
the  court.  Roberts  v.  GarUr,  28  Barb.  462  ;  S.  C,  17  How.  524. 
The  price  realized  on  a  second  sale  is  admissible  as  one  mode  of  deter- 
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mining  the  value.  Reggio  v.  Braggiotti,  7  Cush.  166 ;  Foster  v, 
Hodgers,  27  Ala.  602.  And  proof  of  the  amount  for  which  goods  were 
sold  at  auction  is  admissible  as  a  circumstance  to  be  considered  on  the 
question  of  value ;  but  it  is  neither  conclusive,  nor,  in  general,  sufficient, 
without  other  proof.  Renaud  v.  Peck,  2  Hilt.  137.  There  is  some- 
times a  warranty  of  quantity,  either  expressed  or  implied  ;  and  in  that 
case  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  have  the  article  made  equal  in  quantity 
to  what  the  warranty  declared  it  to  be ;  but  he  is  not  legally  entitled  to 
claim  damages  by  way  of  remuneration  for  injuries  remotely  sustained 
in  consequence  of  the  deficiency.     Vol.  2,  p.  101. 

Warranty  of  title.  A  waranty  as  to  the  title  of  property  sold  may 
be  express  or  implied ;  and,  when  the  warranty  is  established,  the 
measure  of  damages  is  the  same  in  both  cases.  As  to  implied 
warranties  of  title,  see  vol.  2,  p.  101. 

In  an  action  brought  for  a  breach  of  an  implied  warranty  of  title  in 
the  sale  of  a  horse,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  price  paid,  the  interest 
thereon,  and  the  costs  recovered  against  the  purchaser  or  his  vendee,  in 
case  of  a  suit  by  the  true  owner  and  a  recovery  by  him,  provided  due 
notice  of  such  action  was  given  to  the  vendor  ;  but  the  costs  and  ex- 
penses of  the  defendant  in  making  his  defense  are  not  recoverable. 
Armstrong  v.  Percy,  6  Wend.  535 ;  Blasdale  v.  Bahcock,  1  Johns. 
517 ;  Reggio  v.  Braggiotti,  7  Cush.  166 ;  Jeter  v.  Glenn,  9  Rich.  (S. 
C.)  Law,  374.  If  no  notice  of  the  action  is  given  to  the  vendor,  the 
measure  of  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  implied  warranty  of  title  is 
the  amoiint  of  the  purchase-price,  with  interest  thereon.  Burt  v.  Dewey, 
81  Barb.  540,  543.     And  see  vol   2,  p.  102. 

A  pawnbroker  who  sells  a  chattel  as  a  forfeited  pledge  merely 
imdertakes  that  the  subject  of  the  sale  is  a  pledge,  and  irredeemable, 
and  that  he  is  not  cognizant  of  any  defect  of  title  to  it.  He  is  not 
liable  to  his  vendee  upon  an  implied  warranty  of  title,  even  though  the 
pledgor  had  no  title  to  the  property,  and  the  true  owner  subsequently 
reclaims  his  property.  Morley  v.  Attenhorough,  3  Exch.  500.  So,  on 
sales  by  officers  of  the  law,  there  is  no  implied  warranty  of  title.  Id. 
614,  note,  and  cases  cited. 

When  a  vendor  is  liable  for  a  breach  of  express  warranty,  he  may 
also  be  liable  for  the  expenses  of  a  litigation  which  has  resulted  from 
acting  upon  his  warranty.  If  the  vendor  of  a  horse  sells  him  with  a 
warranty  of  soundness,  and  the  vendee,  relying  thereon,  resells  him 
with  a  similar  warranty,  and  is  subsequently  sued  by  his  vendee,  and  he 
then  offers  the  defense  of  the  action  to  his  vendor,  who  does  not  inter- 
pose, and  the  party  defends  the  action  himself,  he  will  be  entitled  to 
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recover  the  costs  of  such  defense  from  the  original  vendor  as  a  part  of 
the  damages  occasioned  by  his  breach  of  warranty.  Lewis  v.  Peake,  7 
Taunt.  163.  So,  where  the  defendants  had  sold  the  plaintiff  a  picture, 
warranted  to  have  been  painted  by  Claude,  but,  in  fact,  not  painted  by 
him,  and  the  plaintiff  sold  it  to  a  third  party  with  like  warranty,  and 
the  second  vendee  sued  the  plaintiff  on  the  warranty,  and  recovered 
damages  and  costs,  it  was  held  that  if  the  second  sale  was  a  bona  fide 
sale,  the  plaintiff  could  recover  the  costs  paid  to  such  second  vendee. 
Pennell  v.  Woodhurn,  7  Carr.  &  Payne,  117.  But  in  such  cases  the 
vendee  from  the  first  vendor  must  act  in  good  faith  and  with  proper 
care,  or  he  cannot  recover  such  costs  as  may  result  from  the  breach  of 
a  warranty  made  by  him,  as  will  be  seen  from  the  following  case  :  The 
plaintiff  purchaseda  horse  of  the  defendant, with  a  warranty  of  soundness, 
and  he  then  resold  it,  with  a  like  warranty,  to  A.;  some  months  afterward 
A.  returned  the  horse,  finding  it  to  have  been  unsound  at  the  time  of 
the  sale ;  the  plaintiff  declining  to  take  it  back,  A.  brought  an  action 
on  the  warranty ;  the  plaintiff  gave  the  defendant  notice  that  the  horse 
was  returned  to  him  as  unsound,  and  that  an  action  was  brought ;  the 
defendant  disregarding  this  notice,  the  plaintiff  defended  the  action 
brought  against  him  by  A.,  and  failed.  In  an  action  against  the  de- 
fendant, on  his  warranty,  the  jury  finding  that  the  plaintiff  might,  by 
a  reasonable  examination  of  the  horse,  have  discovered  that  it  was  un- 
sound at  the  time  he  sold  it  to  A.,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  the  costs  incurred  by  him  in  the  defense  of  the 
former  action,  because  such  defense  was,  under  the  circumstances,  rash 
and  improvident.  Wrightup  v.  Charriberlavn,  7  Scott,  598.  And  see 
Frnlmf  V.  Watts,  7  Mees.  &  Wels.  609. 

If  a  person  has  bought  a  horse  with  a  warranty,  which  has  been 
broken,  and  he  tenders  the  horse  back  to  the  seller,  who  refuses  to  re- 
ceive it,  the  buyer  is  entitled  to  keep  the  horse  for  a  reasonable  time, 
till  he  can  fairly  sell  it,  and  he  may  recover  against  the  seller  the  ex- 
pense of  keeping  the  horse  during  that  time  as  a  part  of  his  damages. 
EUis  V.  Chmnooh,  7  Carr.  &  Payne,  169. 

In  such  a  case  the  purchaser  may  keep  the  horse  for  a  reasonable 
time  for  the  purpose  of  selling  him.  Chesferman  v.  Lamb,  2  Ad.  & 
El.  129.  But  it  must  be  limited  to  such  time  as  would  be  required  to 
resell  the  horse  to  the  best  advantage.  McKemie  v.  Uancoch,  R.  &  M. 
436.  And  if  the  purchaser  does  not  tender  the  horse  to  the  vendor  by 
offering  to  return  it  to  him,  there  can  be  no  recovery  for  the  expense 
of  keeping  it.   Caswell  v.  Goare,  1  Taunt.  566 ;  Curtis  v.  Hamnay,  3 
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Principal  and  surety.  Some  of  the  cases  relating  to  the  measure 
of  damages  in  actions  by  and  between  principal  and  surety  have  been 
given  in  another  place.  Vol.  1,  p.  671.  As  to  the  case  of  co-sureties 
see  vol.  1,  p.  679. 

Principal  and  agent.  The  rights,  duties  and  liabilities  of  each  of 
these  parties  to  the  other,  and  the  damages  following  a  breach  of  duty, 
has  been  sufficiently  explained  elsewhei-e.  Yol.  1,  p.  385.  There  are 
two  general  principles  relating  to  this  subject  which  may  be  properly 
stated  in  this  place.  The  first  is,  that  when  an  agent  violates  his  duty 
or  his  obligation  to  his  principal,  whether  by  exceeding  his  authority, 
or  by  misconduct  or  omission,  and  any  damage  results  to  his  principal, 
he  is  responsible  for  such  injurious  consequences,  and  bound  to  make 
indemnity.  Vol.  1,  pp.  417,  450-453.  The  other  rule  is,  that  an  agent 
who,  without  any  default  on  his  own  part,  incurs  losses  or  damages  in 
the  course  of  transacting  the  business  of  his  agency,  or  in  following 
the  instructions  of  his  principal,  will  be  entitled  to  full  compensation 
therefor.  Vol.  1,  p.  431. 

When  a  bill  is  payable  on  a  particular  day  after  date,  and  before 
its  maturity  the  bill  is  delivered  to  an  agent  for  presentment,  and  he 
fails  to  present  it  properly,  the  measure  of  damages  is  prima  faci^  the 
amount  of  the  bill ;  but  the  defendant  is  at  liberty  to  reduce  the  dam- 
ages b)"^  proving  the  plaintiff's  actual  loss,  or  that  he  did  not  sustain  any. 
Allen  V.  Suydam,  20  Wend.  821.  Seeawfe,  780.  That  the  agent  will  be 
liable  for  such  loss  as  the  principal  may  sustain,  by  reason  of  the 
agent's  negligence,  is  conclusively  settled.  lb. ;  Walker  v.  Bomk  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  9  N.  Y.  582. 

Where  an  agent  or  factor  is  intrusted  with  goods  or  chattels  to  take 
to  market  and  sell,  and  he  makes  a  sale  of  the  property,  but  does  not 
pay  over  the  proceeds,  and  the  principal  sues  for  the  recovery  of  the 
money  received  on  such  sale,  the  jury  may  allow  the  highest  market 
value  shown  by  the  evidence,  if  the  defendant  does  not  show  for  what 
price  the  goods  were  actually  sold.   Clark  v.  Miller,  4  Wend.  628. 

If  a  factor  is  instructed  not  to  sell  goods  below  a  specified  price,  but 
he  wrongfully  sells  the  goods  below  that  sum,  the  measure  of  damages 
is  the  injury  actually  sustained  by  the  principal ;  and,  therefore,  the  fac- 
tor may  show  that  from  the  time  of  the  sale  up  to  the  day  of  trial,  the 
market-price  of  the  goods  has  not,  at  any  time,  been  higher  than  the  price 
for  which  they  were  sold.  Blot  v.  Boiceau,  3  N.  Y.  78.  Where  the 
articles  are  such  as  not  to  have  any  market  value,  such  as  antique  paint- 
ings, statues,  or  vases,  the  principal  may  insist  upon  the  price  named 
in  the  instructions,  without  regard  to  the  market.  lb. 
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Where  a  factor  is  instructed  by  his  principal  to  sell  wheat  consigned 
to  him,  at  a  specified  price,  on  a  given  day,  and,  if  not  sold  on  that  day, 
then  to  ship  it  to  a  specified  place,  and  the  factor  is  guilty  of  a  breach 
of  instructions,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  liable  for  a  conversion  of 
the  wheat,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  highest  price  of  wheat  be- 
tween the  time  of  the  conversion  and  the  trial,  if  the  action  is  com- 
menced within  a  reasonable  time.  Scott  v.  Sogers,  31  N.  Y.  ^d^Q. 

Landlord  and  tenant.  The  general  rules  of  law  relating  to  the 
rights  and  duties  of  such  parties  have  been  stated  in  another  place.  Vol. 
1,  pp.  330-384.  A  few  cases  will  now  be  given  in  illustration  of  the 
measure  of  damages  in  actions  by  and  between  them.  Where  a  land- 
lord refuses  to  give  his  tenant  possession  of  the  demised  premises  as  he 
agreed  to  do,  the  tenant  in  an  action  for  the  breach  of  agreement,  may  re- 
cover the  expenses  incurred  by  him  in  preparing  to  remove  to  the  prem- 
ises and  to  occupy  them,  together  with  the  difference  between  the  real 
value  of  the  lease  and  the  contract-price.  Driggs  v.  Dwight,  17  Wend. 
Yl ;  Giles  v.  O' Toole,  4  Barb.  261 ;  Ward  v.  Smith,  11  Price,  19  ;  vol. 
1,  p.  347. 

But  the  tenant  cannot  recover  as  damages  the  profits  which  he  might 
have  made  had  he  obtained  possession  of  the  premises.  lb.  So,  in  an 
action  by  a  tenant  against  a  landlord  for  the  breach  of  an  agreement  to 
let  a  store,  the  tenant  cannot  recover  as  damages  the  amount  of  loss 
which  he  suffered  in  consequence  of  being  obliged  to  crowd  his  goods 
into  a  small  space  while  looking  for  another  store,  nor  the  expense  and 
injury  resulting  from  packing  them,  where  such  packing  was  not  done 
for  the  purpose  of  a  removal  into  the  landlord's  store.  Lowenstein  v. 
Chappell,  30  Barb.  241.  Nor  can  he  recover  interest  on  the  value  of 
his  stock  of  goods  which  he  intended  to  put  into  the  store,  for  the  time 
during  which  he  was  prevented  from  exposing  them  for  sale.  lb.  So, 
in  an  action  by  a  tenant  against  a  landlord  for  damages  for  the  breach 
of  an  agreement  to  make  an  addition  to  the  demised  premises,  for 
which  addition  the  tenant  was  to  pay  an  increased  rent,  the  plaintiff  can 
recover  merely  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  improvement 
contracted  for,  and  the  additional  rent  to  be  charged  when  the  addition 
was  completed.  B&rriam,  v.  Olmstead,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  279. 

In  an  action  by  the  lessee  against  the  lessor  for  withholding  the 
premises  from  the  lessee's  possession,  the  measure  of  damages,  whether 
the  action  is  founded  upon  contract  or  for  a  tort,  is  the  difference  be- 
tween the  rent  reserved  or  agreed  and  the  yearly  value  of  the  premises. 
Trull  V.  Granger,  8  N.  Y.  115  ;  Dean  v.  Roesler,  1  Hilt.  420.  Where 
there  is  a  breach  of  the  landlord's  covenant  to  renew  a  lease  at  the 
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same  rent,  and  the  lessee  accepts  a  new  lease  at  an  increased  rent,  un- 
der a  declaration  that  he  reserves  his  right  of  action,  the  measure  of 
damages  for  the  landlord's  breach  is  the  difference  between  what  the 
tenant  was  to  have  paid  and  what  he  was  compelled  to  pay.  Tracy  v. 
AlbaTvy  Exchange  Co.,  7  N.  Y.  472. 

If  an  action  is  brought  by  a  tenant  against  a  landlord  for  a  trespass 
in  entermg  upon  the  premises  after  the  tenant  had  left  them,  but  before 
the  expiration  of  the  term,  and  there  is  no  evidence  of  actual  damages, 
and  there  are  no  circumstances  from  which  improper  motives  on  the 
part  of  the  landlord  can  be  presumed,  the  tenant  may  maintain  the  ac- 
tion, but  upon  siich  evidence  he  can  recover  nothing  more  than  nomi- 
nal damages.  Shomnon  v.  Burr,  1  Hilt.  39.  Where  a  tenant  is  in  the 
quiet  and  peaceable  possession  of  premises,  with  a  right  to  remain  for 
a  particular  period  of  time,  or  until  the  tenancy  is  terminated  by  a 
legal  notice,  and  the  landlord  enters  upon  the  premises  without  any 
process,  and  closes  the  entrance  thereof,  and  refuses  to  permit  the 
tenant  to  remove  his  goods,  these  facts  will  entitle  the  tenant  to  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  landlord,  and  the  measure  of  damages  will 
be  the  value  of  the  goods  detained  and  the  injury  done  by  breaking  up 
the  tenant's  business.     Marquart  v.  La  Farge,  5  Duer,  559. 

In  an  action  brought  by  the  tenant  for  a  breach  of  an  implied  cove- 
nant for  quiet  enjoyment,  where  an  erection  has  been  occasioned  by  the 
fault  of  the  landlord,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the  un- 
expired term  less  the  rent  reserved.  Mack  v.  Patchin,  42  N.  T.  167  ; 
S.  C,  1  Am.  Eep.  506  ;  Rawkins  v.  Monher,  13  Hun,  563.  The  meas- 
ure of  damages  for  a  breach  by  the  landlord  of  an  agreement  to  keep 
the  demised  premises  in  repair  is  the  difference  in  value  of  the  use  of 
the  premises  as  they  are  and  as  the  lessor  agreed  to  put  them.  Coole 
V.  Soule,  56  N.  T.  420  ;  Shea/ry  v.  Adams,  18  Hun,  181. 

In  an  action  by  the  landlord  against  the  tenant  to  recover  damages 
for  alterations  made  by  the  tenant  in  the  demised  premises,  the  measure 
of  damages  is  the  diminished  value  of  the  property,  or  the  difference 
in  the  market  value  of  it  before  the  alterations  and  after.  Agate  v. 
Lowenhein,  6  Daly,  291. 

Where  the  lessee  of  premises  refuses  to  perform  his  agreement  to 
take  the  premises  and  pay  the  rent,  the  landlord  may  refuse  to  relet 
the  premises  and  hold  the  lessee  for  the  rent.  Beaar  v.  Flues,  64  If . 
Y.  518.     In  such  action  the  lease  will  furnish  the  measure  of  damages. 

Carriers.  As  a  general  rule,  where  goods  are  intrusted  to  a  carrier, 
and  they  are  not  delivered  according  to  the  contract,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  value  of  the  goods,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  day 
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when  they  ought  to  have  been  delivered.  Shermom  v.  Wells,  28  Barb. 
403.  But  it  is  also  a  frequent  question  as  to  the  place  at  which  the 
value  is  to  be  computed  or  settled.  "Where  the  goods  intrusted  to  a 
carrier  are  lost  before  he  commences  the  journey,  he  is  not  liable  for 
more  than  their  value  at  the  place  where  he  receives  them,  whatever 
may  be  their  value  at  the  place  of  their  destination.  Lakeman  v. 
Grinnell,  5  Bosw.  625.  But  where  a  carrier  reaches  his  place  of  des- 
tination, and  he  fails  to  deliver  the  goods  transported  by  him,  the 
measure  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  place  of  delivery, 
at  the  time  they  should  have  been  delivered  according  to  contract,  and 
in  the  condition  the  carrier  undertook  to  deliver  them,  less  the  price  to 
be  paid  for  his  services.  Yan  Winkle  v.  TT.  S.  Mail  Steamship  Co., 
37  Barb.  122;  Krohn  v.  Oeohs,  48  id.  127;  Sturgess  v.  Bissell,  46  N. 
Y.  462. 

This  rule  is  but  a  branch  of  the  more  general  one  that  the  damages 
for  a  failure  to  perform  are  a  sum  equal  to  the  benefit  which  would 
have  resulted  from  a  performance  of  the  contract.  Magnin  v.  Dins- 
more,  62  N.  Y.  35  ;  S.  C,  20  Am.  Kep.  442. 

Every  case  is  to  be  governed  by  its  own  facts,  and  where  the  owner 
of  goods  has  consigned  them  to  another  person  with  the  option  to  take 
them  at  a  fixed  price  or  return  them,  the  measure  of  damages  for  their 
loss  is  not  their  market  value  at  the  place  of  desbination,  but,  at  most, 
the  price  fixed,  with  interest  from  a  day  when  the  goods  would,  in 
the  usual  course  of  carriage,  have  reached  the  consignee  and  been 
aiccepted.  lb. 

"Where  goods  are  embezzled,  or  lost  during  the  voyage,  the  master  is 
bound  to  answer  for  the  value  of  the  goods  missing,  according  to  the 
clear  net  value  of  goods  of  like  quality  at  the  port  of  delivery.  See 
Marshall  v.  N.  T.  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  45  Barb.  502 ;  Rice  v.  Baxendale, 
7  Hurlst.  &  Norm.  96.  But  interest  is  not  recoverable  as  of  course, 
though  the  jury  may  give  interest,  if  the  conduct  of  the  master  has 
been  improper. 

In  estimating  the  value  of  his  goods  the  charges  which  the  owner 
would  have  had  to  pay  for  freight,  etc.,  had  they  arrived,  must  be 
deducted.  Watkinson  v.  Laughton,  8  Johns.  213 ;  AmoryY.  McGregor, 
15  id.  24.  So,  where  the  owner  of  a  vessel  contracts  to  carry  goods 
to  a  certain  port,  and  the  voyage  is  abandoned  in  an  intermediate  port 
by  reason  of  the  unseaworthiness  of  the  vessel,  and  the  goods  are  sold 
there,  the  measure  of  the  damages  is  the  loss  of  the  increased  value  of 
the  goods  at  the  place  contemplated  for  their  delivery  by  the  contract, 
lb. ;   Wheelwright  v.  Beers,  2  Hall,  391.     In  an  action  against  a  carrier, 
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for  his  failure  to  deliver  goods  intrusted  to  him,  interest  is  not  allowable 
as  a  matter  of  law ;  but  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury  to  give  or 
withhold  it,  according  to  circumstances.  Riohmond  v.  Bronson,  5 
Denio,  55. 

It  has  been  held,  that  in  an  action  against  a  common  carrier  for  negli- 
gence in  not  carrying  merchandise  to  market  in  a  reasonable  time,  the 
plaintiff  can  recover  as  damages  the  difference  between  the  price  of  the 
merchandise  at  the  time  whea  it  should  have  been  delivered,  and  the 
price  at  the  time  of  its  actual  delivery.  Ward  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  Co., 
47  JS".  T.  29  ;  S.  C,  7  Am.  Rep.  405 ;  Collard  v.  South-western  R.  R, 
Co.,  7  Hurlst.  &  Norm.  79  ;  Sherman  v.  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  64  N.  Y. 
254 ;  Heineman  v.  Beard,  2  Hun,  324 ;  Xent  v.  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  22 
Barb.  278. 

If  there  is  a  special  and  express  agreement  to  deliver  goods  at  a  par- 
ticular or  specified  day,  and  the  contract  is  broken,  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages is  the  difference  between  the  contract-price  of  the  goods,  had  they 
arrived  on  the  day  agreed,  and  the  price  for  which  they  were  actually 
sold  in  market  at  the  time  of  their  arrival.  Medhury  v.  N.  Y.  (&  Erie 
R.  R.,  26  Barb.  565. 

In  an  action  against  carriers  for  delay  in  delivering  goods,  if  it  is  not 
shown  that  the  goods  depreciated  in  value  in  consequence  of  the  delay, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  the  value  of  the  goods  as  though  they  had 
been  converted,  nor  can  he  recover  any  damages  except  such  as  resulted 
directly  and  necessarily  from  the  negligence  and  delay  of  the  defend- 
ants, such  as  trouble  and  expense  in  procuring  other  similar  goods  for 
carrying  on  his  business.  Briggs  v.  JSF.  Y.  Central  R.  R.,  28  Barb. 
515.  In  such  a  case,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  for  the  time  and  ex- 
penses of  an  agent  and  team,  while  waiting  for  the  arrival  of  the  goods , 
at  the  terminus  of  the  carrier's  route,  without  first  showing  that  the  de- 
fendants had  notice,  at  the  time  of  contracting  for  the  transportation  of 
the  goods,  that  an  agent  of  the  plaintiff  would  be  waiting  there  to  re- 
ceive them.  lb. 

In  an  action  for  the  refusal  by  the  defendant  to  perform  an  agree- 
ment to  transport  corn  from  New  York  to  Liverpool  in  his  ship  at  a 
certain  price  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  for  his  damages  the 
difference  between  the  contract-price  and  what  he  would  be  compelled 
to  pay  for  the  same  service.  Ogden  v.  Ma/rshall,  8  N.  Y.  340.  In 
such  an  action,  when  a  refusal  to  perform  on  the  part  of  the  contractor 
is  shown,  and  it  is  proved  that  the  price  of  transportation  had  risen, 
before  the  time  the  ship  sailed,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  his  damages 
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measured  by  the  rise  in  price,  without  proving  that  he  had  the  corn 
ready  to  ship.  lb. 

In  an  action  against  an  innkeeper  for  loss  of  goods  committed  to  his 
care,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  actual  value  of  the  goods,  and  not 
the  cost  price.     Needles  v.  Howard,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  54. 

Liquidated  damages.  In  the  absence  of  any  agreement  upon  the 
subject,  the  law  fixes  the  amount  of  damages  payable  for  the  breach  of 
a  contract.  But  the  parties  may,  by  express  agreement,  provide  for  a 
different  rule  or  measure  of  damages ;  and  if,  upon  entering  into  an 
agreement,  they  stipulate  that  a  definite  sum  shall  be  paid  for  a  breach 
of  it,  such  agreement  is  valid.  And  yet,  notwithstanding  the  legality 
of  such  a  stipulation,  the  courts  sometimes  refuses  to  carry  the  agree- 
ment into  effect.  Still  there  are  some  general  rules  which  are  observed 
and  enforced  by  the  courts.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  most  that 
can  be  done  is  to  state  those  general  rules,  and  then  to  cite  those  cases 
in  which  damages  have  been  held  to  be  fixed  or  liquidated,  as  well  as 
those  in  which  the  stipulation  is  held  to  be  a  mere  penalty. 

"Wherever  the  parties  fix  or  settle  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  the 
breach  of  an  agreement,  the  damages  are  termed  liquidated,  stipulated 
or  stated  damages.  The  Court  of  Appeals  have  stated  the  rule 
upon  the  subject  of  liqudated  damages  as  follows  :  1.  The  language  of 
the  agreement  is  not  conclusive,  and  the  effort  of  the  court  is  to  learn 
the  intent  of  the  parties.  Hence  the  term  "  liquidated  damages  "  is  not 
sufficient  to  control  the  construction,  if  the  court  can  discover  in  the 
other  parts  of  the  instrument  reason  even  to  doubt  as  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties.  2.  Where  the  word  "  penalty  "  is  used  it  is  generally  con- 
clusive against  its  being  held  liquidated  damages,  however  strong  the 
language  of  other  parts  of  the  instrument  in  favor  of  such  construction. 
3.  If  the  sum  stipulated  is  to  be  paid  on  the  non-payment  of  a  less 
sum  which  is  certain  in  amount  (or,  as  some  judges  say,  can  be  easily 
ascertained  by  a  jury),  and  made  payable  by  the  same  instrument,  then 
it  wiU  be  treated  as  a  penalty.  4.  When  the  agreement  is  in  the  alter- 
native to  do  an  act  or  pay  a  given  sum  of  money,  the  court  will  hold  the 
party  failing  to  have  had  his  election,  and  compel  him  to  pay  the 
money,  5.  If  the  sum  be  evidently  fixed  to  evade  the  usury  laws,  or 
any  other  statutory  law,  or  to  cloak  oppression,  the  court  wiU  relieve  by 
treating  it  as  a  penalty.  6.  If,  independently  of  the  stipulated  dama- 
ges, the  damages  would  be  wholly  uncertain  and  incapable  of  being  as- 
certained except  by  conjecture,  in  such  case  the  damages  will  be  con- 
sidered liquidated,  if  they  are  so  denominated  in  the  instrument.  7.  If 
the  language  of  the  parties  evinces  a  clear  and  undoubted  intention  to 
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fix  the  sum  mentioned  as  liquidated  damages  in  case  of  default  of  per- 
formance of  some  act  agreed  to  be  done,  then  the  court  will  enforce 
the  contract,  if  legal  in  other  respects.  Bagley  r.  PedtMe,  16  N.  T. 
171,  172. 

In  the  case  last  cited  the  plaintiff  was  a  gold  pen  manufacturer,  and 
to  secure  himself  against  having  the  secrets  of  his  trade  divulged,  as 
well  as  against  embezzlement,  he  required  from  one  whom  he  employed 
a  bond,  with  surety,  which  declared  the  obligor  to  be  bound,  "  in  the 
sum  of  $3,000,  as  liquidated  damages,  and  not  by  way  of  penalty  or 
otherwise,"  for  the  performance  of  the  convenants  in  the  agreement  by 
which  he  was  employed.  None  of  the  covenants  were  for  the  payment 
of  money,  or  for  any  other  thing  where  the  damages  resulting  from 
a  breach  could  be  computed  from  the  instrument  itself.  One  of  the 
covenants  was,  not  to  reveal  the  secrets  of  the  trade  ;  and,  in  an  action 
for  a  breach  of  this  covenant,  it  was  held  that  the  damages  were  liqui- 
dated, and  that  the  whole  sum  named  was  recoverable.  And  see  Price 
V.   Green,  16  Mees.  &  Wels.  346. 

The  courts  have  finally  adopted  the  rule,  that  in  the  construction  of 
a  provision  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  certain  as  the  damages  sustained 
for  a  breach  of  contract,  the  actual  intention  of  the  parties,  so  far  as  it 
can  reasonably  and  fairly  be  ascertained  from  the  language  of  the  con- 
tract, and  from  the  nature  of  the  surrounding  circumstances  of  the  case, 
is  to  be  considered.  Little  v.  Banks,  85  IS".  Y.  258 ;  Colwell  v.  Laio- 
rence,  38  id.  71 ;  Cotheal  v.  Talmage,  9  id.  551 ;  Noyes  v.  Phillips,  60 
id.  408 ;  Larwpmcm  v.  Cochran,  16  id.  275.  This  intention  cannot  be 
determined  entirely  by  the  use  of  the  word  "  penalty,"  or  the  words 
"  liquidated  damages."  Colwell  v.  Lawrence,  38  N".  Y.  71 ;  Little  v. 
Banks,  86  id.  258 ;  Staples  v.  Pa/rker,  41  Barb.  468 ;  Beal  v.  Hayes, 
5  Sandf.  640.  Nor  is  the  word  "forfeit  "  conclusive.  Nayes  v.  Phil- 
Ups,  60  N.  Y.  408.  The  intention  must  be  arrived  at  in  view  of  the 
circumstances  of  each  particular  case.  LitUe  v.  Banks,  85  N.  Y.  258. 

By  a  deed  for  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant,  it  was  covenanted  by  the  defendant  that  he  would 
not  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter,  within  the  next  seven  years,  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  either  by  himself  or  in  copartnership  with  another 
or  others,  carry  on  the  business  of  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  within  the 
distance  of  fifty  miles  named,  nor  interfere  with,  solicit,  or  influence 
the  clients  of  the  late  partnership ;  and  that  if  he  should  in  any  respect 
infringe  that  covenant,  then  he  should  immediately  thereupon  pay  to 
the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  £1,000  as  and  for  liquidated  damages,  and  not 
by  way  of  penalty  ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  sum  of  £1,000  was,  upon 
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the  construction  of  tliis  covenant,  to  be  considered  by  the  way  of  liqui- 
dated damages,  and  not  as  a  penalty.  Galsworthy  v.  Strutt,  1  Wels. 
Harlst.  &  Gord.  659.  So,  where  the  defendant  sold  out  his  business, 
and  his  house  and  lot  to  the  plaintiff,  and  covenanted  in  a  bond  that  he 
would  not  locate  himself  and  practice  as  a  physician  or  surgeon  in  the 
same  village,  nor  within  six  miles  thereof,  for  the  space  of  ten  years, 
and  tliat  in  case  he  should  locate  so  or  practice,  he  would  pay  to  the 
plaintiff,  on  demand,  $500  for  each  and  every  month  that  he  should  so 
practice  as  a  physician  or  surgeon,  either  in  or  within  six  miles  of  said 
village,  it  was  held  that  practicing  within  such  limits  was  a  breach  of 
the  covenant,  even  though  thedefendant  resided  without  the  prescribed 
limits,  and  that  the  damages  were  liquidated,  which  entitled  the  plaint- 
iff to  $500  for  each  month.  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  "Wend.  468 ;  Mott  v. 
Mott,  11  Barb.  127. 

Where,  from  the  terms  of  a  contract,  there  is  a  manifest  difficulty  in 
ascertaining  what  damages  will  arise  from  a  breach  of  it,  and  the  fair 
and  reasonable  inference  is  that  the  amount  is  specified  and  agreed  on 
for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  expense  or  avoiding  the  difficulty  of 
proving  the  actual  damages,  there  the  parties  should  be  held  to  their 
bargain  ;  and  this  is  especially  the  case  wliere  the  amount  fixed  and 
liquidated  is  not  far  beyond  what  might  naturally  be  expected  to  re- 
sult from  a  breacli  of  the  contract.  Votheal  v.  Talm.age,  9  N.  Y.  551 ; 
S.  C,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  573.  And  see  Lampinan  v.  Cochran,  16  N. 
Y.  275. 

Where  parties  who  contemplated  a  hazardous  adventure  in  Califor- 
nia made  an  agreement  by  which  some  of  them  agreed  to  go  out  there 
as  a  company,  to  mine  for  gold  according  to  specified  rules,  and  agreed 
to  give  the  plaintiff,  who  was  interested  in  the  adventure,  a  bond  to 
pay  him  $500,  as  liquidated  damages  for  a  bi-each  of  the  agreement, 
and  the  bond  was  given  accordingly,  in  the  penalty  of  $1,000,  condi- 
tioned for  the  payment  of  $500,  as  hquidated  damages  upon  a  breach 
of  the  agreement,  this  was  held  to  be  a  case  of  liquidated  damages, 
lb. 

Where  a  contract  is  made  to  do  a  number  of  acts,  and  the  damages 
which  must  result  from  the  breach  of  the  contract,  are  in  their  nature 
uncertain,  and  not  calculable  or  ascertainable  without  a  resort  to  evi- 
dence, and  there  is  a  provision  that  if  either  party  fails  to  perform  his 
covenants  or  agreements,  the  failing  party  shall  pay  to  the  other  the  sum 
of  $500,  as  liquidated  damages,  the  parties  will  be  held  to  have  liqui- 
dated the  -daujages  at  that  sum.    Esmond  v.  Yam,  Bmsohoten,  12  Barb. 
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So,  where  a  contract  in  its  legal  effect  provides  for  a  single  act  on 
either  side,  and  is  such  that  the  damages,  in  case  of  a  violation  of  it, 
will  be  uncertain  in  their  nature  and  amount,  and  the  parties  have  stipu- 
lated that  in  the  event  of  a  breach,  a  certain  sum  shall  be  paid  by  the 
party  in  default  as  liquidated  damages,  they  will  be  regarded  as  having 
so  intended,  and  that  sum  will  be  treated  as  the  measure  of  damages. 
Mundy  v.  Cul/oef,  18  Barb.  336. 

When  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  clear,  and  the  agreement  is  le- 
gal  and  valid,  it  will  be  enforced  by  the  courts  without  inquiring 
whether  it  was  wisdom  or  folly  for  the  contracting  parties  to  make 
such  an  agreement.  ITosmer  v.  True,  19  Barb.  106.  Where  the  de- 
fendant held  a  lease,  of  which  two  years  were  unexpired,  and  he  cove- 
nanted to  assign  it  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  specified  day,  and  to  deliver 
possession  of  the  premises  at  that  time,  and  in  default  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  the  sum  of  $500  as  liquidated  damages,  this  was  held  to  be 
a  case  of  liquidated  damages,  and  upon  a  breach  of  the  covenant  the 
defendant  was  held  liable  to  pay  the  full  amount.  Knapp  v.  MaVtby, 
13  Wend.  587. 

Where  a  purchaser  of  certain  city  lots,  in  consideration  that  they 
were  sold  to  him  at  a  low  price,  covenanted  that  he  would  grade  the 
lots  within  a  reasonable  time,  and,  also,  that  he  would  build  two  houses 
on  them  by  a  certain  day,  or  in  defaiilt  of  building  the  houses  he 
would  pay  the  vendor  the  sum  of  $4,000,  on  demand,  as  liquidated 
damages,  it  was  held  that  the  covenantee  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
$4,000  as  liquidated  damages,  upon  a  breach  of  the  contract  by  not 
building  the  houses.  Pearson  v.  Williams'  Adm,.,  26  Wend.  630  ;  S. 
C,  24  id.  246. 

Where  A.,  in  consideration  of  $500,  paid  by  B.,  in  full  for  fifty  acres 
of  land,  covenanted  to  convey  the  land  to  B.,  by  a  good  and  sufficient 
deed,  on  or  before  a  certain  day,  or  in  lieu  thereof  to  pay  him  $800, 
this  was  held  to  be  liquidated  damages,  and  not  a  penalty,  and  that  B. 
was  entitled,  on  a  breach  of  the  contract,  to  recover  the  $800,  with  in- 
terest. Slosson  V.  Beadle,  7  Johns.  72.  A  contract  was  made  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  real  estate. 
Both  parties  were  to  perform  the  contract  on  a  specified  day,  on  which 
the  plaintiff  was  to  pay  $4,000,  to  assign  two  mortgages,  one  for  $3,737, 
the  other  for  $1,000,  to  convey  to  the  defendant  a  house  and  lot,  and 
to  deliver  to  him  two  pi'omissory  notes,  to  be  made  by  the  plaintiff, 
with  a  good  indorser,  for  $500 ;  and  on  the  same  day  the  defendant 
was  to  execute  a  conveyance  of  the  land  specified.  There  was  a  clause 
as  to  damages  as  follows:  "  In  case  citlier  of  the  said  parties  shall  fail 
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to  keep,  perform  aijd  fulfill  the  covenants  and  agreements  herein  con- 
tained, on  his  part  to  be  kept,  performed  and  fulfilled,  the  party  so 
failing  to  perform  shall  pay  to  the  other  party  the  snm  of  $2,000, 
which  said  sum  is  mutually  agreed  by  and  between  said  parties  to  be 
the  ascertained  and  liquidated  damages  for  such  non-performance." 
In  an  action  by  the  purchaser  against  the  vendor,  for  his  non- perform- 
ance, it  was  held  that  the  damages  were  liquidated  at  $2,000,  which 
sum  the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  recovei*.  Clement  v.  Cash,  21  N. 
Y.  253, 258.  The  court  said :  "  The  present  was  a  contract  for  the  sale 
and  transfer  of  real  estate,  where  the  damages  resulting  from  a  breach 
would  be  uncei'tain  in  their  amount ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that 
the  parties  were  not  at  least  as  well  able  to  estimate  the  value  of  the 
bargain,  and  appreciate  the  consequences  of  failure  to  obtain  the  land 
on  one  hand,  or  the  stipulated  consideration  on  the  other,  as  either 
judges  or  juries.  The  damages  for  non-performance  were  liquidated 
and  fixed,  if  the  language  used  by  the  parties  to  a  contract  can,  in  any 
case,  fix  the  amount.  It  is  precise  and  explicit,  leaving  nothing  for 
construction  or  intendment.  The  parties  declare,  in  language  not  capa- 
ble of  being  misunderstood  or  misinterpreted,  that  they  liave  ascertained 
and  liquidated  the  damages  at  $2,000,  to  be  paid  by  the  pai-ty  failing 
to  perform  the  agreement  to  the  injured  party.  If  they  could  do  this, 
that  is  the  sum  to  be  treated  as  the  measiire  of  damages.  That  they 
could  do  it  as  respected  a  contract  like  the  present  is  clear  from  numer- 
ous adjudications  and  upon  principle."  And  see  Reynolds  v.  Bridge^ 
6  Ell.  &  Bl.  528. 

So,  where,  m  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  a  farm,  the 
parties  agreed  as  to  damages,  thus  :  "  the  parties  to  these  presents  bind 
themselves,  each  unto  the  other,  in  the  penal  sum  of  $200,  as  fixed  and 
settled  damages,  to  be  paid  by  the  failing  party,"  this  was  held  to  be 
liquidated  damages,  and  the  purchaser  to  be  liable  for  that  amount 
upon  a  breach  of  the  agreement  on  his  part.  Brinkerlwff  v.  Ol-p^ 
35  Barb.  27. 

In  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  personal  property,  which  is  to  be  exe- 
cuted at  a  future  day,  if  there  is  a  specified  sum  mentioned  which  is  to 
be  paid  as  damages  in  case  of  non-performance  by  the  vendor,  the  sum 
so  named  will  be  considered  as  limiting  the  amount  which  the  vendee 
can  recover,  whether  the  damages  are  regarded  as  hquidated  or  as  a 
mere  penalty.     Main  v.  King,  10  Barb.  59. 

A  mere  extension  of  the  time  for  theperfonnanceof  a  contract  is  not 
a  waivei-  of  the  right  to  recover  liquidated  damages.  Esmond  v.  Van 
jSmsck&ien,  12  Barb.  366. 
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So,  where  an  agreement  provides  for  the  completion  of  a  specified 
undertaking  by  a  fixed  day,  and  there  is  a  stipulation  that  the  party 
who  is  to  perform  the  work  shall  pay  $10  a  day  for  each  day  that  shall 
elapse  after  that  day  without  a  fulfillment  of  the  contract,  this  will  be 
considered  liquidated  damages,  beyond  which  there  cannot  be  a  recov- 
ery.    Pettis  V.  Bloomer,  21  How.  317. 

Having  examined  some  of  the  cases  in  which  the  damages  were-held 
to  be  liquidated,  it  now  remains  to  examine  some  of  the  cases  in  which 
it  was  held  that  the  stipulation  was  to  be  considered  as  a  penalty,  in- 
stead of  liquidated  damages. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  relative  to  the  sale  of  lands, 
the  contract  provided  that  if  either  party  was  in  default,  he  should 
"  forfeit"  to  the  other  tlie  sum  of  $500,  to  be  paid  by  the  defaulting 
party,  unless  the  default  was  occasioned  by  some  cause  beyond  his  con- 
trol, it  was  held  that  this  was  a  provision  for  a  penalty,  and  not  a  case 
of  liquidated  damages.  Richards  v.  Edick,  17  Barb.  260.  And  see 
Davies  v.  Penton,  6  Barn.  &  Ores.  216 ;  Kemhle  v.  Farren,  6  Bing. 
141.  Where  a  contract  provides  for  the  performance  of  a  number  of 
things  on  both  sides  and  a  certain  sum  is  fixed  to  be  paid  by  the  failing 
party,  it  will  be  held  to  be  a  mere  penalty,  even  though  it  may  in 
terms  declare  it  to  be  liquidated  damages.  lb. ;  Lampman  v.  Cochran, 
16  N".  Y.  275  ;  S.  C,  19  Barb.  388. 

A  contract  which  provides  that  tlie  party  who  is  guilty  of  a  breach 
of  it  shall  "forfeit"  a  fixed  sum  implies  a  penalty,  and  not  liquidated 
damages.     Salters  v.  Ralph,  15  Abb.  273.     But  see  am,te,  800. 

Though  the  sum  named  in  a  submission  to  arbitration  is  stated  to  be 
"  ascertained  and  liquidated  damages,"  to  be  paid  by  the  party  refusing 
to  abide  by  the  award,  it  will  be  regarded  as  a  mere  penaltj',  and  not  as 
liquidated  damages.  Spear  v.  Smith,  1  Denio,  464.  And  see  Burgess 
V.  Tucker,  5  Johns.  105  ;  Hoag  v.  McGinnis,  22  Wend.  163 ;  Dakin 
V.  Williams,  17  id.  447  ;  Astley  v.  Weldon,  2  Bos.  &  Piil.  346. 

However  strong  may  be  the  language  in  which  the  parties  have  de- 
clared the  sum  to  be  stipulated  damages,  it  will  be  considered  as  a 
penalty  only,  in  all  eases  in  which  it  applies  to  a  variety  of  stipulations, 
differing  in  importance,  and  in  all  cases  where,  if  construed  as  a  debt, 
it  would  compel  the  payment  of  a  larger  sum  for  a  default  in  the  pay- 
ment of  a  smaller  one.  lb. ;  Beale  v.  Hayes,  5  Sandf.  640  ;  Boys  v. 
Ancell,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  390. 

An  agreement  was  entered  into  by  an  attorney  and  his  client,  and 
the  latter  stipulated  that  he  would  forfeit  $100  in  default  of  placing  in- 
the  hands  of  the  former  certain  specified  claims  for  collection ;  this 


DAMAGES.  805 


Damages  in  actiona  for  torts.  —  Trover. 


was  held  to  be  a  penalty,  and  not  liquidated  damages.     Mills  v.  Fox,  4 
E.  D.  Smith,  220. 

§  3.  Damages  in  actions  for  torts.  In  most  of  the  actions  which 
are  brought  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  torts  committed,  the 
measure  of  damages  may  be  considered  as  settled.  But,  notwithstand- 
ing this  is  tlae  general  rule,  there  are  some  questions  upon  which  the 
authorities  are  not  entirely  harmonious.  In  these  actions,  as  in  actions 
for  the  breach  of  contracts,  the  object  of  the  plaintiff  is  to  obtain  such 
compensation  or  satisfaction  as  the  law  will  give  in  the  particular  in- 
stance. As  a  general  rule,  in  actions  for  torts,  if  there  is  no  question 
of  fraud,  and  there  is  no  charge  of  willful  injury,  mahce,  or  oppres- 
sion, the  measure  of  compensation  is  a  matter  of  law.  But  on  the 
other  hand,  where  the  wrongful  act  is  accompanied  by  aggravating  cir- 
cumstances, or  where  the  motive  of  the  defendant  is  willful,  fraudu- 
lent, mahcious  or  oppressive,  the  amount  of  damages  is  left  quite 
largely  to  the  discretion  of  the  jury,  as  will  be  more  fully  explained  in 
a  subsequent  place.  One  of  the  first  principles  relative  to  damages  in 
such  cases  is,  that  if  the  rights  of  another  are  illegally  invaded,  even 
though  the  act  may  have  been  done  without  any  evil  motive  or  design, 
the  wrong-doer  is  still  liable  for  the  damages  resulting  from  his  wrong- 
ful acts.  And  this  is  the  rule,  although  his  injury  may  have  been  done 
accidentally,  unless  the  act  was  the  result  of  unavoidable  accident. 
Yol.  2,  pp.  548,  610. 

The  man  who  unlawfully  enters  upon  the  lands  of  another,  iipoii  a 
mistaken  supposition  that  he  had  a  right  to  do  so,  is  as  clearly  a  tres- 
passer as  he  who  enters  with  a  full  knowledge  that  he  is  a  wrong-doer. 
So,  too,  the  man  wlio  unlawfully  takes  or  converts  the  personal  property 
of  his  neighbor,  in  the  mistaken  belief  that  he  is  the  owner,  is  as  much 
liable  in  trespass  or  trover  as  he  who  committed  the  wrong  intentionally. 
But  although  the  motive  in  such  a  case  does  not  affect  the  right  of  ac- 
tion, yet  it  may  have  an  influence  upon  the  question  of  damages,  as 
we  shall  hereafter  see  when  discussing  that  matter. 

Trover.  Where  the  plaintiff  recovers  a  judgment  in  an  action  of 
trover,  the  general  rule  is  that  he  is  always  entitled  to  recover  the  value 
of  the  property  at  the  time  of  its  conversion,  and  in  some  cases  he  is 
entitled  to  recover  a  greater  sum.  The  rule  of  estimating  the  value  of 
the  article  is  sometimes  important.  "Where  a  party  has  converted 
property,  and  he  will  not  produce  it,  the  presumption  will  be  that  the 
article  was  of  the  best  quality  and  description.  Armory  v.  Delamirie, 
1  Strange.  505.  In  the  ease  last  cited  the  plaintiff  had  found  a  jewel, 
and  he  took  it  to  the  defendant,  who  was  a  goldsmith,  to  find  out  its 
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value,  and  the  defendant  took  the  jewel  out  of  the  locket  and  refused 
to  return  it,  though  the  locket  was  returned.  In  an  action  for  the  con- 
version, the  plaintiff  proved  what  would  be  the  value  of  a  jewel  of  the 
first  water  to  fit  the  locket,  but  the  defendant  did  not  produce  the  jewel, 
and  the  court  instructed  the  jury  to  find  the  value  of  a  jewel  of  the 
first  water  as  the  measure  of  damages,  which  the  jury  Sid. 

Again,  it  is  frequently  important  to  ascertain  at  what  period  of  time 
the  value  should  be  fixed  or  determined  in  those  cases  in  which  there 
has  been  a  change  in  the  price  or  value  of  the  article  between  the  time 
of  its  conversion  and  the  time  of  the  trial. 

The  general  rule  is  that  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for  con- 
version is  the  actual  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  taking 
with  interest  thereon  from  that  time.  As  to  this  rule  there  is  no  con- 
troversy. Wehle  V.  Haviland,  69  N.  T.  MS;  Kennedy  v.  Sirong, 
14  Johns.  128  ;  DilUnhack  v.  Jerome,  7  Cow.  284 ;  Stevens  v.  Lowi 
2  Hill,  132  ;  Manufacturers  and  Traders'  B''k  v.  Farmers  and  Me- 
chanics' Nat.  B^k,  60  N,  Y.  40  ;  Ormsby  v,  Vermont  Cojfyp&r  Mining 
Go.,  56  id.  623  :  Spicer  v.   Waters,  65  Barb.  22Y. 

In  some  eases,  where  the  value  of  property  is  fluctuating,  the  value 
may  be  fixed  at  the  time  the  owner  is  deprived  of  his  property,  or 
within  such  reasonable  time  thereafter  as  he  might  have  replaced  it. 
Wehle  V.  Havilamd,  69  IST.  Y.  448 ;  Soott  v,  Rogers,  31  id.  676 ; 
S.  C,  4  Abb.  Ct.  App.  157.  See  Gruman  v.  Smithy  81  N.  Y.  25. 
And  there  are  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  been  allowed  to  recover 
the  highest  price  which  the  property  has  reached  between  the  time  of 
the  conversion  and  the  end  of  the  trial.  These  are  cases  in  which  the 
value  of  the  property  is  fluctuating,  and  the  action  has  been  commenced 
and  prosecuted  with  reasonable  diligence.  liomaine  v.  Ya/n Allen, 
26  N.  Y.  309 ;  Lobdell  v.  Stowell,  51  id.  70 ;  Markham  v.  Jaudon, 
41  id.  235 ;  Burt  v.  Vutcher,  34  id.  493 ;  Wilson  v.  Mathews,  24 
Barb.  295  ;  Commercial  Bank  of  Buffalo  v.  Kortright,  22  Wend, 
348  ;    Willard  v.  Bridge,  4  Barb.  361. 

But  these  are  exceptional  cases,  and  do  not  apply  where  the  value  of 
the  property  is  not  subject  to  fluctuations,  and  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty at  the  time  of  the  tortious  taking,  with  interest  thereon,  will  in- 
demnify the  owner.      Wehle  v.  Haviland,  69  N.  Y.  448. 

There  are,  undoubtedly,  cases  in  which  the  distinction  pointed  out 
has  not  been  observed,  and  the  broad  rule  has  been  laid  down,  that  the 
measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for  conversion  is  the  highest  market 
price  between  the  time  of  the  conversion  and  the  time  of  the  trial. 
But  this  rule,  which  was  long  considered  as  the  correct  one,  has  been 
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substantially  overruled,  and  one  more  in  accordance  with  justice  and 
the  proper  protection  of  parties  litigant  has  been  inaugurated  and  ap- 
proved. The  later  cases  hold  that  the  proper  measure  of  damages  in 
an  action  of  conversion  is  an  amount  sufficient  to  indemnify  the  party 
injm-ed  for  the  loss,  which  is  the  natural,  reasonable  and  proximate  re- 
sult of  the  wrongful  act  complained  of,  and  which  a  proper  degree  of 
pmdeace  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  would  not  have  averted,  WhMan 
V.  Lyneh,  60  N.  Y.  469 ;  S.  C,  19  Am.  Bep.  200 ;  Mechanios  and 
Traders' ^'k.  v.  Farmers  and  Mechanics'  Nat.  -Blc,  60  IS".  Y.  40 ; 
Baker  v.  Brake,  53  id.  211 ;  S.  C,  13  Am.  Bep.  507, 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  the  value  of  the  property  is  enhanced 
by  the  acts  of  the  wrong-doer.  And  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  party 
whose  property  has  been  tortiously  taken  is  entitled  to  the  enhanced 
value  till  it  has  been  so  changed  as  to  alter  the  title.  Where  saw-logs 
are  wrongfully  taken  and  converted  into  boards  and  plank,  the  owner 
is  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  boards  and  plank,  and  is  not  con- 
fined to  the  vaUie  of  the  logs  either  in  the  woods  or  at  the  place  where 
they  were  sawed  into  boards  and  plank.  Baker  v.  Wheeler,  8  Wend. 
505 ;  Brown  v.  :8aic,  7  Cow.  95,  In  an  action  for  logs  which  have 
been  converted  into  lumber  and  sold  at  a  distant  market,  the  value  may 
be  estimated  and  fixed  by  introducing  evidence  of  the  value  of  the 
lumber  at  its  place  of  destination,  deducting  the  cost  of  manufacture 
and  of  transportation  from  the  market  value.  Brissee  v.  Mayiee,  31 
Wend.  144. 

Where  trees  are  wrongfully  taken  and  converted  into  shingles  by 
the  wrong-doer,  the  owner  may  recover  of  him  the  enhanced  value  of 
the  timber  by  estimating  it  at  the  value  of  the  shingles.  Mice  v,  Hoh 
lenjbeck,  19  Barb.  664. 

When  property  is  taken  by  a  willful  trespasser,  and  it  is  converted 
by  him  into  property  of  a  different  species,  the  title  of  the  property 
will  not  be  changed  so  long  as  the  owner  can  identify  the  original 
materials  which  constitute  the  new  or  improved  articles.  Silsbury  v. 
McCom,  3  N.  Y.  379.  See  vol.  2,  pp.  566, 567,  568.  The  law,  however, 
makes  a  distinction  between  a  willful  trespasser,  and  an  involuntary 
wrong-doer.  An  intentional  wrong-doer  can  never  acquire  a  title  to 
property,  however  great  may  be  the  changes  which  he  makes  to  it,  but 
it  is  otherwise  with  one  who  acts  in  good  faitli.  A.  agreed  to  tan 
a  quantity  of  hides  to  be  furnished  by  B.,  and  return  the  leather  to 
him.  B.  was  to  furnish  the  hides  on  a  commission  for  buying,  and  a 
commission  for  guaranty  and  selling  the  leather.  The  hides  were  to  be 
insured  and  charged  to  A.,  and,  when  the  leather  was  sold,  the  net 
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proceeds,  after  deducting  costs,  expenses,  commissions,  insurance,  in- 
terest, etc.,  were  to  be  the  profit  which  was  to  accrue  to  A.  for  tanning 
the  hides.  This  transaction  was  held  to  be  a  bailment,  and  not  a  sale 
to  A.,  and  that  in  an  action  by  B.  against  A.'s  assignees  for  a  conver- 
sion of  the  property,  the  proper  measure  of  damages  was  held  to  be 
B.'s  interest  in  the  hides,  and  not  the  enhanced  value  thereof  when 
manufactured  into  leather.  Hyde  v.  Cookson,  21  Barb.  92.  But  B. 
was  allowed  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  money  paid  by  him,  the  com- 
missions for  buying  the  hides,  the  expenses,  interest,  and  the  commis- 
sions upon  the  value  of  the  leather  when  ready  for  market.  lb. 

In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the  conversion  of 
chattels,  the  plaintiff,  if  he  shows  a  right  of  recovery,  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover interest  on  the  value  of  the  property  from  the  time  of  the  conver- 
sion. Andrews  v.  Durcunt,  18  N.  Y.  496  ;  Hyde  v.  Stone,  7  Wend. 
354 ;  Bissell  v.  Hopkins,  4  Cow.  53  ;  Baker  v.  Wheeler,  8  Wend.  505 ; 
Stevens  v.  Low,  2  Hill,  133. 

Interest  from  the  time  of  the  conversion  is  not  a  mere  matter  of  dis- 
cretion with  a  jury,  but  a  matter  of  right ;  and  it  cannot  be  refused 
any  more  than  the  damages  themselves.  Andrews  v.  Duramt,  18  K".  T- 
496,  502.  But  in  another  case  reported  in  the  same  volume,  it  was 
held  that  it  was  proper  to  submit  the  question  whether  they  would 
allow  interest.  Walratk  v.  Redfield,  18  N.  T.  458,  462.  The  court 
said :  "  The  jury  were  not  instructed  to  allow  interest,  but  its  allow- 
ance was  submitted  to  their  discretion.  There  was  no  error  in  this.  In 
general,  in  actions  ex  delicto,  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury  whether 
to  allow  interest  by  way  of  damages  or  not."  The  most  that  this 
case  really  decides  is  that  the  submission  of  the  question  to  a  jury,  and 
their  allowance  of  interest  is  no  error.  It  does  not  decide  that  the  jury 
may  refuse  interest,  unless  that  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  expression 
that  interest  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury.  See  also  Black  v.  Cam- 
den and  Amhoy  R.  R.  and  Transportation  Co.,  45  Barb.  40. 

The  plaintiff  is  not  limited  to  the  price  which  he  may  have  paid  for 
the  property,  but  is  entitled  to  the  market-price  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
version.  King  v.  Orser,  4  Duer,  431. 

Where  the  vendor  of  goods  disaffirms  the  contract  of  sale  on  the 
ground  that  the  vendee  has  neglected  or  refused  to  perform  the  con- 
ditions which  would  entitle  him  to  hold  the  goods,  and  such  vendor 
then  sues  in  trover  for  the  goods,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  actual 
value  of  the  goods,  with  interest.  Stevens  v.  Low,  2  Hill,  132.  The 
price  agreed  on  is  evidence  of  the  value,  but  it  does  not  estop  the 
vendee  from  showing  the  actual  market  value.  lb. 
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If  a  pledgee  of  stock  wrongfully  sells  it,  and  when  the  pledgor  ofiers 
to  pay  the  debt,  and  requests  a  return  of  the  stock,  the  pledgee  puts 
him  off  from  time  to  time  with  promises  to  replace  it,  and  in  the  mean- 
time it  rises  in  value,  the  pledgor  may  'recover  the  enhanced  value. 
Wilson  v.  Zittle,  2  N.  Y.  M3 ;  S.  C,  1  Sandf.  351. 

Where  a  constable  levies  upon  property,  and  it  is  removed  and  con- 
verted by  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  if  the  officer  brings  an  action 
against  him  he  can  recover  merely  the  amount  of  the  execution,  and 
not  the  value  of  the  property.     /Spoor  v.  Holland,  8  Wend.  445. 

Where  a  person  having  a  lien  upon  personal  property  brings  an  ac- 
tion against  the  general  owner,  the  plaintiff  can  recover  nothing  more 
than  his  interest  in  the  property,  and  not  its  fuU  value.  Seamcm  v. 
Luce,  23  Barb.  240 ;  Rhoads  v.  Woods,  41  id.  471 ;  Russell  v.  Butter- 
field,  21  Wend.  300 ;  Spoor  v.  HoUomd,  3  id.  445  ;  Weaver  v.  Darby, 
42  Barb.  411. 

But  where  the  action  is  brought  against  a  stranger  who  has  no  title 
or  interest  in  the  property,  and  who  does  not  act  under  the  authority 
of  the  general  owner,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  full  value 
of  the  property.     Alt  v.  Weidenberg,  6  Bosw.  176. 

In  an  action  brought  by  a  mortgagee  of  chattels  against  a  receiver  ap- 
pointed in  supplementary  proceedings,  for  seizing,  selling  and  converting 
the  mortgaged  chattels,  the  damages  ought  to  be  assessed  as  they  would 
be  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff'-s  reversionary 
interest,  by  confining  the  damages  to  the  loss  which  the  plaintiff 
has  sustained  by  the  dispersion  of  the  property  among  the  several 
purchasers.  Ma/nning  v.  Monagham,,  28  N.  Y.  585 ;  affirming  S.  C,  10 
Bosw.  231. 

Where  property  is  assigned  for  the  payment  of  some  of  the  assignor's 
debts  and  his  other  creditors  attach  the  property  and  take  it  out  of  the 
assig/iee's  possession,  and  he  establishes  tliat  the  transaction  was  not 
fraudulent,  but  was  valid,  the  assignee  is  entitled  to  recover  the  full 
value  of  the  property  attached,  and  not  merely  the  amount  of  his  debt. 
RobUns  y.  Fitz,  33  N.  Y.  420. 

Where  a  sheriff  had  levied  upon  certain  personal  property,  upon  an 
execution  issued  against  B.,  and  as  being  his  property,  and  B.  claimed 
the  property  by  virtue  of  a  bill  of  sale  executed  before  the  levy,  and  he 
thereupon  brought  an  action  of  replevin  against  the  sheriff,  and  obtained 
a  delivery  of  the  property  to  himself,  but  he  failed  in  the  action,  and 
a  verdict  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  sheriff"  for  a  return  of  the  goods 
to  him  ;  it  was  held  that  the  sheriff's  damages  were  not  limited  to  the 
amount  of  the  execution  held  by  him  against  B.,  but  that  he  might 
102 
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recover  the  full  value  of  the  property.     Buck  v.  Bemam,  34  N.  T. 
383. 

In  an  action  by  a  mortgagee  of  chattels  against  the  mortgagor,  or  a 
party  having  his  rights,  for  a  conversion  of  the  mortgaged  property, 
the  mortgagee  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  full  value  of  the  property, 
but  is  limited  to  the  amount  of  his  debt.  Parish  v.  Wheeler,  22 IS^.  Y. 
494.  So,  where  the  mortgagee  sues  a  creditor  of  the  mortgagor  for 
seizing  and  selling  the  property  on  an  execution  against  the  mortgagor, 
where  he  has  possession  of  the  property  after  the  mortgage  becomes  due, 
the  mortgagee  cannot  recover  more  than  the  sum  due  on  his  mortgage. 
Wood  V.  Combs,  MS.,  cited  in  Okadwich  v.  Lamb,  29  Barb.  522.  So 
where  a  prior  mortgagee  claims  chattels  under  a  usurious  mortgage,  and 
an  action  is  ])rought  against  him  by  a  second  mortgagee  for  a  conver- 
sion of  the  property,  the  defendant  will  be  regarded  as  the  general 
owner  of  the  property,  and  the  plaintiif  as  only  having  a  special  interest, 
and  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  recover  more  than  the  amount  due  upon 
his  mortgage.  ChadAJoick  v.  Lamh,  29  Barb.  518.  See,  also^  vol.  2,  p. 
585. 

The  amount  due  on  a  note  is  the  measure  of  damages  for  its  conver- 
sion, unless  payment,  the  insolvency  of  the  maker,  or  some  similar  fact 
is  shown  to  invalidate  it.  Ingalls  v.  Lord,  1  Cow.  240 ;  Thayer  v. 
Mcmley,  73  K  Y.  305;  £ooth  v.  Powers,  56  id.  23;  Potter  v. 
Merchants'  J£k,  28  id.  641 ;  Neff  v.  aute,  12  Barb.  466.  So,  where 
the  plaintijBE  made  a  promissory  note,  and  the  defendant  wrongfully 
converted  it  by  negotiating  it  before  due,  so  as  to  charge  the  maker 
with  its  payment,  it  was  held  that  the  measure  of  damages  was  the 
amount  of  the  note.  Decker  v.  Mathews,  12  N.  Y.  313;  S.  0.,  6 
Sandf.  439. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  conversion  of  searches  and 
abstracts  of  title,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  cost  of  procuring  other 
searches  similar  to  those  converted.  Watson  v.  Cowdry,  23  Hun,  169. 
It  is  a  general  and  a  well-settled  rule  that  a  return  of  converted  prop- 
erty, and  an  acceptance  of  it  by  the  owner,  will  not  bar  his  action  for 
the  conversion,  but  merely  go  in  mitigation  of  damages.  Hammer  v. 
Wilsmj,  17  Wend.  91 ;  Wood  v.  Jackson,  8  id.  10  ;  PeopU  v.  B'k  of 
Nwth  America,  75  N.  Y.  547 ;  Carpenter  v.  Manhattan  Life  Ins.  Co., 
22  Hun,  47 ;  Livermore  v.  Northrup,  44  JS".  Y.  107.  And  see  vol.  2.  p. 
549.  And  where  the  property  is  sold  under  an  execution  which  was  il- 
legally issued,  the  acceptance  by  the  owner  of  the  surplus  of  the  avails 
of  the  sale  wiU  not  deprive  him  of  his  right  of  action,  but  merely  go  in 
mitigation  of  damages.     Brown  y.  Feeler,  7  Wend.  301,  808.    tVhere 
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property  is  wrongfully  taken,  the  subsequent  appropriation  of  it  by  a 
sale  under  an  execution  in  favor  of  the  wrong^doer  will  not  relieve  him 
from  liability  for  damages  to  the  full  value  of  the  property.  Otis  v. 
Jams,  21  Wend.  394.  And  see  Manmer  v.  Wilsei^,  17  id.  91 ;  WeUe 
V.  BuUer,  61  N.  Y.  245.  But  where  property  which  is  unlawfully 
taken  is  afterward  returned  to  the  owner,  before  action  brought,  and 
he  accepts  it,  the  return  and  acceptance  must  be  considered  in  mitiga- 
tion of  damages ;  and  if  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
for  the  whole  amount,  it  will  be  erroneous  and  reversible  upon  an 
appeal.     Hibbard  v.  Stewart,  1  Hilt.  207. 

In  an  action  against  a  corporation  for  a  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's 
stock,  by  refusing  to  issue  or  to  transfer  it,  the  measure  of  damages  is 
not  the  subscription-money,  with  interest,  but  the  value  of  the  stock, 
or  its  highest  price  in  market,  at  any  time  after  the  demand  and  a  re- 
fusal to  permit  a  transfer  and  to  issue  a  scrip  to  the  owner.  Arnold 
V.  Suffolk  Bank,  27  Barb.  424. 

A.  bought  some  sheep  on  credit  and  left  them  with  the  vendor,  who, 
without  any  default  on  the  part  of  A.,  resold  the  sheep  to  a  third  per- 
son, and  it  was  held  that  this  was  such  a  conversion  of  the  sheep  as 
entitled  A.  to  maintain  trover  against  the  vendor;  and  that  the  measure 
of  damages  was  not  the  value  of  the  sheep,  but  the  loss  sustained  by 
A.  in  not  having  the  sheep  delivered  to  him  at  the  price  agreed  on. 
Chinery  v.  Viall,  5  Hurlst.  &  Norm.  288. 

,  Eeplevin.  The  law  relating  to  the  right  of  action  in  replevin  has 
been  sufficiently  noticed  already.  Yol.  2,  pp.  630-644.  And  a  few 
words  in  relation  to  the  measure  of  damages  is  all  that  will  be  necessary 
upon  the  subject.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  there  is 
one  particular  in  which  this  action  differs  widely  from  ordinary  actions. 
In  most  cases  the  plaintiff  is  the  only  claimant  for  damages ;  but  in  this 
action  the  defendant  may  claim  damages  in  case  he  succeeds  in  the 
action. 

When  the  plaintiff  recovers  judgment  in  the  action  his  claim  is  for 
damages  for  the  detention  of  the  property,  and,  ordinarily,  interest  on 
the  amount  of  the  value  of  the  property  is  the  measure  of  damages. 
Twinam  v.  Swart,  4  Lans.  263 ;  Britzsee  v.  Maybeey  21  Wend.  144. 
If  the  property  has  a  usable  value,  the  value  of  the  use  during  the 
time  of  the  detention  is  a  proper  item  of  damages.  AUen  v.  Fox,  51 
N.  Y,  562;  S.  C-,  10  Am.  Bep.  641 ;  Ke^  v.  Kaufman,  6  Jones  & 
Sp.  476;  S.  0.  affirmed,  63  N.  Y.  643,  If  the  value  of  the  property 
has  been  impaired  during  the  detention  the  depreciation  in  value  should 
be  included  as  au  element  of  damage  in  the  assessment  of  damages 
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caused  by  the  detention.  If.  Y.  Ouaromty  and  Indemnity  Go.  v, 
Flynn,  55  N.  T.  653.  But  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  the  damages 
are  more  or  less  than  the  interest  on  the  value,  the  presumption  is  that 
the  damages  are  the  interest  during  the  time  the  successful  party 
was  wrongfully  deprived  of  the  use.  lb. ;  Keep  v.  Kauffmwn,  6  Jones 
&  Sp.  476  ;  S.  C.  affirmed,  63  N.  Y.  643. 

If  the  plaintiff  has  only  a  limited  interest  in  the  property,  he  can 
recover  only  to  the  extent  of  his  interest,  as  against  the  general  owner, 
although,  as  against  a  mere  wrong-doer,  he  may  recover  the  full  value. 
See  (Mite,  230. 

When  the  defendant  succeeds  in  the  action,  he  is  entitled  to  a  judg- 
ment in  his  favor  for  a  return  of  the  property,  and,  also,  to  recover  his 
damages.  And,  if  the  goods  or  chattels  have  deteriorated  in  value,  he 
is  also  entitled  to  such  sum  as  will  be  equal  to  the  value  of  the  goods 
at  the  time  they  were  taken,  with  interest  on  that  value  from  the  time 
of  the  taking.     Rowley  v.  Oibbs,  14  Johns.  384. 

Where  exemplary  or  vindictive  damages  are  not  recoverable,  and  the 
remedy  sought  is  merely  pecuniary,  the  principle  is  that  the  owner 
must  be  fully  indemnified,  and  that  the  wrong-doer  must  not  be  per- 
mitted to  derive  any  benefit  or  advantage  whatever  from  his  wrongful 
act.  Suydam  v.  Jenkins,  3  Sandf.  614.  The  damages,  when  limited 
to  an  indemnity,  will  be  ascertained  by  adding  to  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, at  the  time  the  owner  is  dispossessed,  the  damages  which  he  is 
proved  to  have  sustained  from  the  loss  of  its  possession.  lb.  And,  to  com- 
plete the  indemnity,  it  is  necessary  to  allow  interest  on  the  value  of  the 
property  at  the  time  of  its  wrongful  taking,  and  from  that  time  down 
to  the  day  of  the  trial.  lb.  So,  compensatory  damages,  in  addition  to 
the  interest,  may  be  added  to  the  value,  where  it  is  proved  that  it  is 
necessary  to  afford  a  full  indemnity.    lb. 

Where  it  is  shown  that  the  owner  would  have  derived  a  larger  profit 
from  the  use  of  the  property  than  the  interest  on  its  value,  or  that  he 
had  contracted  to  sell  it  to  a  solvent  purchaser  at  an  advance  on  its 
market-price,  or  that  when  the  wrong  was  committed  it  was  on  its  way 
to  a  profitable  market,  where  it  would  have  certainly  arrived,  in  such 
cases  the  difference  between  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  tort  and  the 
advance  which  the  owner  would  have  realized  had  he  retained  the  pos- 
session, ought  to  be  added  to  the  value  as  compensatory  damages,  and 
interest  is  allowable  on  the  aggregate.  lb.  So,  when  it  appears  that  the 
owner,  in  all  probability,  would  have  retained  the  property  until  the 
trial,  and  it  is  then  of  greater  value  than  when  he  was  dispossessed, 
the  difference  is  a  part  of  his  loss,  and  may  be  added  to  the  original 
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value  to  complete  his  indemnity.  lb.  The  same  rule  applies  where 
the  evidence  justifies  the  conclusion  that  the  owner,  had  he  kept 
the  possession,  would  have  obtained  a  higher  price  for  it  subsequent  to 
the  tort  which  deprived  him  of  it.  lb.  Even  where  exemplary  dam- 
ages are  not  claimed,  the  sum  which  the  injured  party  is  entitled  to 
recover  is  not  in  all  cases  to  be  limited  to  an  indemnity.  lb.  He  is 
entitled  to  recover,  in  all  cases,  the  market  value  of  the  property  at 
the  time  of  the  conversion,  with  interest,  even  where  the  amount,  from 
special  circumstances,  may  exceed  that  of  his  actual  loss.  lb.  So,  where 
the  wrong-doer  has  sold  the  property  for  a  larger  price  than  its  value  at 
the  time  of  its  conversion,  the  difEerence  must  be  allowed  as  cumula- 
tive damages.  lb.  So,  where  the  wrong-doer  retains  the  possession  of 
the  property  at  the  time  of  the  trial  or  judgment,  and  it  is  then  of 
greater  value  than  at  the  time  of  its  conversion,  the  difference  must  be 
added  to  the  sum  that  would  be  sufficient  as  an  indemnity.    lb. 

It  may,  therefore,  be  stated  as  the  universal  rule,  that  the  amount  to 
be  recovered  will  be  ascertained  by  adding  to  the  value  of  the  property, 
when  the  right  of  action  accrued,  such  damages  as  shall  cover  every 
additional  loss  which  the  owner  has  sustained,  and  also  every  increase 
of  valu^  which  the  wrong-doer  has  obtained,  or  has  it  in  his  power  to. 

The  highest  price  which  the  property  has  borne  at  any  time  between 
its  conversion  and  the  trial  cannot,  in  all  cases,  be  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages, since  when  it  does  not  appear  that  this  price  would  have  been 
obtained  by  the  owner,  or  has  been  obtained  by  the  wrong-doer,  the 
damages  recovered  by  this  rule  would  be  vindictive,  instead  of  remu- 
nerative, lb.  With  still  less  reason  can  the  value  of  the  property  at  the 
time  of  the  trial  be  assumed  as  the  true  and  sole  measure  of  damages, 
since  this  would  cast  the  risk  of  the  depreciation,  deterioration  or  de- 
struction of  the  property  upon  the  innocent  owner.  lb.  In  actions  of 
tort,  the  value  of  the  property,  in  estimating  damages,  is  not  always  to 
be  determined  by  its  market-price.  In  some  cases,  as  that  of  family 
pictures,  plate,  and  the  like,  its  value  to  the  owner,  by  reason  of  per- 
sonal or  family  considerations,  ought  to  be  considered  by  the  jury,  by 
exercising  both  a  sound  discretion  and  a  reasonable  sympathy  with  the 
feelings  of  the  owner.  lb. 

Where  the  defendant  succeeds  in  the  action,  and  the  proceedings  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  taking  the  property  have  been  fraudulent, 
vexatious  or  malicious,  or  if  the  defendant's  proceedings  have  been  of 
the  same  character,  and  the  plaintiff  succeeds,  the  jury  may  give  exem- 
plary damages  against  either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant,  as  in  cases 
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of  willful  trespass.     Cable  v.  Dakim,,  20  "Wend.  172  ;  Brizsee  v.  May- 
lee,  21  id.  144. 

Where  the  judgment  is  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  a  return  of  the 
property  which  has  been  taken  on  the  plaintiff's  replevin  process,  the 
plaintiff  may  show,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  that  the  defendant  repos- 
sessed himself  of  the  greater  part  of  the  property  shortly  after  it  was 
replevied.  De  Witt  v.  Morris,  13  "Wend.  496.  The  return  of  the 
property  goes  in  mitigation  of  damages,  in  the  same  manner  as  in  an 
action  of  trespass.  lb. 

Trespass  upon  real  estate.  The  cases  in  which  trespass  may  be 
maintained  for  a  wrongful  entry  upon  real  estate  have  been  noticed  in 
another  place.  Yol.  2,  pp.  472—483.  The  general  rule  is  that  every 
wrongful  entry  upon  lands  lays  a  foundation  for  nominal  damages,  at 
the  least.  Id.,  pp.  472,  473.  And  so  it  is  also  a  general  rule  that 
the  measure  of  damages  is  usually  the  amount  of  injury  directly  re- 
sulting from  the  act  complained  of.  But  where  the  conduct  of  the 
defendant  has  been  malicious,  willful  or  oppressive,  the  jury  may  give 
exemplary  damages.  In  one  case,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  gentleman 
of  fortune,  was  shooting  on  his  own  estate,  in  a  common  field  contigu- 
ous to  the  highway,  when  the  defendant,  who  was  a  banker,  a  magis- 
trate and  a  member  of  Parliament,  who  had  dined  and  drank  freely, 
after  taking  the  same  diversion  of  shooting,  passed  along  the  road  in 
his  carriage,  and  quitting  it,  went  up  to  the  plaintiff  and  told  him  he 
would  join  his  party,  which  the  plaintiff  positively  declined,  inquired  his 
■name,  and  gave  him  notice  not  to  sport  on  the  plaintiff's  land ;  but  the 
defendant  declared  with  an  oath  that  he  would  shoot,  and  accordingly 
fired  several  times,  upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  at  the  birds,  which  the 
plaintiff  found,  proposed  to  borrow  some  shot  of  the  plaintiff,  when  he 
had  exhausted  his  own,  and  used  very  intemperate  language,  threaten- 
ing, in  his  capacity  of  a  magistrate,  to  commit  the  plaintiff",  and  defy- 
ing him  to  bring  an  action.  The  witnesses  described  his  conduct  as 
being  that  of  a  drunken  or  insane  person.  Plaintiff  conducted  himself 
with  the  utmost  coolness  and  propriety.  The  jury  gave  a  verdict  to 
the  plaintiff  for  £600  damages,  which  the  court  refused  to  set  aside. 
GiBBS,  Ch.  J.,  said :  "  I  wish  to  know,  in  a  case  where  a  man  disregards 
every  principle  which  actuates  the  conduct  of  a  gentleman,  what  is  to 
restrain  him  except  large  damages  ?  To  be  sure,  one  can  hardly  con- 
ceive worse  language  than  this.  "What  would  be  said  to  a  person  in  a 
low  situation  of  life,  who  should  behave  himself  in  this  manner  ?  I 
do  not  know  upon  what  principle  we  can  grant  a  rule  in  this  case,  un- 
less we  were  to  lay  it  down  that  the  jury  are  not  justified  in  giving 
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more  than  the  absolute  pecuniary  damage  that  the  plaintiff  may 
sustain.  Suppose  a  gentleman  has  a  paved  walk  in  his  paddock,  before 
his  window,  and  that  a  man  intrudes  and  walks  up  and  down  before  the 
window  of  his  house,  and  looks  in  while  the  owner  is  at  dinner,  is  the 
trespasser  to  be  permitted  to  say,  '  here  is  a  halfpenny  for  you,  which 
is  the  full  extent  of  all  the  mischief  I  have  done.'  Would  that  be  a 
compensation  ?  I  cannot  say  that  it  would  be."  Heath,  J.,  said  :  "  I 
remember  a  case  where  a  Jury  gave  £500  damages  for  merely  knocking 
a  man's  hat  off ;  and  the  court  refused  a  new  trial.  There  was  not  one 
country  gentleman  in  a  hundred,  who  would  have  behaved  with  the 
laudable  and  dignified  coolness  that  this  plaintiff  did.  It  goes  to  pre- 
vent the  practice  of  dueling,  if  juries  are  permitted  to  punish  insult  by 
exemplary  damages."     Merest  v.  Ha/rvey,  5  Taunt.  442. 

So,  where  the  defendant  came  upon  the  sidewalk  of  the  plaintiff,  in 
a  country  village,  and  there  remained,  using  offensive,  vulgar,  and  vile 
language  toward  the  plaintiff,  and  refusing  to  depart  therefrom.  The 
jury  gave  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $20  damages,  which 
was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court.  Adams  v.  Rivers,  1 1  Barb.  890) 
398.  The  eoui't  said :  "  The  jury  were  not  limited  to  mere  compen- 
satory damages,  and  the  court  could  not  have  interfered  had  ^he  re- 
covery been  five  times  as  much  as  it  was."  In  another  case  the  de- 
fendant went  to  the  plaintiff's  office,  and  entered  it,  for  the  purpose  and 
with  the  malicious  intent  of  provoking  a  quarrel  with  the  plaintiff's 
clerk,  if  the  latter  did  not  pay  a  small  demand  which  the  defendant 
claimed  of  him,  and  while  in  the  office  the  defendant  wrongfully  and 
violently  assaulted  such  clerk,  and  in  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  the 
jury  gave  the  plaintiff  a  verdict  of  $400,  for  the  intrusion  and  trespass 
in  the  office,  which  was  held  not  to  be  excessive  damages.  Walker  v. 
TTiZsow,  8  Bosw.  586.  In  the  case  just  cited  the  conduct  of  the  de- 
fendant was  entirely  inexcusable.  He  went  into  the  plaintiff's  office 
and  demanded  pay  of  the  clerk,  and  on  his  statement  that  he  could  not 
pay,  the  defendant  struck  him  several  violent  blows  in  the  face,  causing 
his  nose  to  bleed  copiously ;  called  him  harsh  names ;  attempted  to 
seize  and  arrest  him  ;  struck  him  several  other  blows  ;  went  out  of  the 
office,  and  threatened  to  go  back  and  continue  his  violence  ;  he  also 
called  the  clerk  a  thief ;  and  on  the  call  of  the  clerk  for  assistance, 
several  persons  entered  from  the  street.  So,  in  another  case,  the  wife 
of  the  defendant  went  upon  the  plaintiff's  premises,  and  into  his  dwell- 
ing-house, and  enticed  a  servant  girl  to  leave  the  plaintiff's  service  ;  for 
this  act  a  jury  gave  the  plaintiff  a  verdict  for  $20  damages,  and  this  was 
held  right.    ' Hceight  v.  Badgdey,  15  Barb.  499.   Again,  in  another  Case 
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the  defendant  threw  poisoned  barley  upon  the  plaintiflE's  land  and  de- 
stroyed his  poultry,  and  9,  verdict  was  given  to  the  plaintiff,  with  £50 
damages,  which  was  sustained,  upon  the  principle  that  the  jury  were 
not  confined  to  the  mere  damages  resulting  from  throwing  the 
poisoned  barley  upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  but  that  they  might  consider 
the  malicious  motives  of  the  defendant.  Sears  v.  Lyons,  2  Stark.  31Y. 
And  see  Matthews  v.  Fiestel,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  90.  But,  while  the  laws 
thus  permit  a  jury  to  assess  damages  with  a  liberal  hand,  in  cases  which 
call  for  the  exercise  of  such  a  power,  it  must  still  be  remembered  that 
such  damages  are  the  exception  and  not  the  general  rule.  The  recovery 
of  punitory  or  vindictive  damages  is  allowed  in  those  cases  only  in 
which  the  act  causing  the  injury  was  willfully  done ;  where  the  circum- 
stances show  that  there  was  a  deliberate,  preconceived,  or  positive 
intention  to  injure,  or  such  a  reckless  disregard  of  the  safety  of  person 
or  property  as  is  equally  culpable.  -Baldwin  v.  New  York  &  Harlem 
Wavigation  Co.,  4  Daly,  314;  Wallace  v.  Mayor  of  New  York, 
2  Hilt.  441,  452;  Ives  v.  Humphreys,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  197,  202, 
203.  For  an  involuntary  trespass,  or  a  trespass  committed  under  an 
honest  mistake,  without  any  intent  to  injure,  the  damages  should  be 
confined  strictly  to  compensation  for  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaint- 
iff, and  in  estimating  the  amount  of  such  damages,  all  the  particulars 
wherein  the  plaintiff  is  aggrieved  may  be  considered,  whether  of  pe- 
cuniary loss,  or  pain,  or  insult,  or  inconvenience.  lb.  For  a  willful 
trespass,  or  a  trespass  committed  in  reckless  or  wanton  disregard  of  an- 
other's rights,  or 'accompanied  by  circumstances  of  cruelty,  or  oppres- 
sion, or  other  particulars,  showing  the  presence  of  malice  or  a  corrupt 
motive,  the  jury  may,  and  ought  not  only  to  give  such  compensation 
as  above  named,  but  also  further  damages  in  view  of  the  aggravated 
character  which  the  trespass  then  assumes,  usually  called  "  smart  money," 
or  "  exemplary  damages."  lb. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  on  land,  where  the  trespass  complained  of  is 
the  cutting  and  carrying  away  of  timber,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  the  farm  with  the  timber,  and  its  value 
after  it  was  cut.     Argotsinger  v.   Vines,  82  N.  Y.  308. 

Nuisance.  The  general  rules  of  law  relating  to  nuisances  will  be 
found  elsewhere.  Yol.  2,  pp.  445-458.  The  general  principles  of 
law  relating  to  the  measure  of  damages  in  actions  of  trespass  are  equally 
applicable  in  actions  for  nuisances. 

If  the  plaintiff's  negligence  contributed  to  the  occurrence  of  the 
injury,  or  increased  the  injurious  effect  of  it,  this  will  be  a  matter  to 
be  considered.     Vol.  2,  pp.  590,  591.     If  the  statute  of  limitations  is 
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not  pleaded,  the  plaintiff  is  not  limited  to  damages  sustained  within  six 
years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action.  Waggoner  v.  Jer- 
mcnne,  3  Denio,  306. 

As  a  general  rule  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for  a  nuisance 
maintained  upon  the  lands  of  the  defendant  is  the  difference  in  the 
rental  value  of  the  plaiotiff's  premises  free  from  the  effects  of  the 
nuisance  and  subject  to  it.  Francis  v.  Schoelkopf,  53  N".  T.  152 ; 
Wid  V.  Stewart,  19  Hun,  2Y2.  And  see  Jutte  v.  Hughes,  67  N.  Y. 
267 ;  Chipmam,  v.  Pahner,  77  id.  51 ;  Buchman  v.  Ore&n,  9  Hun, 
225. 

Negligence.  In  ordinary  cases  the  measure  of  damages  in  actions 
for  injuries  resulting  from  negligence  is  limited  to  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation. In  one  case  the  defendant  negligently  left  open  a  large 
hole  in  a  sidewalk,  into  which  the  plaintiff  fell  and  was  severely  in- 
jured. The  judge,  at  the  trial,  charged  the  jury  that  they  might  give 
exemplary  damages  if  they  thought  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  gross 
negligence  iu  leaving  the  sidewalk  in  that  condition;  but  this  instruction 
was  held  erroneous,  and  it  was  held  that  the  only  damages  recoverable 
were  such  as  were  the  legitimate  and  direct  result  of  the  accident.  WcH- 
lace  V.  Mayor  of  New  York  2  Hilt.  440. 

So,  in  an  action  for  damages  for  injuries  resulting  from  a  collision 
of  vessels  caused  by  the  defendant's  negligence,  the  plaintiff  cannot  re- 
cover, as  damages,  the  probable  profits  which  he  might  have  realized 
from  a  return  trip,  from  a  place  to  which  his  vessel  was  bound  at  the 
time  of  the  occurrence  of  the  injury.  Hunt  v.  Hoboken  Land  Im- 
provement Co.,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  144. 

In  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  fruit  trees  injured  by 
&e  through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  it  was  held,  that  where 
the  thing  destroyed,  although,  a  part  of  the  realty,  has  a  value  that  can 
be  accurately  measured  and  ascertained  without  reference  to  the  value 
^f  the  soil  in  which  it  stands  or  out  of  which  it  grows,  the  recovery 
must  be  for  the  value,  and  not  for  the  difference  in  value  of  the  land 
before  and  after  the  destruction.  Whitheck  v.  N.  Y.  O.  E.  B.,  36 
Earb.  644.  But  the  case  is  different  where  the  property  injured  is  not 
nursery  trees  grown,  for  market,  but  forest  trees  which  are  usually  con- 
verted into  timber  or  fire-wood  and  which  are  usually  sold  as  they  stand 
for  that  purpose.  In  such  case  the  injury  to  the  land  becomes  an 
element  of  damage ;  and  it  has  accordingly  been  held,  that  in  an  action 
to  recover  damages  for  negligently  setting  fire  to  the  woodland  of  the 
plaintiff  and  destroying  part  and  injuring  part  of  the  wood  growing 
thereon  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  in  the  value  of  the 
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timberland  as  it  was  before  and  after  the  fire.  Bevier  v.  D.  <&  H.  O. 
Co.,  13  Hun,  254.  And  see  Argotsmger  v.  Vines,  82  N.  Y.  308. 
Where  the  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  willful  negligence, 
the  jury  may  take  into  consideration  the  motives  of  the  defendant,  and 
if  the  negligence  is  accompanied  with  a  contempt  of  the  plaintiff's 
rights  and  convenience,  the  jury  may  give  exemplary  damages- 
Emblem  v.  Myers,  6  Hurlst.  &  Norm.  64,  60,  and  note.  And  see 
Thomas  v.  Harris,  3  id.  961 ;  Britton  v.  South  Wales  R.  B.  Co., 
id.  963. 

Trespass  to  personal  property.  The  principles  governing  a  right 
of  recovery  in  this  action  have  been  been  fully  explained.  Vol.  2,  pp. 
541-553.  "When  this  form  of  action  is  adopted  under  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances, and  no  matters  of  aggravation  are  shown,  the  general  rule 
is  the  same  as  in  trover,  and  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the 
property,  with  interest.  But  where  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  has 
been  willful,  malicious,  cruel  or  oppressive,-  the  jury  may  give  exem- 
plary damages.     Craddook  v.  Goodwin,  64  Tex.  678. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  for  killing  the  plaintiff's  horse,  by  beating 
it  to  death,  the  proof  showed  the  horse  to  be  worth  $50  or  $60  ;  but 
the  jury,  under  a  charge  of  the  court  that  they  might  allow  smart 
money,  gave  $75 ;  and  this  was  held  right.  Wort  v.  Jenkins,  14  Johns. 
352.  The  court  said :  "  The  plaintiff  proved  the  facts  charged  in  the 
declaration,  and  with  circumstances  of  great  barbarity  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant.  We  think  the  charge  of  the  judge  was  correct ;  and  we  should 
have  been  better  satisfied  with  the  verdict  if  the  amount  of  damages 
had  been  greater  and  more  exemplary." 

In  an  action  for  a  willful  trespass  in  overturning  the  plaintiff's  wagon 
in  the  night-time,  and  breaking  and  injuring  it,  the  proof  showed  the 
costs  of  the  repairs  to  be  $3.37,  but  the  justice  gave  judgment  for 
$5.89  damages,  besides  costs,  on  account  of  the  wilKul  injury ;  and  this 
was  held  right.     Tifft  v.  Quiver,  3  Hill,  180. 

Where  an  officer  having  process  for  the  collection  of  a  fine  or  a 
judgment  uses  such  process  oppressively  and  vexatiously  for  the  purpose 
of  injuring  the  feelings  of  the  party  against  whom  it  was  issued,  this  is 
actionable,  and  the  jury  may  give  appropriate  damages.  Rogers  v. 
Brewster,  5  Johns.  125. 

Where  a  tenant  who  has  held  over,  and  has .  been  dispossessed  by 
virtue  of  a  justice's  warrant  regularly  issued,  on  the  application  of  the 
incoming  tenant,  the  latter  is  not  liable  to  an  action  for  assisting  the 
officer  in  removing  the  goods,  where  this  is  done  at  the  request  of  the 
officer ;  nor  does  an  action  lie  for  removing  the  goods  on  a  rainy  day, 
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by  putting  the  goods  out  in  the  rain,  if  they  are  put  out  in  a  careful 
and  proper  manner.  Higenhotha/m  v.  Lowenhein,  28  How.  221.  Such 
a  warrant  protects  all  who  act  under  it,  unless  they  act  wiUfuUy  and 
maliciously.  And  the  law  does  not  recognize  the  state  of  the  weather 
at  the  time  of  executing  such  a  warrant.  lb. 

Where  process  is  regular  in  form  and  issued  upon  a  regular  and  valid 
judgment,  but  is  executed  in  a  place  to  which  the  process  does  not  run, 
and  out  of  the  proper  jurisdiction,  the  party  whose  goods  are  taken  on 
it  may  recover  the  -whole  value  of  the  goods,  and  not  merely  the 
amount  of  damages  which  he  may  have  sustained  by  their  being  taken 
in  a  wrong  place.     Sowell  v.  Champion,  6  Ad.  &  El.  407. 

If  a  sheriff  or  constable  wrongfully  seizes  goods  which  are  afterward 
taken  from  him  by  another  wrong-doer,  the  owner  of  the  goods  may, 
in  an  action  against  such  officer,  recover  as  special  damages,  the  amount 
necessarily. paid  to  the  latter  wrong-doer  to  get  the  goods  back.  Keene 
V.  Dilke,  4  Exch.  388. 

Where  the  property  of  the  plaintifE  is  sold  under  illegal  process,  and 
the  sum  demanded  is  raised  by  a  sale  of  the  property,  which  is  bid  off 
for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  by  his  agent  and  with  his  money,  the 
measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for  the  wrongful  sale  is  the  amount  of 
the  bid  with  interest  thereon,  and  not  the  value  of  the  property.  Baker 
V.  Freeman,  9  Wend.  36  ;  Olarlc  v.  HallocTc,  16  id.  607 ;  Vedder  v. 
Van  Buren,  14  Hun,  250. 

"Where  a  promissory  note  was  left  with  an  attorney  for  collection,  and 
the  maker  of  the  note  wrongfully  took  the  note  from  the  attorney's 
office,  it  was  held,  in  action  of  trespass  by  the  attorney,  that  he  could 
not  recover,  as  damages,  the  costs,  whether  incurred  or  prospective,  of 
an  action  for  the  collection  of  such  note.  Dumont  v.  Smith,  4  Denio, 
319. 

In  an  action  for  the  wrongful  taking  of  personal  property,  where 
exemplary  damages  are  not  claimed,  the  actual  cash  market  value  of 
the  property  at  the  time  of  the  taking,  together  with  interest,  is  the 
measure  of  damages.  But  where  the  property  is  taken  by  an  officer 
under  an  execu:tion,  and  sold  at  public  auction,  the  price  which  the 
goods  brought  is  competent  evidence  upon  the  question  of  value. 
Campbell  v.  Woodwm-th,  20  IST.  Y.  499 ;  reversing  S.  C,  26  Barb.  648. 
See  Hoffman  v.  Conner,  76  N  Y.  121 ,  KnickerboGher  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Nelson,  78  id.  137;  Oill  v.  MoNamee,  42  id.  44;  Roe  v.  Hamson, 
5  Lans.  304 ;  Crouch  v.  Fitch,  1  Abb.  Ct.  App.  475. 

Actions  against  sheriffs  and  constables.  Actions  against  ministe- 
rial officers  are  quite  frequent ;  and  there  are  several  different  classes  of 
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actions  which  are  resorted  to  as  occasion  requires.  Sometimes  the  action 
is  for  oppressive  conduct,  as  has  been  already  seen.  Ante,  818.  At 
other  times  the  action  is  founded  upon  a  neglect  to  execute  process,  or 
for  permitting  an  escape  from  it,  or  for  making  a  false  return  thereto. 
In  all  such  cases  the  law  gives  a  remedy  to  the  injured  party,  by 
awarding  such  damages  as  ought  to  be  given. 

At  common  law,  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  a  negligent  escape, 
upon  mesne  process,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  actual  loss  or  in- 
jury sustained  by  the  plaintiff ;  and  prima  facie  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover  the  amount  of  the  jxidgment  rendered  against  the 
prisoner,  though  the  officer  is  entitled  to  give  evidence  as  to  the  poverty 
of  the  prisoner,  or  other  circumstances  which  tend  to  show  the  actual 
damages  sustained.  Patterson  v.  Westervelt,  17  Wend.  543.  This  is 
now  regulated  by  the  Code.  That  act  provides  that  "  where  a  prisoner 
in  a  sheriff's  custody  goes  or  is  at  large  beyond  the  liberties  of  the  jail, 
without  the  assent  of  the  party  at  whose  instance  he  is  in  custody,  the 
sheriff  is  answerable  therefor  in  an  action  against  him  as  follows : 

1.  If  the  prisoner  was  in  custody  by  virtue  of  an  order  of  arrest,  or 
in  consequence  of  a  surrender  in  exoneration  of  his  bail,  before  judg- 
ment, the  sheriff  is  answerable  to  the  extent  of  the  damages  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff. 

2.  If  the  prisoner  was  in  custody  by  virtue  of  any  other  mandate, 
or  in  consequence  of  a  surrender  in  exoneration  of  his  bail,  after  judg- 
ment, the  sheriff  is  answerable  for  the  debt,  damages  or  sum  of  money 
for  which  the  prisoner  was  committed.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  158. 
W  hen  the  escape  falls  within  the  second  subdivision  of  the  section 
cited,  the  insolvency  of  the  prisoner  is  no  defense.  Dvmford  v.  Wea/oe/r, 
84  ]Sr.  y.  446. 

Where  a  sheriff  has  suffered  a  prisoner  to  go  or  be  at  large,  who  has 
been  committed  to  jail  upon  process  for  contempt  for  not  paying  a 
sum  of  money,  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  against  the  sheriff 
for  the  escape  is  the  sum  for  the  non-payment  of  which  the  prisoner 
was  committed,  and  interest  on  that  sum.     Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  167. 

In  an  action  for  neglecting  to  levy,  and  for  delaying  to  return  an 
execution,  the  sheriff  is  prima  faci^  liable  for  the  whole  debt,  and  his 
only  mode  of  mitigating  the  amount  of  the  recovery  is  by  showing 
that  he  could  not  have  collected  it  by  exercising  due  diligence.  Bank 
of  Rome  V.  Gurtiss,  1  Hill,  275  ;  Ledya/rd  v.  Jonea,  7  N.  T.  550 ;  S.  C, 
4  Sandf .  67 ;  People  v.  Lott,  21  Barb.  130.  The  plaintiff  need  not 
allege,  or  prove  any  special  damages,  because  he  is  presumptively  en- 
titled to  recover  the  amount  of  the  entire  judgment  as  damages.  lb., 
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overruling^  Stevens  v.  Howe,  3  Denio,  327.  But  the  sheriff  may  show, 
if  he  can,  that  the  defendant  had  no  property,  or  not  sufficient  prop- 
erty, out  of  which  to  have  satisfied  the  execution,  even  if  he  had  used 
the  diligence  required  of  him  by  law.  And  if  such  proof  is  given, 
the  plaintiff  may  rebut  it  by  evidence  on  his  part,  and  then  the 
jury  will  be  able  to  say,  upon  all  the  evidence,  what  diamages  the 
plaintiff  has  actually  sustained.     Humphrey  v.  Hathorn,  24  Barb.  278. 

Actions  against  justice  for  false  return.  Where  a  justice  of 
the  peace  makes  a  false  return  on  appeal  he  is  liable  for  any  damages 
which  a  party  to  such  appeal  may  sustain. 

Thus,  where  a  justice  of  the  peace  falsely  returns  that  certain  proof 
was  not  offered  on  the  trial  before  him,  or  objected  to  or  excluded,  and 
the  judgment  is  finally  affirmed  by  the  General  Term,  the  rule  of 
damages  in  an  action  against  the  justice  for  the  false  return  is  the 
amount  of  the  recovery  which  was  recovered  against  the  plaintiff  at 
the  General  Term,  together  with  the  amount  for  which  the  plaintiff  is 
liable  or  has  paid  to  his  attorney.  MaoDonell^.  Bwfum,  Bl  How. 
154. 

The  defendant,  in  an  action  pending  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
filed  an  answer  in  writing  demanding  judgment  against  the  plaintiff 
for  $75  and  costs.  The  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  in  the  action 
for  $49.95  damages  and  costs,  from  which  judgment  the  defend- 
ant appealed  to  the  County  Court  for  a  new  trial.  The  justice  did  not 
return  the  original  answer,  bat  set  out  what  purported  to  be  a  copy  in 
the  return,  but  which  omitted  the  demand  for  judgment.  It  not  ap- 
pearing from  the  return  that  the  amount  in  controversy  was  sufficient 
to  entitle  the  defendant  to  a  new  trial  in  the  County  Court,  he  was  lim- 
ited to  errors  of  law,  and  none  appearing  from  the  return  the  judgment 
of  the  justice  was  affirmed.  In  an  action  against  the  justice  for  a  false 
return  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  at  least  the 
amount  of  costs  paid  in  the  County  Court,  and  the  reasonable  and  proper 
expense  of  the  attempt  to  obtain  the  new  trial,  brooks  v.  St.  John, 
25  Hun,  640. 

§  4.  Assessment  of  damages.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  no  damages 
can  be  included  in  the  jtidgment,  unless  they  had  accrued  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  the  action.  There  are  some  cases,  however, 
in  which  the  damages  are  a  mere  incident  or  accessory  to  the  principal, 
as  where  interest  accrues  on  the  demand  sued  on,  in  which  cases  inter- 
est may  be  computed  down  to  the  entry  of  judgment.  So,  in  an  ac- 
tion by  a  father  against  the  seducer  of  his  daughter,  the  plaintiff  may 
prove,  by  way  of  aggravation  of  damages,  any  circumstances  which  are 
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the  natural  consequences  of  the  principal  act,  although  they  did  not 
transpire  until  after  the  action  was  brought.  Rewit  v.  Prime,  21 
Wend.  79.  But  such  cases  are  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  which 
excludes  any  damages  accruing  after  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
and  this  is  especially  the  case  where  a  new  act-ion  will  lie  for  such  ac- 
cruing claim  or  demand.  In  actions  of  trespass,  trover,  or  for  torts 
generally,  the  damages  should  be  limited  to  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  although  this  rule  is  not  without  exceptions  in  those  cases  in 
which  the  jury  are  permitted  to  give  the  value  of  the  goods  at  any  time 
previous  to  the  trial.  Ante,  806.  Every  continuance  of  a  nuisance  is 
a  fresh  nuisance,  and  there  may  be  an  action  for  each  day's  continuance 
of  it,  and  the  damages  ought  to  be  limited  to  the  time  of  commencing 
the  action.     Yol.  2,  pp.  454,  457,  458. 

Amount  of  damages.  The  damages  awarded  must  be  such  as  the 
law  aUows,  and  such  as  are  proved  by  the  evidence ;  and  where  it  is 
clear  from  the  return  that  the  judgment  is  for  too  great  damages,  it 
will  be  reversed.  Ely  v.  O^Leary,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  355.  So,  on  the 
other  hand,  if  the  damages  allowed  are  evidently  far  less  than  the  law 
allows,  a  new  trial  will  be  granted.  Rdbbms  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R., 
7  Bosw.  1.  But  in  those  cases  in  which  the  question  arises  upon  an 
appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  in  a  justice's  court,  the  general  rule 
is  that  the  appellate  court  has  no  power  to  reverse  the  judgment  upon 
the  ground  that  the  damages  are  excessive,  or  that  they  are  too  small, 
unless  some  rule  of  law  has  been  violated  in  the  assessment  of  the 
amount.     Stephens  v.  Wider,  32  N.  Y.  351. 

Interest  as  damages.  Interest  is  sometimes  payable  by  the  express 
terms  of  the  contract  between  the  parties.  But  there  are  other  cases 
in  which  there  is  no  such  agreement,  and  interest  is  not  recoverable, 
except  by  way  of  damages.  As  to  the  subject  of  interest  generally,  see 
vol.  2,  p.  137. 

In  actions  upon  contract,  where  there  has  been  an  express  promise 
to  pay  interest,  or  where  it  is  payable  as  a  matter  of  right  and  of  law, 
there  interest  must  be  allowed  by  way  of  damages,  and  if  refused,  it  will 
be  error. 

In  actions  for  torts,  such  as  trespass,  trover  and  the  like,  interest  may 
frequently  be  given  as  damages.     Ante,  808,  819. 

Double  and  treble  damages.  At  common  law  the  damages  are 
always  single,  but  double  and  treble  damages  are,  in  some  cases,  given 
by  statute.  The  jury  may,  in  such  cases,  double  or  treble  the  damages 
themselves  and  the  court  will  intend  that  they  have  done  so,  un- 
less the  verdict  be,  in  terms,  for  single  damages.     Livingston  v.  Plat- 
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M-eT-,  1  Cow.  175.  But,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  double  or  treble  dam- 
ages, the  complaint  must  distinctly  refer  to  the  statute.  lb.  The 
proper  course  is  for  the  jury  to  find  single  damages,  and  then  for  the 
court  to  double  or  treble  them,  as  the  case  may  require,  when  judg- 
ment is  rendered.  King  v.  Hamens,  25  "Wend.  420.  If  the  court  re- 
fuses to  render  a  judgment  for  the  proper  amount,  the  judgment  will 
be  reversible.  lb. 

In  an  action  of  trespass,  under  a  statute  giving  treble  damages,  judg- 
ment should  be  rendered  for  treble  the  amount  of  damages  found  by 
the  jury  when  they  find  single  damages.  lb.  This  was  so  held  in  an 
action  for  a  trespass  in  cutting  down  six  shade  trees  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  in  which  the  jury  assessed  his  single  damages  at  $30,  the 
court  holding  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  a  judgment  for  $90  on 
this  finding.  lb.  And  see  King  v.  Ha/oens,  25  Wend.  420 ;  Jer- 
onain  v.  Booth,  1  Denio,  639. 

Several  defendants.  If  several  persons  join  in  the  commission  of 
a  trespass,  and  they  are  all  sued,  and  a  verdict  found  against  all  of  them, 
the  damages  are  not  divisible,  and  the  jury  cannot  assess  different 
amounts  against  the  several  defendants  ;  and  if  they  should  do  so,  the 
plaintiff  may  disregard  the  finding  so  far  as  to  be  entitled  to  have 
judgment  against  all  for  the  largest  amount  found  against  any  one  of 
the  defendants.  Beal  v.  Finch,  11  N.  T.  128 ;  Bohv/n,  v.  Taylor,  6 
Cow.  313  ;  CShea  v.  Kirher,  4  JBosw.  120;  S.  C,  8  Abb.  70.  There 
may  be  cases,  however,  in  which  the  damages  may  be  severed,  as  where 
one  defendant  is  found  guilty  of  a  trespass  at  one  time,  and  the  other 
at  another ;  or  if  one  is  guilty  of  a  part  of  the  trespass,  and  another 
of  the  other  part ;  or  if  some  are  guilty  of  the  whole  trespass  and  oth- 
ers of  a  part  only.  But  in  actions  in  justices'  courts  such  judgments 
would  be  quite  unusual,  even  if  they  are  ever  entered.  And  where 
the  trespass  is  not  joint  in  all  respects  as  to  all  the  defendants,  the 
proper  course  for  a  plaintiff  will  be  to  bring  separate  actions  against 
the  several  defendants.  And  where  injuries  are  done  by  animals  there 
are  cases  in  which  a  joint  action  does  not  lie.     Yol.  2,  p.  616. 

Eemitting  damages.  "Where  the  jury  find  damages  for  a  greater 
sum  than  that  claimed  in  his  complaint,  the  plaintiff  may  remit  the  ex- 
cess if  he  chooses.  Yol.  1,  p.  44,  §  3016.  In  such  cases  the  judgment 
will  be  erroneous  if  it  is  entered  for  the  full  amount.  Dom  v.  Dmj,  3 
"Wend.  356  ;  Fish  v.  Dodge,  4  Denio,  311.  And  the  rule  is  the  same 
when  the  cause  is  first  tried  in  a  justice's  court  and  then  retried  in  the 
County  Court  on  an  appeal.  lb.  It  is  true  the  Code  provides  liberally 
for  amendments,  even  iipon  appeals,  but  this  kind  of  amendment  has 
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not  heretofore  been  favored  unless  upon  the  terms  of  gi-anting  a  new 
trial.  Ih. ;  Decker  v.  Pa/rsons,  11  Hun,  295  ;  Coulter  v.  Americmu 
eltc.,  Ex.  Co.,  5  Lans.  67 ;  CornVng'  v.  Coming,  6  N.  Y.  97  ;  Bowman 
V.  Ea/rle,  3  Duer,  691.  Where  the  whole  case  has  been  fully  and 
fairly  tried  before  the  justice,  he  would  be  axithorized  to  allow  an 
amendment  of  the  complaint  increasing  the  claim  for  damages,  if  done 
before  the  entry  of  judgment.  But  such  an  amendment  would  be 
wholly  in  his  discretion,  to  be  exercised  according  to  the  justice  of  the 
application. 

So  the  justice  may  upon  the  trial  allow  an  amendment  of  the  com- 
plaint I'fiducing  the  amount  of  damages  claimed  below  $50,  although 
thei  effect  of  the  amendment  will  be  to  deprive  the  defendant 
of-  a  right  to  a  new  trial  in  the  County  Court.  Jaycox  v.  Pmney,  62 
Barb.  3M. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

JUDGMENT. 

Section  1.  What  a  judgment  is.  A  judgment  ib  the  decision  or 
sentence  of  the  law,  which  is  pronounced  by  a  judge  or  court  upon  the 
matters  Contained  in  the  record  of  an  action  which  has  been  prose- 
cuted or  litigated  before  such  judge  or  court.  It  is  the  final' proceed- 
ing in  an  action  at  law,  by  which  the  court  applies  the  law  to  the  par- 
ticular case  presented  before  it,  and  specifically  grants  or  denies  to  the 
plaintiff  the  remedy  which  he  has  sought  by  the  action.  And  if  the 
defendant  sets  up  a  claim  by  way  of  aflSrmative  relief,  claim,  or  defense, 
such  right  is  also  determined  and  declared. 

There  cannot  be  a  valid  judgment  unless  it  is  pronounced  by  a  com- 
petent judge  or  court,  at  a  time  and  place  appointed  by  law,  or  in  pur- 
suance of  it,  and  in  the  form  which  the  law  requires. 

If  there  is  not  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  or  of  the  pei^on,  or 
if  the  cause  is  tried  out  of  the  proper  jurisdiction,  the  judgment  will 
be  void.     Ante,  pp.  12,  20,  23. 

In  every  action  which  is  prosecuted  to  its  final  termination,  the  liti- 
gant parties  present  to  the  court  the  facts  to  be  considered,  and  the 
jtoints  of  laTV  to  be  resolved,  and  the  judgment  is  the  result  of  a  full 
examination  of  all  these  matters. 

But  although  the  judge  or  court  pronounces  the  decision,  the  judg- 
ment is  really  the  sentence  or  decision  of  the  law,  and  the  judge  or 
court  is  the  mere  instrument  for  expressing  the  determination  of  the 
law. 

§  2.  Kinds  of  judgment.  In  justices'  courts  there  are  but  few  va- 
rieties in  the  mode  of  entering  judgment,  and  these  are  very  simple  in 
form. 

In  courts  of  record  there  are  several  kinds  of  judgment  which  are  ap- 
propriate and  legal  when  applied  to  those  courts,  but  which  are  not  at 
all  proper  or  applicable  to  justices'  courts.  And  in  discussing  the  sub- 
ject under  consideration,  no  explanation  will  be  given  of  any  judgments, 
except  such  as  are  appropriate  to  these  courts. 

In  civil  actions^  judgments  are  usually  divided  into  four  classes  or 
kinds  : 

1.  "Wlien  the  facts  are  admitted  by  the  parties,  but  the  law  is  dispu- 
ted, as  in  the  case  of  a  judgment  upon  demurrers,  see  amte,  341-344. 
2.  When  the  law  is  admitted,  but  the  facts  are  disputed,  as  in  the  case 
104 
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of  a  judgment  upon  a  verdict.  Ante,  744.  3.  When  both  the  law  or 
the  facts  are  admitted  by  confession  of  judgment,  or  by  voluntary  non- 
suit. 4.  By  the  default  of  either  party  in  the  course  of  the  proceed- 
ings. But  judgment  by  default  is  not  entered  in  justices'  courts, 
except  upon  a  failure  to  answer  a  verified  complaint  which  has  been 
served  with  the  summons. 

These  four  species  of  judgments  are  again  divided  into  such  as  are 
either  interlocutory  ov  final.  An  interloautory  judgment  is  one  given 
in  the  course  of  a  cause  before  final  judgment.  This  form  of  judg- 
ment is  rarely  pronounced  in  a  justice's  court.  There  is  one  case,  how- 
ever, in  which  this  is  appropriate.  When  a  pleading  is  demurred  to, 
and  the  demurrer  is  sustained,  the  judgment  is  not  final,  but  interloc- 
utory, and  it  requires  the  party  to  amend  his  defective  pleading. 
Ante,  341-344. 

K  final  judgment  is  one  which  puts  an  end  to  the  action.  And 
when  issues  have  been  joined  upon  questions  of  fact,  the  jury  or  the 
justice  try  the  issues  aud  assess  the  damages,  and  the  judgment  is  final 
in  the  first  instance  either  that  the  plaintiff  recover  the  damages  as- 
sessed, or  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  sum  claimed  by  way  of 
set-off,  etc.  In  all  eases  of  final  judgment  the  general  rule  is  that  the 
judgment  rendered  by  the  justice  is  peremptory,  and  is  collectible  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  unsuccessful  party,  whether  plaintiff  or 
defendant.  There  is  an  exception  to  this  rule  where  the  plaintiff  sues 
as  an  executor  or  administrator,  and  a  set-off  is  allowed.  Vol.  1,  p.  28, 
§506. 

§  3.  Judgment  by  default.  In  courts  of  record  there  are  cases  in 
which  a  judgment  may  be  rendered  against  a  defendant  by  default, 
provided  he  neglects  or  refuses  to  interpose  a  defense. 

Before  the  change  in  the  practice  in  justices'  courts  made  by  the  act 
of  1881,  a  justice  of  the  peace  had  no  power  to  render  a  judgment 
against  a  defendant  who  had  failed  to  appear  or  answer  in  an  action, 
without  first  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  cause  of  action,  except 
in  certain  local  courts.  Yol.  1,  p.  9,  §  2891 ;  id.,  p.  39,  §  2988.  Not 
only  was  the  plaintiff  required  to  prove  his  cause  of  action,  notwith- 
standing defendant's  default,  but  he  was  required  to  prove  it  by  legal 
evidence;  and  if  the  justice  rendered  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
founded  upon  illegal  or  incompetent  evidence,  or  upon  insufficient  evi- 
dence, it  could  be  reversed  upon  appeal,  although  the  defendant  did 
not  appear  at  the  trial.  Armstrong  v.  Smith,  44  Barb.  1'20  ;  Perkins 
V.  StehUns,  29  id.  523  ;  Northrup  v.  Jackson,  13  Wend.  85  ;  8(iuier 
V.   Ooald,  14  id.  159 ;    Warnick  v.  Grane,  4  Denio,  460 ;  Swift  v. 
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Falconer,  2  Sandf .  640  ;  Carter  v.  DalUmore,  id.  222 ;  Jones  v.  Prid- 
ham,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  155  ;  AlhurUs  v.  McOready,  2  id.  39  ;  Howard 
V.  Brown,  id.  247  ;  Storp  v.  Harbutt,  4  id.  464. 

The  practice  in  this  respect  is  unchanged,  except  that  where  a  com- 
plaint, duly  verified,  has  been  served  with  the  summons  in  an  ac- 
tion arising  on  contract,  or  on  an  account,  and  the  defendant,  at  the 
time  of  the  return  of  the  summons,  fails  to  file  a  written  verified 
answer,  or  to  demur  to  the  complaint,  the  justice  must,  upon  filing  the 
summons  and  complaint,  with  due  proof  of  the  service  thereof, 
enter  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  for  the  amount 
demanded  in  the  complaint,  with  costs,  without  further  proof .  Vol.  1, 
p.  177i;  Laws  of  1881,  chap.  414.  In  such  case,  the  failure  to  answer  or 
demur  is  deemed  an  admission  by  the  defendant  of  the  truth  of  all  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  this  implied  admission  takes  the  place 
of  other  proof. 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  contains  a  somewhat  similar  provision 
for  judgment  by  default  in  an  action  brought  in  a  justice's  court  of  the 
city  of  Brooklyn,  to  recover  on  or  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  express  or 
implied.     Yol.  1,  p.  80,  §  3126. 

The  proceedings  to  recover  judgment  upon  the  failure  of  the  defend- 
ant to  file  a  verified  answer  to  a  verified  complaint  are  few  and  simple. 
The  plaintiff  should  attend  before  the  justice  upon  the  return  day  of 
the  summons,  in  person  or  by  attorney.  The  constable  will  make  his 
return  of  personal  service  of  the  summons  and  complaint  upon  the  de- 
fendant, and  this  return  will  be  sufficient  evidence  of  such  service.  After 
waiting  an  hour  for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant,  the  justice  should 
file  the  summons  and  complaint  with  the  proof  of  service,  and  enter 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  for  the  amount  de- 
manded in  the  complaint,  with  costs.  The  proceeding  will  be  the  same 
in  case  the  defendant  appears  upon  the  return  day  of  the  summons  and 
neither  demurs  to  the  complaint  nor  files  a  verified  answer  in  writing 
as  required  by  the  statute.  An  oral  answer,  or  a  written  unverified 
answer,  will  not  take  the  place  of  the  written  verified  answer  re- 
quired by  the  statute,  and  prevent  the  entry  of  judgment  by  de- 
fault. But  before  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  a  defendant  who  has 
interposed  an  unverified  answer,  or  an  answer  defectively  verified,  the 
justice  ought  to  point  out  to  the  defendant  the  failure  to  comply  with 
the  requirement  of  the  statute,  and  give  him  an  opportunity  to  correct 
the  defect. 

In  case  no  verified  complaint  was  served  the  summons  and  the  de- 
fendant does  not  appear  on  the  return  day,  and  the  plaintiff  is  then  pre- 
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pared  to  prove  his  case,  he  may  proceed  with  the  action  by  putting  in 
his  complaint,  introducing  his  evidence,  and  taking  judgment. 

As  to  the  power  of  the  justice  to  relieve  a  defendant:  from  the  con. 
sequences  of  a  default,  see  OMte,  Y45. 

The  rule  requiring  a  plaintifE  to  prove  his  case,  does  not  extend  so 
far  as  to  require  him  to  anticipate  and  negative  a  defense  which  might 
have  been  pleaded.  Humphrey  v.  Persons,  23  Barb.  314!. 

§  4.  Judgment  on  issues  of  law.  This  subject  has  been  sufficiently 
explained  in  a  previous  place.  Ante,  341. 

§  5.  Judgment  on  issues  of  fact.  There  are  frequently  several 
issues  joined  in  an  action.  If  the  plaintiff's  complaint  contains  several 
separate  counts  for  different  causes  of  action,  and  issue  is  taken  upon 
each  count,  there  will,  of  course,  be  several  issues. 

So,  too,  the  defendant  may  interpose:  affirmativ«  defenses,  either  as 
a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  or  by  way  of  set-off.  In  such  cases  there 
will  be  issues  raised  for  trial.  But,,  in  whatever  manner  the  issues  may 
arise,  the  sole  object  of  every  issue  is  to  present  a  matter  for  trial  and! 
judgment.  The  general  rule  is  that  judgment  will  be  entered  in  favor 
of  the  party  who  prevails  upon  the  whole  record. 

Suppose  the  plaintiff  sues  for  several  distinct  trespasses,  and  he  proves 
them  all,  but  the  defendant  establishes  a  defense  by  way  of  accord  and 
satisfaction  to  a  portion  of  the  causes  of  action,  in  snchia  case  the  plaint- 
iff will  recover  judgment  if  there  is  but  a  single  cause  of  action  un- 
answered. Again,  if  the  action  is  brought  upon  several  separate  prom- 
issory notes,  and  a  defense  is  made  out  to  a  portion  of  them,  but  not 
as  to  all,  in  that  case  the  plaintiff  will  have  judgment  for  so  much  as 
is  proved  and  unanswered. 

The  plaintiff  may  prove  a  cause  of  action  against  the;  defendant  and 
yet  the  defendant  may  be  entitled  to  judgment.  For  instance,  if  an 
order  of  arrest  has  been  granted  and  executed  in  a  case  specified  in  sub- 
division third  of  section  2895  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  the  plaint- 
iff cannot  recover  upon  a  default,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
judgment  upon  a  trial,  unless  the  plaintiff  establishes  all  the  matters  of 
fact  which  are  required  by  that  subdivision  to  entitle  him  to  an  order 
of  arrest.     Vol,  1,  p.  12,  §  2903. 

Further,  suppose  that  the  plaintiff  sues  upon  claims  which  permit  the 
defendant  to  interpose  a  set-off,  and  the  set-off  is  set  up  in  the 
answer.  If  the  plaintiff's  entire  claim  is  proved  or  admitted  it  does  not 
follow  of  course  that  he  will  recover  judgment,  for  if  the  defendant 
establishes  his  set-off,  and  it  is  greater  in  amount  than  the  plaintiff 'sde- 
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mand,  the  defendaut  will  then  be  entitled  to  judgment  for  the  balance 
due  him.     See  vol.  1,  p.  28,  §  506  ;  p.  29,  §2949. 

In  actions  upon  money  demands,  such  as  bills  or  notes,  bonds,  and 
the  like,  the  judgment,  if  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  is  that  he  recover  the 
amount  due,  with  such  legal  damages  as  may  be  allowed  by  law, 
together  with  the  costs  of  the  action.  If  the  judgment  is  in  favor  of 
the  defendant,  it  is  that  he  recover  his  costs,  unless  he  has  interposed 
and  established  a  set-off  for  a  greater  sum  than  the  plaintiff's  demand, 
in  which  case  judgment  is  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  the 
balance,  vntli  costs.  In  actions  upon  contracts  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  for  a  breach  thereof,  the  plaintiff,  if  successful,  recovers  such 
damages  as  may  be  assessed  by  a  jury  or  the  justice,  with  costs.  If  the 
defendant  succeeds,  the  judgment  is  for  costs.  So,  in  actions  for  torts 
the  general  rule  is  that  the  plaintiff,  if  successful,  recovers  the  amount 
of  damages  assessed,  with  the  costs  of  the  action  ;  while,  on  the  other 
hand,  a  successful  defendant  recovers  judgment  for  his  costs. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  upon  a  bond  given  by  a  third 
person  claiming  property  which  has  been  attached  in  an  action  in  jus- 
tice's court,  must  award  to  the  plaintiff  the  value  of  the  property 
seized  and  delivered  to  the  claimant,  with  interest  thereupon  from  the 
time  of  the  delivery.     Yol.  1,  p.  16,  §  2913. 

The  requisites  of  a  judgment  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel,  with 
or  without  damages  for  the  wrongful  taking  or  detention,  has  been 
already  noticed.  See  ante,  230.  If,  from  a  defect  of  proof,  the  plaintiff 
is  nonsuited  on  the  trial,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  for 
the  return  of  the  property,  without,  giving  any  proof  of  his  title.  Mc- 
Ourdy  v.  Broion,  1  Duer,  101.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  642,  645. 

§6.  Judgment  on  issues  of  law  and  of  fact.  Where  there 
are  several  separate  causes  of  action  set  out  in  the  complaint,  there 
may  be  issues  of  law  and  of  fact  in  the  same  action,  since  some  of  the 
causes  of  action  may  be  demurred  to,  and  issues  of  fact  joined  on  the 
others.  The  mode  of  disposing  of  the  issues  in  such  a  case  is  pointed 
out.     Ante,  341. 

§  7.  Judgment  of  nonsuit.  There  are  several  cases  in  which 
a  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  required  by  statute.  Vol.  1,  p.  44,  §  3013. 
But  there  are  other  instances  in  which  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  must  be 
rendered.  If  the  plaintiff  fails  to  sustain  his  action  by  proof  at  the 
trial,  the  justice  may  grant  a  nonsuit  upon  a  proper  motion,  and  a  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit  follows,  with  the  coats  of  the  action.  But  there  may 
be  voluntary,  as  well  as  compulsory  nonsuits,  and,  if  the  plaintiff  is 
satisfied  that  the  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  a  verdict, 
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lie  may  elect  to  become  nonsuited  by  withdrawing  his  action.  But  the 
plaintiff  cannot  submit  to  a  nonsuit  or  withdraw  the  action  after  the 
cause  has  been  committed  to  the  jury.  Yol.  l,p.  43,  §3007.  And 
after  the  cause  has  been  tried  before  a  jury^  and  it  has  been  submitted 
to  them  for  decision  upon  all  the  evidence  given  by  the  parties,  it  will 
then  be  too  late  to  take  the  cause  from  them  and  nonsuit  the  plaintiff 
upon  the  motion  of  the  defendant.  Young  v.  Huhbell,  3  Johns.  430. 
So,  when  an  action  has  been  tried  before  a  justice  without  a  jury,  and 
the  cause  submitted  to  him  for  final  judgment,  it  will  afterward  be  too 
late  for  the  plaintiff  to  withdraw  the  action  and  submit  to  a  nonsuit. 
ElweU  V.  McQueen,  10  Wend.  519 ;  Shall  v.  Lathrop,  3  Hill,  237 ; 
Peters  v.  Diossy,  3  E.  D,  Smith,  115 ;  Hess  v.  Beekmcm,  11  Johns. 
457.  And,  in  such  a  case,  if  the  justice  should  decide  to  grant  a  non- 
suit, and  shoiild  enter  a  judgment  in  form  for  a  nonsuit,  instead  of  on 
the  merits,  such  a  judgment  will,  nevertheless,  be  a  final  judgment,  and 
be  a  conclusive  bar  to  a  second  action  for  the  same  cause.  lb. 

But  a  cause  may  be  submitted  conditionally,  with  a  reservation  of  a 
right  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  withdraw  the  action ;  and  if  the 
parties  agree  to  such  an  arrangement,  it  will  be  binding ;  and  if  entered 
into  the  justice's  docket  it  becomes  a  part  of  the  record,  and  cannot  be 
contradicted  by  parol  evidence.     Smith  v.  Compton,  20  Barb.  262. 

So,  where  a  cause  is  tried  before  the  justice  without  a  jury,  and  a 
motion  is  made  for  a  nonsuit,  but  the  decision  of  the  motion  is  reserved, 
the  justice  may  grant  a  nonsuit  within  the  four  days.  Seaman  v.  Ward, 
1  Hilt.  52. 

The  mere  submission  of  the  ca\ise  to  the  justice  for  his  decision, 
after  the  trial  upon  the  merits,  will  not  be  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action 
in  the  event  that  no  judgment  is  entered  in  pursuance  of  the  first  trial- 
Young  V.  Hummell,  5  Hill,  60 ;  S.  C,  7  id.  503.     See  vol.  2,  p.  749- 

When  the  docket  of  a  justice  shows  that  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  was 
rendered,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  it  by  showing 
that  the  caiise  was  heard  and  decided  upon  the  merits.  Brintnall  v. 
Foster,  7  Wend.  103.     And  see  Smith  v.  Compton,  20  Barb.  262. 

Where  a  justice  improperly  grants  a  nonsuit,  and  enters  a  judgment 
thereon,  which  is  reversed  on  appeal,  the  justice  cannot  proceed  with 
the  case  as  though  no  nonsuit  had  been  granted ;  but  the  plaintiff  must 
bring  a  new  action,  if  he  wishes  to  prosecute  the  claim  further.  Anony- 
mous, 9  Weud.  503. 

§  8.  Judgment  of  discontinuance.  There  are  several  instances 
in  which  the  statute  requires  the  entry  of  a  judgment  of  discontinu- 
ance.    One  instance  is  where  an  answer  of  title  to  land  has  been 
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properly  interposed  to  the  whole  complaint.  Vol.  1,  p.  30,  §  2954. 
Another  instance  is  where,  upon  the  trial  of  the  action,  the  sum  total 
of  the  accounts  of  both  parties,  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice, 
exceeds  $400.  Id.,  p.  29,  §  2950.  Another  instance  is  where  the  defend- 
ant has  established  a  counter-claim  exceeding  the  plaintiff's  demand, 
and  amoimting  to  more  than  $200,  and  elects  to  have  such  judgment 
rendered.  Id.,  §  2949.  Another  instance  is  where  the  defendant  has 
established  a  counter-claim  exceeding  the  plaintiff's  demand,  no  part  of 
which  is  due  from  the  plaintiff,  and  elects  to  have  such  judgment  ren- 
dered, lb.  A  judgment  of  discontinuance  is  also  proper  when  the 
justice  is  absent  for  more  than  an  hour  after  the  summons  is  returna- 
ble, or  after  the  time  to  which  the  trial  has  been  adjourned.  See  vol. 
1,  p.  63,  §  3075 ;  ante,  233.  Or  when  the  justice  is  disqualified  for  a 
reason  specified  in  section  46  of  the  Code.  See  vol.  1,  p.  106,  §  46  ; 
id.,  p.  63,  §  3075  ;  ante,  46.  Or  where  the  defendant  is  an  infant  for 
whom  no  guardian  ad  litem  has  been  appointed,  Yol.  1,  p.  63,  §  3075  ; 
amte,  85. 

A  very  informal  judgment  of  fliscontinuance  has  been  held  sufficient 
where  such  judgment  is  the  necessary  consequence  of  the  facts  stated. 
Bra&nsr  v.  Howard,  75  N.  Y.  417. 

The  effect  of  a  discontinuance  is  merely  to  terminate  the  existing 
action.  It  is  no  bar  to  a  future  action  for  the  same  cause  for  which  the 
first  one  was  instituted,  though  if  rendered  upon  the  ground  that  the 
justice  had  no  jurisdiction,  it  will  estop  the  defendant  from  claiming,  in 
another  action,  that  the  decision  was  erroneous,  and  that  the  justice  had 
jurisdiction.  lb. 

§  9.  Jndgmentj  when  to  be  rendered.  The  statute  has  pre- 
scribed the  times  when  judgment  shall  be  rendered  in  the  cases 
specified.     Vol.  1,  p.  44,  §  3015. 

In  the  following  cases  it  must  be  done  forthwith  ;  1.  Where  the 
plaintiff  is  nonsuited.  2.  If  he  discontinues  or  withdraws  his  action. 
3.  "Where  judgment  is  confessed.  4.  "Where  a  verdict  is  rendered  in 
favor  of  either  party.  5.  "Where  the  defendant  is  in  custody  at  the 
close  of  the  trial.  lb. 

In  all  other  cases  the  justice  must  render  the  judgment  within  four 
da/ys  after  the  cause  is  finally  submitted.  lb.  A  justice  has  four  days 
in  which  to  decide  a  summary  proceeding  instituted  before  him.  People 
V.  Loomis,  27  Hun,  328. 

"Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  upon  an  offer  made  by  the  defendant, 
it  must  be  done  before  answering  in  the  action.  See  the  practice  in 
full ;  am.te,  263  to  267. 
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Where  a  cause  is  tried  before  a  justice  without  a  jury,  judgment 
must  be  rendered  within  four  days  after  the  submission  for  a  final 
decision ;  and  if  it  is  not  rendered  until  after  that  time  it  will  be  erro- 
neous. Watson  V.  Domis,  19  Wend.  371 ;  Berriom  v.  Olmatead,  ^  E. 
D.  Smith,  279 ;  Wiseman  v.  Panama  R.  R.  Co.,  1  Hilt,  300 ;  Bloomer 
V.  Merrill,  29  How.  259 ;  1  Daly,  485 ;  Fish  v.  Mnerson,  44  N.  Y. 
376 ;  Stephens  v.  Santee,  49  id.  35. 

The  justice  may  take  four  days  from  the  time  when  the  cause  was 
finally  submitted  for  judgment.  And  where  a  cause  is  tried  before  the 
justice,  and  the  evidence  introduced,  and  the  cause  then  adjourned  by 
consent  to  a  future  day  for  summing  u[>,  the  cause  will  not  be  consid- 
ered as  finally  submitted  until  tlie  summing  up,  and  the  justice  may 
take  four  days  from  that  time  within  which  to  render  judgment. 
Reidenheiyner  v.  Wilson,  31  Barb.  637. 

If  the  fourth  day  falls  on  Sunday,  judgment  must  be  rendered  on 
the  day  preceding ;  and  if  it  is  not  rendered  until  the  Monday  follow- 
ing it  will  be  erroneous.  Bissell  v.  Bissell,  11  Barb.  96.  And  see 
Ex  parte  Dodge,  7  Cow.  147;  Youmans  v.  Simmons,  7  Hun,  466; 
Keating  v.  Serrell,  5  Daly,  278.  If  the  judgment  appears  upon  its 
face  to  have  been  rendered  upon  Sunday,  and  is  attacked  for  irregu- 
larity on  that  ground,  upon  appeal,  the  justice  may  show  by  his  return 
that  it  was  actually  rendered  on  Monday,  and  dated  on  Sundaiy  by 
mistake.  lb. 

The  decision  of  the  justice  must  be  evidenced  by  some  official  act; 
and  it  will  be  of  no  consequence  that  the  justice  decided  the  cause  in 
his  own  mind,  if  he  did  not  enter  the  judgment  in  his  minutes  or 
docket,  or  in  some  other  legal  manner.  A  decision  in  the  mind  of  the 
justice  is  not  a  legal  rendering  of  judgment,  and  ■^U  not  constitute 
a  judgment  in  law.  Seaman  v.  Ward,  1  Hilt.  52 ;  Stephens  v.  Santee, 
51  Barb.  532.  Although  the  statute  is  imperative  as  to  the  time  within 
which  judgment  must  be  rendered,  that  does  not  prevent  the  parties 
from  agreeing  to  extend  the  time  beyond  the  limit  of  four  days,  and 
a  stipulation  that  the  justice  may  take  any  specified  njimber  of  days 
instead  of  four  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  judgment  will  be  valid 
and  enforced  by  the  courts.  Keating  v.  Serrell,  5  Daly,  278 ;  Barnes 
V.  Badger,  41  Barb.  98.  And  where  the  parties  have  stipulated  that 
the  justice  may  take  five  days  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  judgment, 
and  the  judgment  is  rendered  on  the  fifth  day,  the  defeated  party  wiU 
be  estopped  fi-om  alleging  that  the  judgment  was  not  rendered  in  time, 
lb.     If  the  last  day  fixed  by  the  stipulation  falls  on  Sunday,  the  justice 
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may  lawfully  render  judgment  on  the  day  following.  Keating  v. 
8&rrell,  5  Daly,  278. 

When  the  action  has  been  tried  before  a  jury,  and  a  verdict  rendered, 
the  statute  requires  that  judgment  shall  be  rendered  forthwith.  This 
statute  is  enforced  quite  strictly  as  to  the  time  of  rendering  the  judg- 
ment, but  is  interpreted  quite  liberally  as  to  the  manner.  No  legal 
judgment  can  be  rendered  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury  after  the  day 
upon  which  the  verdict  was  rendered.  Sibley  v.  Howard,  3  Denio^ 
Y2.  That  is,  the  justice  must  complete  the  exercise  of  his  judicial 
powers  upon  the  day  the  verdict  is  rendered,  though  he  may  perform 
any  merely  ministerial  act  in  relation  to  the  judgment  upon  any  day 
afterward.  When  a  verdict  has  been  received  and  entered  in  the 
docket  of  the  justice,  his  only  remaining  judicial  duty  is  to  determine 
the  amount  of  costs  to  which  the  prevailing  party  is  entitled,  and  add 
this  to  the  verdict.  This  must  be  done  upon  the  day  the  verdict  is 
rendered  as  it  is  a  judicial  act,  and  a  part  of  the  act  of  entering  judg- 
ment. If  this  act  is  delayed  until  a  day  subsequent  to  that  upon  which 
the  verdict  was  rendered,  the  judgment  will  be  erroneous  and  may  be 
reversed  upon  appeal.  Sibley  v.  Howard,  3  Denio,  Y2.  But  if  the 
justice  upon  receiving  the  verdict  forthwith  enters  it  in  his  docket- 
book,  determines  the  amount  of  costs  to  which  the  prevailing  party  is 
entitled,  adds  the  same  to  the  verdict,  and  enters  the  amount  under 
the  entry  of  the  verdict  in  his  docket-book,  this  will  be  held  to  be  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute  to  sustain  the  judgment  on  ap- 
peal, although  the  justice  does  not  on  that  day  enter  in  the  docket  the 
words  "judgment  for  the  plaintiff"  or  "judgment  for  the  defendant " 
immediately  preceding  the  statement  of  the  amount  of  the  verdict  and 
costs.  These  words  may  be  entered  by  the  justice  at  any  time,  and 
may  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  the  proceedings  be  regarded  as  made. 
&ephem  v.  Santee,  i9  N.  Y.  35.  So  the  statute  requires  the  entry 
of  the  judgment  in  the  docket-book.  But  the  duty  of  making  this 
entry  has  been  held  to  be  directory  merely,  owing  to  its  ministerial 
character;  and  that  although  the  statute  prescribes  four  days  as  the 
time  within  which  this  is  to  be  done,  it  is  not  a  limitation  upon  the 
powers  of  the  justice ;  and  that  a  valid  entry  may  be  made  afterward,  if 
the  judgment  has  been  entered  by  the  justice  in  his  minutes  of  the 
trial  in  proper  form  and  in  due  time.  Fish  v.  Emerson,  44  N.  Y. 
376 ;  Walrod  v.  Shuler,  2  id.  134 ;  Hall  v.  Tuttle,  6  HiU,  38 ;  Dalton 
V.  loughlin,  4  Abb.  N.  0.  187 ;  Qoodriah  v.  SuUmam,,  IN.  Y.  Sup. 
Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  191. 

The  statute  authorizes  courts  to  be  open  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  a 
105 
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verdict  or  discharging  a  jury  on  Sunday,  but  prohibits  the  transaction  of 
any  other  business  on  that  day.  Vol.  1,  p.  105,  §  6.  A  verdict  rendered 
on  Sunday  is,  therefore,  valid,  and  a  judgment  rendered  thereon  upon 
the  same  day  is  invalid.  Iloghtalingv.  Osborn,  15  Johns.  119.  The 
statute  requiring  a  justice  to  render  judgment  forthwith  in  all  cases  where 
a  verdict  is  rendered  must  harmonize  with  the  provision  which  forbids 
the  transaction  of  any  business  in  court  on  Sunday.  The  justice  must 
receive  and  record  the' verdict  on  Sunday,  and  render  his  judgment  on 
the  next  day  when  business  may  be  transacted.  The  time  intervening 
between  the  rendition  of  the  verdict  on  Sunday,  and  the  action  taken 
by  the  justice  in  rendering  judgment  on  the  following  day,  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  period  during  which  his  authority  is  suspended,  to  be 
resumed  and  continued  when  holy  time  has  expired.  Allen  v.  God- 
frey, 4A  N.  T.  433.  If  the  justice  assumes  to  enter  judgment  on  Sun- 
day, his  act,  being  wholly  void,  will  not  affect  the  validity  of  a  judg- 
ment entered  upon  the  next  day.  lb. 

A  statute  which  prohibits  the  service  of  process  on  Saturday  upon 
such  persons  as  keep  that  day  as  the  Sabbath  is  not  so  construed  as  to 
invalidate  a  judgment  rendered  against  such  a  person  on  Saturday, 
where  the  process  had  been  regularly  and  legally  served  on  a  previous 
day.     Maxson  v.  Annas,  1  Denio,  204. 

And  so  a  judgment  may  be  legally  rendered  by  a  justice  on  the  day 
of  a  general  election,  where  the  cause  was  tried  before  him  and  sub- 
mitted on  a  previous  day.     Rice  v.  Mead,  22  How.  445. 

Where  it  is  sought  to  reverse  a  judgment  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
not  rendered  forthwith,  the  error  must  appear  affirmatively,  or  the  judg- 
ment will  be  affirmed.  In  one  case  the  return  stated  that  the  cause 
was  tried  by  a  jury  on  the  11th  day  of  March,  and  that  the  jury  returned 
into  court  and  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  the  jus- 
tice rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  12th  day  of 
March,  and  it  was  held  that  it  might  be  fairly  inferred  that  the  verdict 
was  not  rendered  iintil  the  12th  of  March,  although  the  trial  com- 
menced on  the  day  preceding,  and  the  judgment  was  affirmed.  Beat- 
tie  V.  Qua,  15  Barb.  132. 

§  10.  Judgment,  how  rendered.  The  statute  provides  that  the 
justice  shall  enter  his  judgment  in  his  docket-book.  Vol.  1,  p.  44, 
§  3015.  The  time  when  it  must  be  entered  has  been  considered  in  the 
preceding  section.  The  correct  practice  is  to  enter  the  judgment  in 
the  docket  in  the  first  instance,  promptly,  and  within  the  prescribed 
time. 

The  statute  requires  all  legal  proceedings  to  be  in  the  English  Ian- 
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guage.  But  where  the  essential  facts  of  the  judgment  are  inteUigible 
it  will  be  valid,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  some  of  the  words  are 
very  incorrectly  spelled.     Jackson  v.  Browner,  7  Wend.  388. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  there  may  be  separate  judgments  as 
to  the  several  defendants.  When  the  action  is  for  a  tort,  and  there 
are  several  defendants,  there  may  be  a  judgment  against  some  of  the 
defendants  and  in  favor  of  others.  Ballard  v.  Lockwood,  1  Daly,  158 ; 
Moon  v.  Eldred,  3  Hill,  104 ;  Dominick  v.  Eaoker,  3  Barb.  18  ;  Noyes  v. 
Hewitt,  18  Wend.  141, 142, 143  ;  Van  Deusen  v.  Van  Slych,  15  Johns. 
223.  If  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  against  one  of  the  defendants 
in  an  action  for  a  tort,  the  court  should,  if  requested,  direct  the  jury  to 
find  a  verdict  for  such  defendant,  if  the  cause  is  tried  by  a  jury  ;  or  he 
should,  himself,  discharge  him  if  there  is  no  jury.  lb.  If,  however, 
there  is  any  evidence  whatever  the  question  must  be  submitted  to  the 
jury.  lb.  In  those  cases  in  which  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  dis- 
charge, it  will  be  error  to  refuse  it  on  a  proper  application.  lb.  If  the 
trial  is  by  jury,  and  there  is  no  evidence  against  one  of  the  defendants, 
it  will  not  be  error  for  the  justice  to  discharge  him,  instead  of  directing 
the  jury  to  acquit  him.  Woyes  v.  Hewitt,  18  Wend.  141, 143.  The 
correct  practice,  however,  is  to  direct  the  jury  to  acquit  him,  which  is 
done,  as  a  matter  of  course,  by  the  jury.  lb.  Where  the  cause  is  tried 
by  a  justice  without  a  jury,  and  a  defendant  is  entitled  to  be  discharged, 
this  is  usually  done  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence.  Moon  v. 
Eldred,  3  Hill,  104.  But  in  all  such  cases  of  discharging  a  defendant 
there  should  be  no  judgment  entered  until  the  trial  is  completed.  lb. 
In  one  case  the  justice  discharged  one  defendant  at  the  close  of  the 
plaintiffs  case,  and  entered  judgment  forthwith  in  favor  of  such  defend- 
ant against  the  plaintifE  for  costs ;  and  at  the  close  of  the  trial  the  jus- 
tice rendered  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  against  the  plaintifE,  and  also 
entered  up  a  judgment  against  him  for  costs  in  favor  of  the  latter  de- 
fendant; and  this  was  held  to  be  erroneous,  upon  the  ground  that  no 
judgment  should  have  been  rendered  until  the  trial  was  completed,  and 
"in  that  case  if  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  both  defendants 
against  .the  plaintiff  there  could  be  but  one  judgment ;  while,  if  the 
judgment  had  been  in  favor  of  the  plaintifE  against  one  defendant,  and 
against  the  plaintiff  and  in  favor  of  the  other  defendant,  ther.j  ought 
to  be  two  separate  judgments,  one  in  favor  of  the  plaintifE  a-aiiist  u.ie 
defendant,  and  the  other  in  favor  of  the  other  defendant  against  the 
plaintifl,  for  costs.  lb.  After  the  evidence  is  closed  and  the  jury  have 
retired,  it  is  too  late  to  move  for  the  discharge  of  one  of  the  defendants, 
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on  the  ground  that  there  is  no  evidence  against  him.  Lciha/r  v.  Kop- 
Im,  4  N.  Y.  54:7. 

There  are  also  some  oases  in  which  there  may  be  separate  judgments 
even  in  actions  upon  contracts.  If  the  action  is  brought  upon  a  negoti- 
able promissory  note,  and  the  makers  and  indorsers  are  joined,  there 
may  be  a  separate  judgment  against  those  who  are  proved  liable,  and  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  those  who  show  a  valid  defense,  or  against  whom 
no  cause  of  action  is  made  out.  Parker  v.  Jaokson,  16  Barb.  33.  And 
see  Bank  of  Attica  v.  Wolf,  18  How.  102  ;  Zink  v.  Attenbv/rg,  id.  108  ; 
Wilklow  V.  Bell,  id.  397.  The  principle  of  the  decision  is  that  a  sepa- 
rate judgment  may  be  rendered  in  any  case  in  which  a  separate  action 
might  have  been  brought.  lb.  If  several  defendants  are  sued,  and  one  of 
them  pleads  infancy,  and  proves  it  on  the  trial,  the  court  may  allow  the 
plaintifE  to  discontinue  as  to  him  without  costs,  and  proceed  with  the  ac- 
tion against  the  others.  Butler  v.  Morris,  1  Bosw.  329. 

Although  there  is  a  joint  contract  by  several  persons,  and  one  of  them 
may  have  been  released  under  the  Joint  Debtors  Act,  this  will  not  prevent 
a  recovery  against  the  other  parties.  Moss  v.  Jerome,  10  Bosw.  220. 
But,  in  an  action  against  several  parties,  who  are  charged  as  joint  debtors 
or  obligors,  and  where  all  are  named  as  defendants,  though  but  one  is 
served  with  process,  a  several  judgment  cannot  be  given  against  the  one 
served,  where  the  plaintiff  fails  to  show  a  joint  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  other  defendants,  and  where  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  on  tlie  part  of 
the  defendant  served  has  been  denied.  Soger  v.  Nichols,  1  Daly,  1. 

§11.  Form  of  the  judgment.  The  statute  does  not  prescribe  any 
particular  form  of  entering  judgments,  though  it  requires  the  entry  into 
the  docket  of  certain  specified  acts  and  things.  Vol.  1,  p.  84,  §  3140. 
The  validity  of  a  judgment  does  not  depend  upon  a  literal  compliance 
with  the  terms  of  the  statute;  and  if  enough  appears  to  show  that  the 
justice  had  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  to  the  action,  and  of  the  subject- 
matter,  that  the  proceedings  were  regular,  and  the  kind  and  amount  of 
the  judgment,  and  that  it  was  rendered  in  due  time,  this  will  be  suffi- 
cient. Humphrey  v.  Persons,  23  Barb.  314 ;  Hall  v.  Tuttle,  6  Hill,  42} 
opinion.  Technical  precision  in  matters  of  form  is  not  required  in  jus- 
tice's court.  Bradner  v.  Howa/rd,  75  JST.  T.  417.  The  correct  practice 
however,  is  for  the  jiistice  to  carefully  comply  with  the  statute,  and  all 
questions  as  to  the  regularity  or  validity  of  the  judgment  in  this  respect 
will  thereby  be  avoided.  Ordinarily  the  justice  is  required  to  render 
judgment  for  the  amount  found  and  settled  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury, 
or  the  decision  of  the  justice.  But  the  party,  whether  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  may  remit  a  portion  of  the  amount  found  in  his  favor  and 
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take  judgment  for  the  residue,  and  the  justice  should  render  judgment 
accordingly.  Vol.  1,  p.  44,  §  3016. 

When  a  jury  return  into  court  with  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaint- 
iff for  a  particular  sum,  the  plaintiff  may  remit  any  portion  of  the 
amount  and  take  judgment  for  the  residue.  CIcmtTc  v.  Denure,  3  Denio, 
319 ;  Barber  v.  Bose,  5  Hill,  76.  So,  where  a  jury  rendered  a  verdict 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  a  specified  sum  in  an  action  of  tort, 
where  no  sum  could  properly  be  found  for  the  defendant,  he  may 
remit  the  amount  and  take  judgment  in  his  favor  generally,  and  this 
will  be  regular.  Burger  v.  Kortright,  4  Johns.  414.  So,  where  the 
case  is  decided  by  the  justice  without  a  jury,  either  party  may  remit 
all,  or  a  portion  of  the  amount  found,  and  take  judgment  for  the  resi- 
due. Putnam  v.  Shdop^  12  Johns.  435.  There  may  be  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  the  amount  of  a  set-off  proved  by  him, 
although  the  plaintiff  may  not  have  established  any  claim  on  his  part 
on  the  trial.  Greenleaf  y.  Low^  4  Denio,  168. 

The  statute  requires  that  certain  incidents  of  the  action  shall  be  en- 
tered in  the  docket-book  kept  by  a  justice  of  the  peace.  Vol.  1,  p.  84, 
§  3140.  The  omission  of  the  justice  to  make  the  entries  required  by 
statute  is  not  a  ground  of  action  against  him,  even  where  the  omission 
may  have  been  the  cause  of  loss  to  another.  J<imes  v.  Harl/ney,  6  Hill, 
487.  In  the  case  just  cited  a  constable  had  duly  returned  an  execu- 
tion, but  the  justice  omitted  to  enter  the  return  in  his  docket.  An 
action  was  afteward  brought  against  the  constable  for  a  neglect  to 
return  the  execution,  and  he  was  unable  to  prove  the  return  of  it  either 
by  the  justice  or  otherwise;  but  this  was  held  not  to  give  any  I'iglit  of 
action  against  the  justice  in  favor  of  the  constable. 

The  manner  of  entering  in  the  docket  the  various  proceedings  in 
an  action  may  not  be  familiar  to  every  person,  and  for  that  reason  a 
general  precedent  for  such  entries  will  be  given. 

Entries  in  justices  docket  on  jury  trial. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Bradford  T.  SimmonB 

agst. 
Peter  L.  Frederick. 


April  12,  1865,  summons  issued;  returnable  on  the  20th  instant, 
at  one  o'clock,  p.  m.,  at  my  office.  April  20,  summons  returned,  per- 
sonally  served,  by  John  P.  Albro,  constable,  on  the  12th  instant.  Fees, 
$0.50'.' 

April  20,  both  parties  appeared,  the  plaintiff  in  person,  and  the 
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defendant  by  Ricliard  H.  Rosa,  who  produced  a  written  authority  (or 
who  swore  to  his  authority).  Plaintiff  complained  on  a  promissory 
note  executed  by  the  defendant  to  him,  and  dated  April  1,  1860,  for 
$25,  payable  one  day  after  date,  and  also  for  goods,  wares  and  mer- 
chandise sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant,  and  claimed  damages  to 
the  amount  of  $50. 

The  defendant  answered,  and  denied  each  and  every  allegation  in  the 
complaint,  and  also  claimed  a  set-off  of  $25  for  grain  and  wood  sold 
and  delivered  to  plaintiff,  and  also  for  work  and  labor  performed  for 
the  plaintiff. 

On  motion  of  the  plaintiff  (or  of  the  defendant),  the  action  was  ad- 
journed to  the  30th  day  of  April  instant,  at  one  o'clock,  p.  m.,  at  my 
office. 

A  venire  was  issued  at  the  plaintiff's  request  (or  at  the  defendant's) 
returnable  at  the  time  and  place  last  mentioned. 

April  30,  the  parties  appeared  at  one  o'clock,  p.  m.,  and  proceeded 
to  the  trial  of  the  cause.  The  following  jurors  were  returned  as  sum- 
moned upon  the  venire  by  John  P.  Albro,  constable.  (Insert  their 
names.)  The  following  jurors  who  were  returned  as  summoned,  did 
not  appear. .  (Insert  their  names.)  The  following  jurors  appeared.  (In- 
sert their  names.)  The  following  jurors  were  sworn  to  try  the  action. 
(Insert  their  names.) 

Harvey  Pixley  and  Jeremiah  Y.  Marselis  were  sworn  as  witnesses 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  William  Fry  at  the  request  of  the  defendant. 

John  Smith  was  offered  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and 
objected  to  by  the  plaintiff  (state  the  ground  of  objection),  and  re- 
jected. 

After  hearing  the  evidence  (and  the  arguments  of  counsel,  if  any), 
the  jury  retired  under  the  charge  of  John  P.  Albro,  a  constable  duly 
sworn  for  that  purpose,  and  afterward  returned  into  court,  and  the 
plaintiff  having  answered  to  his  name  when  called,  *  the  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $50,  damages,  which  was  received  April 
30,  1865,  whereupon,  I  did  forthwith,  and  on  the  30th  day  of  April, 
1865,  render  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for 

Damages $50  00      • 

Costs  (stating  the  items),  total  5  00 

$55  00 

April  30,  1865,  execution  against  property  of  defendant  issued  to 
John  P.  Albro,  constable. 

May  10,  1865,  a  notice  of  appeal  was  served  on  me  by  Richard  H 
Rosa,  Esq.,  and  my  fees  and  the  costs  of  the  action  paid  to  me.  A  copy 
of  undertaking  to  stay  proceedings  was  also  served  by  him  on  me  at  the 
same  time. 

The  precedent  which  has  been  given  is  merely  intended  to  give 
a  general  idea  of  the  manner  of    making    entries  in  the  justice's 
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docket.  And  since  each  ease  has  features  peculiar  to  itself,  so  in 
each  case  the  entries  must  conform  to  the  facts  as  they  actually 
occur. 

If  the  cause  is  tried  by  the  justice,  without  a  jury,  that  fact  will  be 
evident  by  omitting  any  statements  as  to  the  jury. 

The  foregoing  form  will  be  a  sufficient  guide  for  ordinary  cases ;  but 
since  the  change  in  the  law  which  gives  the  justice  jurisdiction  in 
Teplevin  actions,  there  are  some  forms  of  judgment  which  ought  to  be 
given  for  such  cases. 

Judgment  for  ■plaintiff  in  replevin  where  property  was  not  deli/vered 

to  him. 

State  the  ordinary  proceedings  as  in  the  foregoing  form  down  to 
the  *,  and  then  proceed  thus : 

The  jury  found  by  their  verdict  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  property  described  in  the  complaint ;  that  the  value  of 
said  property  is  $100,  and  that  the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff 
by  the  wrongful  taking  (or  detention)  were  $25.  Whereupon  I  did 
forthwith,  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1865,  render  judgment  that  the 
plaintiff  recover  of  the  defendant  the  possession  of  the  following 
described  personal  property  (describing  it),  or  the  sum  of  $100  in 
case  a  delivery  cannot  be  had  ;  and  also  that  he  recover  $25  damages, 
together  with  $5  costs,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  $130. 

V  alue  of  property $100  00 

Damages 25  00 

Costs  (stating  the  items)  total 5  00 

$130  00 

Judgment  for  plavntiff  in  replevin  where  property  was  deUvered 

to  him. 

State  the  facts  as  in  the  form,  ante,  837,  down  to  the  *,  and  then 
proceed. 

The  jury  found  by  their  verdict  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  property  described  in  the  complaint ;  that  the  said 
property  had  been  taken  into  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  the  wrongful  taking  (  or  de- 
tention) are  $25.  Whereupon  I  did  forthwith,  on  the  30th  day  of 
April,  1865,  render  judgment  that  the  plaintiff  retain  possession  of  the 
following  described 'property  (describe  it),  and  also  that  he  recover 
$25  damages,  together  with  $5  costs,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  $30. 

Damages ^^^22 

Costs  (Jy  items),  total 5  00 

$30  00 
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Judgment  fof  d^endamt  m  replevin  where  property  was  delwefed  to 

plmmtiff. 
State  facts  as  in  the  form,  ante,  837,  down  to  the  *,.  and  then  pro- 
ceed as  follows : 

The  jury  found  by  their  verdict  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  property  described  in  the  complaint;  that  the 
value  of  said  property  is  $100,  and  that  the  damages  sustained  by  the 
defendant  by  the  taking  and  withholding  the  same  are  $25.  Where- 
upon I  did  forthwith,  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1865,  render  judgment 
that  the  defendant  have  a  return  of  the  following  described  personal 
property  (describing  it),  or  the  sum  of  $100  in  case  a  return  cannot  be 
had ;  and,  also,  that  he  recover  $25  damages,  together  with  $5  costs, 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  $130. 

Yalue  of  property $100  00 

Damages 25  00 

Costs  (stating  the  items),  total 6  00 

$130  00 


Judgmmt  for  defendant  in  replevin  where  property  was  not  delivered 

to  plaintiff. 

State  facts  as  in  the  form,  ante,  837,  down  to  the  *,  and  then  pro- 
ceed as  follows : 

The  jury  found  by  their  verdict  that  the  dfefendant  was  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  property  described  in  the  complaint,  and  that  the 
said  property  has  not  been  taken  from  the  possession  of  the  defendant. 
"Whereupon  I  did  forthwith,  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1865,  render 
judgment  that  the  defendant  retain  possession  of  the  following 
described  property  (describe  it),  and,  also,  that  he  recover  $5  costs  of 
the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  vn  actions  of  tort,  where  one  defendant  is  convicted  a/ad 

another  acquitted. 
State  the  facts  as  in  the  form,  ante,  837,  down  to  the  *,  and  then 
proceed  as  follows : 

The  jurors  found  by  their  verdict  that  the  defendant^  A.  B.,  com- 
mitted the  trespass  (or  converted  the  property,  etc.),  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint,  and  they  assessed  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  sum  of 
$75 ;  and  the  said  jurors  also  found  that  the  defendant,  C.  D.,  did  not 
commit  the  trespasses  (or  convert  the  property,  etc.),  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint.  Whereupon  I  do  forthwith,  on  the  30th  day  of  April, 
1865,  render  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  A.  B., 
for  $75  damages  and  $5  costs,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  $80 ;  and  I 
did  also  forthwith,  on  the  said  30th  day  of  April,  1865,  render  a  judg- 
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ment  in  favor  of  the  said  defendant,  G.  D.,  and  against  the  said 
plaintifi^  for  $5  costs  of  the  defense. 

Where  the  action  is  for  a  tort,  and  some  of  the  defendants  are  con- 
victed and  some  acquitted,  it  -will  be  very  easy  to  state  briefly  what  the 
finding  actually  was,  and  the  judgment  rendered  thereon.  And  where 
the  action  is  founded  upon  contract,  and  a  verdict  is  found  against 
some  of  the  defendants,  and  in  favor  of  others,  as  in  the  case  of 
infancy,  or  of  actions  against  the  different  parties  to  a  bill  or  note,  the 
findings  and  judgment  may  be  readily  stated. 

In  the  forms  given,  it  is  stated  that  the  jv/ry  found,  etc.  But  if  no 
jury  is  called,  and  the  cause  is  tried  by  the  justice,  the  statement  will 
be  that  the  justice  decided,  etc.  And  in  every  case  the  court  will 
make  the  dianges  which  may  be  found  necessary  in  conforming  the 
judgment  to  the  facts  found  by  the  jury,  or  decided  by  himself. 

When  costs  are  allowed  by  law  to  the  prevailing  party,  these  costs 
must  be  included  in  the  judgment.  Vol.  1,  p.  62,  §  3074.  And  the 
items  of  costs  allowed  must  be  specified  by  the  justice  in  his  docket- 
book  when  he  renders  the  judgment.  Id.,  p.  64,  §  3078.  The  determi- 
nation of  the  amount  of  costs  to  be  inserted  in  the  judgment  is  as 
much  a  judicial  act  as  the  determination  of  the  amount  of  damages  to 
be  inserted  therein,  and  is  a  part  of  the  act  of  rendering  judgment. 
The  entry  of  the  items  is  the  evidence  of  the  judicial  determination, 
and  must  be  made  in  the  manner  and  at  the  time  required  by  the 
statute. 

En,tH"y  in  dochetbook  on  judgment  hy  default. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Bradford  T.  Simmons 

agst. 
Peter  L.  Frederick. 


July  22,  1882,  issued  summons  returnable  July  29,  1882,  at  10 
o'clock,  A.  M.,  at  my  oflSce. 

July  29,  1882,  plaintiff  appeared  in  person  ;  defendant  did  not  ap- 
pear. John  P.  Albro,  constable,  made  return  that  on  the  22d  day  of 
July,  1882,  he  served  said  summons  and  the  verified  complaint  thereto 
attached  upon  the  defendant  by  delivering,  to  and  leaving  with  him 
true  copies  thereof.  Fees,  %1.  Complaint  demands  judgment  against 
the  defendant  for  $34,  claimed  to  be  actually  due  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff,  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  defendant  on  the 
12th  day  of  January,  1879,  whereby  he  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaint- 
iff, on  demand,  the  simi  of  $57,  with  interest.  Filed  summons  and 
eoftiplaint,  with  constable's  certificate  of  service  indorsed  thereon,  and, 
106 
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the  defendant  having  failed  to  answer  or  demur  to  said  complaint,  I 
did  forthwith,  on  said  '29th  day  of  July,  1882,  enter  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant  for 

Damages $34  00 

Costs  (by  items),  total 2  10 

$36  10 

July  28,  1882,  issued  execution  against  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ant to  John  P.  Albro,  constable. 

August  9,  1882,  execution  returned  satisfied,  by  John  P.  _  Albro, 
constable,  who  at  the  same  time  paid  to  me  upon  the  execution,  the 
sum  of  $35.10. 

§  12.  Opening  or  altering  judgment.  Where  a  judgment  has 
once  been  regularly  entered  up  by  the  justice,  his  powers  cease ;  and 
he  cannot  open  the  judgment  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  the  defend- 
ant from  the  consequences  of  a  default,  even  though  that  occurred  by 
reason  of  an  excusable  mistake  or  omission.  Alburtis  v.  McReady,  2 
E.  D.  Smith,  39  ;  Appleby  v.  Strang,  1  Abb.  143  ;  Sperry  v.  Ma^or, 
1  E.  D.  Smith,  361 ;  People  v.  Lynde,  8  Cow.  133.  So,  where  a 
judgment  has  been  entered  for  a  wrong  amount,  through  inadvertence 
or  otherwise,  the  justice  has  no  power  to  change  the  amount,  either  by 
increasing  or  diminishing  it.  Hardy  v.  Seelye,  1  Hilt.  90 ;  S.  C,  3 
Abb.  103.  If  the  justice  by  mistake  renders  judgment  for  too  large  a 
sum,  in  consequence  of  errors  in  adding  up  the  items  of  the  demand, 
he  cannot,  afterward,  correct  the  mistake  by  reducing  the  amount. 
People  V.  Delaware  Com.  Pleas,  18  Wend.  558.  So,  if  a  mistake  is 
made  in  making  up  the  items  of  costs,  and  the  amount  inserted  in  the 
judgment  is  less  than  that  allowed  by  law,  the  error  cannot  be  cor- 
.  rected  by  increasing  the  judgment.  Dauehy  v.  Brown,  41  Barb.  555. 
In  all  such  cases,  whether  the  mistake  makes  the  judgment  for  dam- 
ages too  large  or  too  small,  or  whether  the  amount  of  costs  is  greater  or 
less  than  allowed  by  law,  the  judgment,  when  once  entered  up,  is  con- 
clusive, and  cannot  be  altered  by  the  justice. 

While  the  justice  has  no  right  to  correct  any  error  or  mistake  in 
making  up  or  rendering  his  judgment  after  it  has  been  completed  by 
entering  it  in  the  docket  as  rendered,  yet  when  the  mistake  is  in  the 
entry  merely,  so  that  the  judgment  entered  does  not  conform  to  the 
one  actually  rendered,  then  the  entry  may  be  corrected  to  make  the 
judgment,  as  entered  upon  the  docket,  conform  to  that  actually  ren- 
dered. A  mistake  of  that  kind  is  merely  clerical  and  may  be  corrected. 
Christopher  v.  Van  Lieu,  57  Barb.  17,  30.     For  instance,  if  the  jus- 
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tice  renders  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  but  by  mistake  enters 
it  in  his  docket  as  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  he  may  correct  the  error. 
lb.  So,  if  by  mistake  he  enters  the  judgment  in  his  docket  under  the 
wrong  date,  he  may  correct  the  error  so  as  to  make  the  entry  conform 
to  the  fact.  Keating  v.  Serrell,  5  Daly,  278,  281.  But  if  there  is  any 
question  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  pass  upon  and  to  em- 
body his  judicial  conclusion  in  his  judgment,  he  must  perform  this 
duty  when  the  judgment  is  rendered,  and  if  he  omits  it  by  mistake  or 
otherwise,  he  cannot  afterward  supply  the  omission.  Carpenter  v. 
Willet,  1  Abb.  Ot.  App.  312;  S.  C,  31  N.  Y.  90;  28  How.  226;  1 
Keyes,  510.  On  the  other  hand,  if,  after  the  exercise  of  all  his  judi- 
cial duties  in  the  matter  of  entering  judgment,  a  mere  ministerial  duty 
still  remains  to  be  performed,  this  may  be  performed  at  any  time  be- 
fore a  transcript  has  been  furnished  to  either  party.  Thus,  if  the  cause 
has  been  tried  by  a  jury,  the  verdict  rendered,  received  and  entered  in 
the  docket-book,  the  amount  of  cost  determined,  entered  in  the  docket 
and  added  to  the  verdict,  the  judicial  duties  of  the  justice  in  the  case 
are  at  an  end,  and  the  law  makes  a  judgment  for  the  amount  so  entered 
the  only  one  he  can  render  in  the  case.  This  amount  he  has  no  power 
or  discretion  to  vary  in  any  respect.  But  if  he  has  omitted  to  state  in 
the  docket  in  whose  favor  the  judgment  is  rendered,  he  may  at  any  time 
afterward  add  the  words,  "judgment  for  plaintiff," or  "defendant,"  as 
the  case  may  be,  so  as  to  complete  the  entry  in  the  docket,  this  being 
a  mere  ministerial  act.     Stephens  v.  Santee,  49  N.  T.  35. 

There  are  cases  in  which  a  judgment  may  be  opened  by  consent ; 
and  if  this  is  done  by  the  consent  of  the  parties,  and  the  cause  retried 
and  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  defendant  he  cannot  allege  the 
opening  of  the  case  as  error.  Scramton  v.  Lefoy,  4  Abb.  21.  And 
where  the  cause  is  retried  by  the  consent  of  both  parties,  it  would  be  in 
accordance  with  well-settled  principles  to  hold  that  both  of  them  are 
estopped  from  subsequently'  questioning  the  regularity  and  validity  of 
the  proceedings.     See  vol.  2,  p.  939,  etc. 

There  are  also  certain  local  courts,  exercising  the  general  powers, 
and  having  substantially  the  same  system  of  practice  as  justices'  courts, 
which  have  the  power  of  opening  defaults  in  certain  cases  conferred 
upon  them  by  statute.  Vol.  1,  p.  80,  §  3128  ;  id.,  p.  180,  §  5  ;  Laws 
of  1880,  chap.  344,  §  16. 

§  13.  Judgment  by  confession.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace  to  render  judgment  upon  the  confession  of  a  defendant  has  been 
considered  elsewhere.      Ante,   22.      The  power  of  one   partner  to 
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bind  his  co-partner  by  a  confession  of  judgment  has  also  been  discussed 
in  another  vohime.     Vol.  1,  p.  536. 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  clearly  points  out  the  proceedings  nec- 
essary to  a  valid  confession  of  judgment,  and  declares  that  a  judgment 
confessed,  otherwise  than  as  prescribed  in  section  3011  of  that  act,  is 
void  as  against  every  person,  except  a  purchaser  in  good  faith  of  prop- 
erty, real  or  personal,  thereunder  and  the  defendant  making  the  con- 
fession. Vol.  1,  p.  44,  §  3012.  A  strict  comphance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute  is,  therefore,  necessary. 

In  order  to  comply  with  the  statute  the  defendant  must  personally 
appear  before  the  justice.  Vol.  1,  p.  44,  §  3011 ;  Tenny  v.  Fyler, 
8  Wend.  569 ;  Martin  v.  Moss,  6  Johns.  126 ;  Bromaghim  v.  Throop, 
15  id.  476.  And  see  Golvin  v.  Imther,  9  Cow.  61.  Though  it  is  not 
necessary  that  the  judgment  should  be  confessed  at  the  justice's  office 
or  residence.  Stone  v.  Willia/ms,  40  Barb.  322,  or  even  in  the  town 
where  the  justice  resides.  Pollock  v.  Aldrich,  17  How.  109.  The  con- 
fession mnst  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  defendant,  and  filed  with  the 
justice.  Vol.  1,  p.  44,  §  3011.  But  if  the  confession  is  partly  in  writ- 
ing and  partly  printed  it  will  comply  with  the  statute.  Id.,  p.  170, 
§  3343,  subd.  23.  This  is  all  that  is  required  to  authorize  the  justice 
to  render  the  judgment,  if  the  judgment  confessed  is  not  for  a  sum 
exceeding  $50.  If  it  exceeds  that  sum,  the  confession  must  be  ac- 
companied by  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant  and  of  the  plaintiff,  stat- 
ing that  the  defendant  is  honestly  and  justly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff 
in  the  sura  specified  therein,  over  and  above  all  just  demands  which 
the  defendant  has  against  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  confession  is  not 
made  or  taken  with  intent  to  defraud  any  creditor.  Id.,  p.  44,  § 
3011.  Upon  receiving  and  filing  the  confession  and  the  accompanying 
affidavits,  if  any,  the  justice  may  proceed  to  enter  judgment  for  the 
amount  confessed,  if  it  does  not  exceed  $500,  with  such  a  stay  of  exe- 
cution, if  any,  as  is  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  to  the  judgment.  Id., 
p.  43,  §  3010. 

The  requirement  that  there  shall  be  a  written  confession,  accompanied 
by  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  when  the  sum  confessed 
exceeds  $50,  does  not  destroy  the  effect  of  an  oral  admission  of  indebted- 
ness made  by  the  defendant  in  open  court  upon  the  trial  of  a  cause. 
Where  an  action  is  regularly  commenced  by  the  issuing  and  service  of 
process,  the  defendant  may  appear  in  court  and  confess  judgment 
orally,  and  without  any  affidavit  of  indebtedness,  even  when  the  amount 
of  the  judgment  exceeds  $50.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  defendant  appears 
on  the  return  daj'  of  the  process,  and,  when  the  complaint  is  filed,  he 
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admits  in  open  court  that  a  specified  sum  is  due  from  him  to  the  plaint- 
iff, and  he  consents  that  the  justice  shall  render  judgment  for  the 
amount,  this  may  be  done,  and  the  judgment  will  be  regular  and  valid. 
If,  however,  the  proceedings  are  merely  colorable,  and  are  taken  for 
the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  creditors  of  the  pretended  debtor,  the 
judgment  will  be  void  as  to  them.  Gates  v.  Ward,  17  Barb.  424.  And 
see  Beecher  v.  KendraU,  14  Hun,  327,  329. 

The  effect  of  omitting  to  annex  an  affidavit  to  the  confession,  as 
required  by  the  statute,  is  merely  to  render  the  judgment  void  as  to 
creditors.  Stone  v.  Williams,  40  Barb.  322.  Notwithstanding  such 
omission  the  judgment  will  be  valid  and  binding  upon  the  defend- 
ant, lb. 

There  are  cases,  too,  in  which  an  affidavit  may  be  dispensed  with, 
even  though  the  plaintiff's  claim  originally  exceeded  the  sum  of  $50. 
If  the  plaintiff's  demand  is  a  large  one  it  may  be  divided  into  sums  less 
than  $50  in  amount,  by  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and 
then  separate  judgments  entered  upon  each  portion  of  it ;  and  if  this 
is  done,  and  none  of  the  confessions  exceed  $50  in  amount,  there  need 
not  be  any  affidavit  of  indebtedness  or  of  the  justice  of  the  claim. 
CorneU  v.  Cooh,  7  Cow.  310. 

Fwm  of  confession  of  judgment. 
IN  JTJSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Doe 
Bichard  Koe. 


Before  David  Keknedt,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  Mayfield,  Fulton  county,  N.  Y. 


I  hereby  confess  judgment  in  favor  of  John  Doe,  for  the  sum  of 
$500,  and  authorize  the  said  justice  to  enter  judgment  against  me  for 
the  same,  with  costs. 

Dated  the  15th  day  of  April,  1865.  RICHARD  ROE. 

In  pi'esence  of  David  Kennedy,  Justice. 

Affidavit  where  the  sum  confessed  exceeds  Jifty  dollars. 

{Title  of  the  cause.) 

(  Venue.) 

John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe,  bein^  severally  sworn  say,  and  each  for 
himself  says  :  that  they  are  the  parties  plaintiff  and  defendant  above 
named  ;  that  tiie  said  Richard  Roe  is  honestly  and  justly  indebted  to 
the  said  John  Doe  in  the  sum  of  $500  specified  in  the  foregoing  (or 
annexed)  confession  of  -judgment  over  and  above  all  just  demands 
which  the  said  Richard  Roe  nas  against  the  said  John  Doe,  and  that 
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said  confession  is  not  made  or  taken  with  intent  to  defraud  any  credi- 
tor. 

{Jurat.)  {Signatwres.) 

Agreement  to  stay  execution. 
{Title  of  the  cause.) 

It  is  hereby  stipulated  and  agreed  by  and  between  the  parties  above 
named  that  execution  upon  the  judgment  rendered  by  said  justice  upon 
the  foregoing  (or  annexed)  confession  be  stayed  sixty  days  from  the 
entry  of  said  judgment. 

{Date.)  {SigTiatMres.) 

Judgment  upon  confession. 

{Title  of  the  cause.) 

The  parties  above  named  having  personally  appeared  before  me  on  this 
15th  day  of  April,  1865,  and  the  defendant,  Richard  Eoe,  having  by  an 
instrument  in  writing,  signed  by  him,  confessed  judgment  in  favor  of 
said  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  $500,  and  the  said  parties  hav- 
ing made  an  affidavit  that  the  said  defendant  is  honestly  and  justly 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  that  sum  over  and  above  all  just  demands 
which  said  defendant  has  against  the  plaintiff,  and  that  said 
confession  is  not  made  or  taken  with  intent  to  defraud  any  cred- 
itor, and  the  said  parties  having  agreed  to  a  stay  of  execution  for 
sixty  days  from  the  entry  of  judgment  upon  such  confession,  now  after 
filing  said  confession,  affidavit  and  agreement,  judgment  is  hereby 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  said  John  Doe  against  the  said  Richard  Roe 
for  the  sum  of  $500,  with  dollars  costs  amounting  in  all  to 

with  stay  of  execution  for  sixty  days  from  the  date  hereof. 

Damages .' $500  00 

Costs  (giving  the  items),  total 

DAYID  KENNEDY,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

§  14.  Transcripts  of  judgments.  A  justice  of  the  peace  who  ren- 
ders a  judgment,  except  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel,  must,  upon 
the  application  of  the  party  in  whose  favor  the  judgment  was  rendered 
and  payment  of  the  fee  therefor,  deliver  to  him  a  transcript  of  the 
judgment.  Vol.  1,  p.  44,  §  3017.  And  in  the  cases  specified  in  the 
statute,  the  justice  must  deliver  to  the  successful  party  in  an  action  to 
recoN'er  a  chattel,  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  upon  application,  and 
the  pavmjnt  of  his  fees  therefor.  Id.,  p.  45,  §  3019. 

S(.)  ii  justice  of  the  peace  must  furnish  upon  request  and  the  payment 
of  his  fees,  to  any  person  interested  in  a  judgment  or  order  entered  by 
him,  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  or  order,  together  with  all  the  entries 
in  his  docket-book  relating  to  the  cause ;  a  copy  of  his  minutes  of  the 
evidence  in  the  cause,  or  the  substance  of  the  testimony,  if  he  has  not 
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taken  minutes,  and  a  copy  of  any  paper  on  file  in  the  cause;  or  such 
portions  thereof  as  are  required.     Id.,  p.  86,  §  3149. 

A  transcript  of  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  may 
in  all  actions,  except  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel,  be  filed  in  the  ofiice  of 
the  clerk  of  the  county  in  which  it  was  rendered;  and  it  then  becomes 
the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  docket  the  judgment  in  his  office.  The  judg- 
ment so  docketed  is  thenceforth  deemed  a  judgment  of  the  County 
Court  of  that  county.     Id.,  p.  45,  §  3017. 

So,  where  the  justice  has  rendered  a  judgment  for  a  chattel,  which 
has  been  delivered  to  the  unsuccessful  party,  or  for  the  value  thereof  in 
case  a  return  cannot  be  had,  and  the  value  exceeds  $25,  the  justice 
may  deliver  to  the  successful  party  a  transcript  of  the  judgment,  stat- 
ing the  particulars  thereof ;  and  this  transcript  may  be  filed,  and  the 
judgment  docketed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  in  which  it 
was  rendered.  The  judgment  so  docketed  becomes  a  judgment  of  the 
County  Court  of  that  county.  Id.,  §  3019. 

When  a  justice  of  the  peace  issues  a  transcript  of  a  judgment  rendered 
against  a  male  defendant  in  an  action  to  recover  a  fine  or  penalty  ;  or 
to  recover  damages  for  a  personal  injury,  or  damages  for  an  in- 
jury to  property,  including  the  wrongful  taking,  detention  or 
conversion  of  personal  property;  or  damages  for  misconduct  or 
neglect  in  office,  or  in  a  professional  employment;  or  damages  for 
fraud  or  deceit,  he  miist  insert  in  the  transcript  the  words  "  defendant 
liable  to  execution  against  his  person,"  whether  an  order  of  arrest 
was  granted  and  executed  in  the  action  or  not.  But  this  does  not  ap- 
ply to  a  claim  for  damages  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel.  The  same 
words  must  be  inserted  in  a  transcript  of  a  judgment  rendered  against 
a  male  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  for  money  received, 
or  to  recover  a  chattel,  where  it  appeared  that  the  money  was  received 
or  that  the  chattel  was  embezzled  or  fraudulently  misapplied  by  a 
public  officer,  or  by  an  attorney,  solicitor,  or  counselor,  or  by  an  officer 
or  agent  of  a  corporation  or  banking  association  in  the  course  of  his 
employment ;  or  by  a  factor,  agent,  broker,  or  other  person  in  a  fidu- 
ciary capacity,  provided,  however,  than  an  order  of  arrest  was  granted 
and  executed  in  the  action,  but  not  otherwise.  Id.,  §  3018. 

When  the  justice  issues  a  transcript  of  a  judgment  rendered  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  against  two  or  more  persons 
jointly  indebted  upon  contract,  and  the  summons  has  been  served  upon 
one  or  more  of  the  defendants,  but  not  upon  all  of  them,  he  must  dis- 
tiftctly  designate  in  the  transcript  each  defendant  who  was  not  summoned. 
Id.,  §§  3020,  3021.     This  may  be  done  by  writing  opposite  or  under  the 
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name  of  each  defendant  upon  whom  the  summons  was  not  served,  the 
words  "not  summoned."     See  vol.  1,  p.  46,  §  1936. 

A  justice  of  the  peace,  whose  term  of  office  has  expired  may  make 
a  transcript  of  a  judgment  rendered  by  him.  Id.,  p.  47,  §  3023.  And 
whenever  a  justice  refuses  to  give  a  transcript  of  the  judgment 
to  a  party  legally  entitled  thereto,  the  justice  may  be  compelled  to 
give  it  by  mandamus.     People  v.  Lynde,  8  Cow.  133. 

A  transcript,  if  intelligible  in  its  essential  parts,  will  be  held  sufficient, 
although  written  in  bad  English  or  worse  Dutch,  Jackson  v.  Browner, 
1  Wend.  388.  So  it  will  be  good  althougli  it  does  not  show  upon  its 
face  that  the  justice  had  jurisdiction.  Russell  v.  Mowla/nd,  6  Wend. 
666. 

A  justice  should  enter  his  judgment  in  his  docket-book  before  issu- 
ing a  transcript.  But  if  he  has  entered  judgment  upon  his  minutes 
of  trial,  a  transcript  taken  from  such  judgment  before  it  is  entered  in 
his  docket-book  will  authorize  the  docketing  and  enforcement  thereof 
as  a  judgment  of  the  County  Court.     Fish  v.  Emerson,  44  N.  Y.  376. 

Form  of  trcmsaript. 
JUSTICE'S  COUET. 


John  Van  Slyke 

agst. 
Patrick  MacCabe. 


^  Before  Eichaed  Mueeat,  Justice. 


Fulton  County, 
Town  of  Johnstown,   \     ' 

Judgment  rendered   before  me,  as    justice  of   the  peace,   for  the 
plaintiff    against    the  defendant   on  the  24th   day  of    July,  1882, 
for  the  sum  of  $97.37,  and  for  costs,  $4.23,  in  all  $101.60.*     Fee  for 
transcript  to  be  added,  twenty-five  cents. 
County  of  Fulton,  ss.  : 

I  certify  that  the  above  is  a  correct  transcript  of  a  judgment,  rendered 
by  and  before  me,  and  now  remaining  unsatisfied  upon  my  docket. 
Dated  the  28i!/i  day  of  July,  1822. 

RICHARD  MURRAY,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

If  the  action  is  such  that  the  defendant  is  liable  to  execution  against 
the  person,  insert  at  the*  "  defendant  liable  to  execution  against  the 
person." 

§  15.  Setting  aside  docketed  judgments.  The  County  Court  has  no 
power  to  inquire  into  the  regularity  or  validity  of  a  judgment  rendered 
by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  those  cases  in  which  a  transcript  has  been 
docketed,  and  the  injured  party  applies  by  motion  for  relief.    People 
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V.  Washington  Com.  Pleas,  1  "Wend.  Y9.  In  such  a  case,  the  judg- 
ment cannot  be  set  aside  for  irregularities  in  obtaining  it,  though  the 
court  has  power  to  control  the  execution  issued  upon  such  docketed 
judgment,  and  in  a  proper  case,,  may  set  it  aside.  lb.  Where  an 
injured  party  wishes  to  obtain  relief  against  the  judgment  rendered  by 
the  justice,  his  remedy  is  by  appeal  and  not  by  motion.  McQunn  v. 
Bamett,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  521.  Filing  a  transcript  makes  the  justice's 
judgment  a  judgment  of  the  County  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  enforc- 
ing it,  by  execution  and  the  like,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  inresti- 
gating  the  manner  in  which  the  judgment  was  obtained. 
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CHAPTER  VII. 

COSTS. 

Section  1.  When  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs.  In  the  absence 
of  any  special  provision  of  law  to  the  contrary,  a  plaintiff  who  recovers 
■a  judgment  in  an  action  in  justice's  court,  whether  it  be  upon  the  ver- 
dict of  a  jury  or  the  decision  of  the  justice,  is  entitled  to  costs,  which 
must  be  included  in  the  judgment.  Vol.  1,  p.  44,  §  3014 ;  id.,  p.  62, 
§  3074.  This  is  the  general  rule,  and  is  subject  only  to  the  exceptions 
made  by  some  special  statutory  provision. 

In  an  action  to  recover  one  or  more  chattels  the  plaintiff  may  recover 
judgment  for  a  part  of  the  property  in  controversy,  and  yet  may  not  be 
entitled  to  costs.  If  the  plaintiff  recovers  all  of  the  property  in  con- 
troversy, or  its  value,  he  will  be  entitled  to  costs  under  the  general  rule 
above  stated. 

So  if  he  recovers  a  part  of  the  chattels  or  of  a  chattel,  or  the  value 
thereof,  and  the  defendant  also  recovers  a  chattel  or  part  of  a  chattel, 
or  the  value  thereof  in  the  same  action,  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled 
to  costs,  unless  the  chattel  for  which  the  defendant  recovers  has  been 
replevied  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  in  which  case  neither  party  can 
recover  costs,  but  each  must  pay  his  own  costs.      Vol.  1,  p.  63,  §  3075. 

A  plaintiff  cannot  recover  costs  in  an  action  brought  upon  a  judg- 
ment of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  the  county  in  which  it  was  rendered, 
within  five  years  after  the  rendition  thereof,  against  a  defendant  upon 
whom  the  summons  was  personally  served,  except  when  the  justice 
who  rendered  the  judgment  is  dead,  or  out  of  office,  or  otherwise  in- 
capable of  acting,  or  has  removed  from  the  county ;  or  where  one  of 
the  parties  has  died,  or  where  the  docket  of  the  judgment  has  been  lost 
or  destroyed.  Id.,  p.  87,  §  3154.  When  the  case  falls  within  either 
of  the  exceptions  contained  in  the  section  above  cited,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  costs  under  the  general  rule  that  the  pre  vailing  party  is  al- 
ways entitled  to  recover  costs  unless  there  is  an  express  provision  of  stat- 
ute to  the  contrary.     Id.,  p.  62,  §  3074, 

Where  the  defendant  has  obtained  leave  to  defend  as  a  poor  person, 
no  costs  can  be  recovered  against  him  so  long  as  the  order  granting  leave 
is  in  force.     Id.,  p.  121,  §  465. 

§  2.  When  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs.  In  the  absence  of 
any  special  provision  of  law  to  the  contrary,  a  defendant,  who  recovers 
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a  judgment  in  an  action  in  justice's  court,  whether  the  judgment  is 
rendered  upon  a  verdict  of  a  jury  or  the  decision  of  the  justice,  is  enti- 
tled to  costs,  and  to  have  them  included  in  the  judgment.  Yol.  1,  p. 
44,  §3014;  id.,  p.  62,  §  3074. 

The  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs  when  the  accounts  of  both  parties, 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice  upon  the  trial,  exceed  $400, 
and  a  judgment  of  discontinuance  is  rendered  against  the  plaintiff. 
Id.,  p.  29,  §2950.  So  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs  where  he 
succeeds  in  establishing  a  counter-claim  which  equals  or  exceeds  the 
plaintifE's  demand.  Id.,  §  2940.  So  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs 
when  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  rendered  upon  the  trial,  upon  a  discon. 
tinuance  or  withdrawal  of  the  action  by  the  plaintiff,  or  upon  the  failure 
of  the  plaintiff  to  appear  within  one  hour  after  the  summons  is  return- 
able, or  within  one  hour  after  the  time  to  which  the  trial  is  adjom-ned- 
Id.,  p.  44,  §  3031.  So  where  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  against  two 
or  more  defendants  who  are  united  in  interest  and  have  made  separate 
defenses  by  separate  answers,  fails  to  recover  judgment  against  all,  the 
defendants  who  have  judgment  in  their  favor  are  entitled  to  costs. 
Id.,  p.  64,  §  3080. 

Wbere  there  is  but  one  plaintiff  and  one  defendant,  the  costs  are 
taxed  in  favor  of  the  successful  party  and  against  the  unsuccessful  one. 
If  there  are  several  plaintiffs  and  several  defendants,  the  recovery  is 
generally  in  favor  of  all  the  plaintiffs  and  against  all  of  the  defendants, 
and  the  costs  are  taxed  accordingly.  "Where  there  is  a  recovery  by  the 
plaiutiff  against  one  defendant,  and  a  verdict  or  decision  in  favor  of  the 
other  defendants,  the  justice  should  tax  the  costs  in  favor  of  the  plaint- 
iff and  against  the  unsuccessful  defendant,  in  the  same  manner  as 
though  there  were  no  other  defendant.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  he 
must  tax  the  costs  in  favor  of  the  successful  defendant  as  though  there 
were  but  one  defendant.  In  such  a  case  there  will  be  but  one  entry 
of  judgment,  which  will  include  a  proper  judgment  in  favor  of  each 
successful  party.     See  a  form  of  judgment,  cmte,  840. 

When  a  plaintiff  has  obtained  leave  to  prosecute  an  action,  as  a  poor 
person,  no  costs  can  be  recovered  against  him  so  long  as  the  order  grant- 
ing leave  remains  in  force.     Vol.  1,  p.  120,  §  461. 

§  3.  When  neither  party  is  entitled  to  costs.  Costs  cannot  be 
awarded  to  either  party,  and  each  party  must  pay  his  own  costs  when 
the  action  is  discontinued  by  the  absence  of  the  justice  for  more  than 
one  hour  after  the  summons  is  returnable,  or  after  the  time  to  which 
the  trial  has  been  adjourned,  or  where  the  justice  is  disqualified,  by 
reason  of  relationship,  interest,  etc.,  or  where  the  action  is  discontinued 
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upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant  is  an  infant  for  whom  no  guardian 
aA  litem,  has  been  appointed,  vol.  1,  p.  63,  §  3075,  or  where  the  ac- 
tion is  discontinued  upon  an  answer  of  title  to  land  accompanied  by 
the  proper  undertaking,  id.,  p.  30,  §  2954,  or  where  in  an  action 
to  recover  one  or  more  chattels,  the  plaintiff  recovers  a  chattel  or  part 
of  a  chattel,  or  the  value  thereof,  and  the  defendant  also  recovers  a 
chattel,  or  part  of  a  chattel,  which  has  been  replevied  and  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff,  or  the  value  thereof.     Id.,  p.  63,  §  3075. 

When  an  action  brought  by  the  district  attorney  of  any  county  of 
this  State  to  recover  a  penalty  for  the  violation  of  the  act  for  the  pres- 
ervation of  game.  Laws  of  1879,  chap.  534,  is  discontinued  by  him, 
no  costs  can  be  recovered  by  any  defendant  therein.  Laws  of  1880, 
chap.  531,  §  6.  Of  course  no  costs  could  be  awarded  to  the  plaintiff 
in  such  case. 

"  Costs  cannot  be  awarded  to  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  against  a 
school  oflGlcer,  or  a  supervisor,  on  account  of  an  act  performed  by  him, 
by  virtue  of,  or  under  color  of  his  office  ;  or  on  account  of  a  refusal  or 
au  omission  to  perform  a  duty  enjoined  upon  him  by  law  ;  where  his 
act,  refusal  or  omission  might  have  been  the  subject  of  an  appeal  to 
the  State  superintendent  of  public  instruction,  and  where  it  is  certified 
that  it  appeared  upon  the  trial  that  the  defendant  acted  in  good  faith. 
But  this  section  does  not  apply  to  an  action  for  a  penalty ;  or  to  an  action 
or  a  special  proceeding  to  enforce  a  decision  of  the  supenntendent." 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  §  3244. 

"  Costs  cannot  be  awarded  to  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  against  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation,  in  which  the  complaint  demands  a  judgment  for 
a  sum  of  money  only ;  unless  the  claim  upon  which  the  action  is 
founded  was,  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  presented  for 
payment  to  the  chief  fiscal  officer  of  the  corporation."  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  §  3245  ;  Baine  v.  GUy  of  Rochester,  85  IST.  T.  523.  And 
see  Childs  v.  West  Troy,  23  Hun,  68 ;  McOlure  v.  Sv/permsors,  50 
Barb.  584;  McOaffm  v.  Cohoes,  74  IST.  Y.  387,  390. 

§  4.  What  costs  the  prevailing  party  is  entitled  to  recover. 
Costs  consist  of  the  fees  allowed  by  law  for  services  necessarily  ren- 
dered in  the  action,  at  the  request  of  the  party  entitled  to  costs,  or 
paid  by  him  as  prescribed  by  law ;  and  of  such  other  expenses  as  a 
party  is  entitled  to  include  in  his  costs  by  express  provision  of  law. 
Yol.  1,  p.  62,  §  3074. 

The  costs  which  are  to  be  entered  in  the  judgment  are  those  yrhich 
the  prevaihng  party  is  entitled  to  recover  against  the  losing  party. 
If  the  plaintiff  succeeds,  none  of  the  defendant's  costs  are  taxed  in  the 
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judgment.     So,  if  the  defendant  prevails,  none  of  the  plaintiffs  costs 
can  be  entered  in  the  judgment. 

The  law  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that  each  party  pays  for  such  ser- 
vices as  are  rendered  for  him  in  the  action  as  they  are  rendered  or  re- 
quested, and  gives  him  the  right  to  include  these  disbursements  in  the 
judgment  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  him  whole.  But  if  a  party  to 
an  action  in  justice's  court  neglects  to  pay  the  fees  allowed  for  services 
rendered  for  him,  the  other  party  may  pay  those  fees,  and  if  he  recov- 
ers costs,  the  amount  so  paid  must  be  taxed  as  a  part  of  his  costs.  Yol. 
1,  p.  102,  §  3229.  Except  in  the  case  just  stated,  where  a  verdict  is 
found  for  the  defendant,  the  justice  has  no  right  to  enter  in  the  judg- 
ment the  costs  which  had  accrued  on  the  plaintiff's  part  for  the  sum- 
mons, the  constable's  fee  for  its  service,  or  the  fees  for  swearing  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses.  Penfield  v.  Ga/rpender,  13  Johns.  350.  So,  on 
the  other  hand,  where  the  plaintiff  recovers  judgment,  the  justice  can- 
not enter  in  it  charges  for  the  subpoenas  issued  to  the  defendant. 
Bronson  V.  Mam,n,  13  Johns.  460 ;  Timmermwn  v.  Morrison,  14  id. 
370.  Nor  can  he,  in  such  a  case,  include  in  the  judgment  the  fees  for 
swearing  the  defendant's  witnesses;  Williams  v.  Sherman,  15  Johns.195; 
or  the  costs  of  an  adjournment  granted  on  the  motion  of  the  defendant. 
Dennison  v.  CoUms,  1  Cow.  111.  The  costs  of  a  venire,  however, 
always  abide  the  event  of  the  action,  and  must,  therefore,  be  always 
included  in  the  judgment,  let  which  ever  party  may  succeed  Rickey 
V.  Bowne,  18  Johns.  131. 

When  a  warrant  of  attachment  has  been  executed  against  a  default- 
ing witness,  and  the  witness  has  shown  a  reasonable  and  satisfactory 
excuse  for  his  failure  to  attend,  the  party  procuring  the  warrant  must 
pay  the  fees  of  the  justice  and  constable  for  issuing  and  serving  it,  and 
if  he  recovers  costs,  the  amount  of  such  fees  must  be  allowed  him  as  a 
part  of  his  costs.     Vol.  1,  p.  35,  §  2972. 

Where  an  action  has  been  commenced  before  one  justice  and  has 
been  continued  by  him  before  another,  either  because  his  term  of  office 
was  about  to  expire,  or  he  was  about  to  remove  from  the  town  or  city 
before  final  judgment,  or  because  he  was  a  material  witness  for  the  de- 
fendant, the  costs  recovered  in  the  action  will  include  the  fees  allowed 
by  law  for  services  performed  by  the  constable  and  the  justice  before 
the  transfer,  together  with  the  fees  allowed  by  law  for  the  proceedings 
before  the  justice  to  whom  the  cause  is  transferred.     Id.,   p.   87,  § 

3152. 

There  are  certain  limitations  imposed  by  the  Code  upon  the  amount 
of  costs  which  may  be  awarded  to  the  prevailing  party.     If  a  commis- 
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sion  has  beeu  issued  to  examine  a  witness  not  a  resident  of  the  county, 
or  of  an  adjoining  county,  or  if  there  has  been  more  than  one  adjourn- 
ment granted  upon  the  application  of  tlie  party  against  whom  the 
judgment  is  rendered,  the  lawful  costs  and  fees  for  such  commission, 
and  for  each  of  such  adjournments  exceeding  one,  are  not  to  be  in- 
cluded in  making  up  the  amount  limited,  but  are  to  be  allowed  in  ad- 
dition of  the  sum  fixed  by  the  statute  as  the  limit  of  the  amount  of 
costs  recoverable.  There  are  certain  cases  in  which  the  justice  may 
award  to  the  prevailing  party  costs  to  the  amount  of  $10  besides 
the  fees  of  witnesses,  and  the  costs  above  stated,  provided  the  items 
of  cost  properly  taxable  in  favor  of  the  successful  party  amount  to  that 
sum.  Costs  to  that  amount  may  be  awarded  upon  the  trial  of  an  issue 
of  law  or  of  fact  in  the  following  cases : 

1.  When  either  party  recovers  damages  to  the  amount  of  $50  or 
more. 

2.  When  either  party  recovers  one  or  more  chattels,  the  value  of 
which,  as  fixed,  together  with  the  damages,  if  any,  amounts  to  $50, 
or  more. 

3.  Where  the  defendant  recovers  judgment,  'and  the  sum  for  which 
the  plaintiff  demanded  judgment  was  $50  or  more,  or  the  value  of  all 
the  chattels,  to  recover  which  the  action  was  brought,  was  stated  in  the 
complaint  at  $50  or  more. 

But  the  sum  awarded  as  costs  cannot  exceed  $10,  besides  the  items 
above  mentioned,  except  where  it  is  otherwise  specially  prescribed  by 
law.     Vol.  1,  p.  63,  §  3076. 

In  every  other  case  the  sum  awarded  as  costs  to  the  prevailing  party 
cannot  exceed  $5  besides  the  fees  of  witnesses  attending  from  another 
county,  and  the  cost  of  a  commission  or  of  adjournments  as  above 
stated,  except  where  it  is  otherwise  specially  prescribed  by  law.  lb. 

In  an  action  to  enforce  a  mechanic's  lien  under  the  act  of  1880, 
chap.  440,  the  plaintiff  may  be  allowed  the  expense  incurred  in  serv- 
ing by  publication  the  notice  by  which  the  action  is  commenced,  in 
addition  to  the  amount  of  costs  allowed  in  justices'  courts.  Laws  of 
1880,  chap.  440,  §  7.  So,  in  an  action  brought  in  a  justice's  court  of 
the  city  of  Brookljm,  the  amount  of  the  recovery,  or  the  amount  sought 
to  be  recovered,  or  the  nature  of  the  action  may  be  such  that  the  pre- 
vailing party  may  have  costs  awarded  to  him  greatly  in  excess  of  the 
limitation  above  noticed.     See  vol.  1,  p.  81,  §§  3129-3133. 

If  a  justice  should  err  in  taxing  costs  by  allowing  toO' great  a  sum, 
this  will  not  be  a  ground  of  reversal  of  the  judgment.  If  illegal  fees 
or  costs  are  allowed  and  collected,  the  injured  party  may  recover  them 
back  by  action.     Id.,  p.  64,  §  3081. 
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There  is  one  case  in  which  the  allowance  of  costs  is  discretionary. 
If  an  amendment  of  the  pleadings  is  made  after  the  joining  of  issue, 
and  an  adjournment  becomes  necessary  in  consequence  thereof,  the 
justice  may  impose  costs  as  a  condition  of  allowing  the  amendment. 
Id.,  p.  2Y,  §  2944. 

The  statute  does  not  prescribe  any  particular  items  of  costs  allowable 
in  such  case,  but  leaves  the  amount  discretionary  with  the  justice.  The 
object  of  the  statute  evidently  was  to  give  the  justice  power  to  require 
the  party  asking  the  amendment  to  obtain  it  upon  such  terms  as  should 
be  just  toward  the  opposite  party.  In  fixing  the  amount  the  justice 
ought  to  be  careful  not  to  go  to  extremes,  either  by  allowing  an 
unreasonably  large  sum,  or  by  giving  so  little  as  to  be  equivalent  to  a 
refusal  of  costs.  The  intention  of  the  statute  is  that  the  costs  thtis 
allowed  are  to  be  paid  immediately,  since  they  must  be  paid  as  the  C07i- 
diUon  of  allowing  the  amendment.  lb.  There  is  no  provision  for  the 
entry  of  such  an  allowance  in  the  judgment,  and  it  could  not  be  properly 
taxed  as  costs  in  the  final  judgment.  And,  besides  that,  the  judgment 
itself  might  happen  to  be  in  favor  of  the  party  asking  for  the  amend- 
ment ;  and,  in  that  event,  there  certainly  could  not  be  an  entry  of  the 
amount  in  the  judgment,  while  there  could  not  be  a  separate  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  other  party  for  the  costs,  as  in  the  case  of  a  defendant 
who  obtains  a  verdict  or  decision  in  his  favor. 

In  taxing  the  costs  and  fees  allowed  by  law  the  justice  will  not 
require  any  proof  of  the  right  to  their  allowance  in  those  cases  in  which 
the  acts  were  performed  to  his  personal  knowledge,  as  in  the  case  of 
witnesses  sworn  by  him.  In  such  a  case,  the  witness'  fees  would  be 
taxed  without  proof  of  the  service  of  the  subpoena.  If,  however,  a 
witness  had  been  subpoenaed,  and  had  attended  the  trial,  but  was  not 
sworn,  the  justice  might  require  proof  of  the  service  of  the  subpoena. 

Where  the  fees  of  oflScers  are  items  of  the  taxable  costs,  their  returns 
as  to  the  amount  are  generally  received  as  proper  and  legal  evidence  of 
the  amount.  In  taxing  costs  the  justice  acts  judicially.  SiMey  v. 
Howard,  3  Denio,  72.  Until  the  items  of  costs  and  fees  are  considered 
and  allowed  they  do  not  constitute  any  part  of  the  judgment.  lb. 
Merely  setting  down  certain  items  without  adding  them  up  within  the 
time  required  by  law  is  not  taxing  the  costs  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
render  them  available  as  a  part  of  the  judgment.  lb.  And  see  ante, 
841. 

The  Code  requires  the  justice  to  specify  in  his  docket-book  the  items 
of  costs  allowed  by  him,  and  provides  that  before  any  item  of  costs  is 
thus  allowed  other  than  a  fee  to  the  justice,  or  to  a  juror  or  witness 
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who  attended,  or  to  a  coustable  who  has  certified  the  amount  of  his  fee 
upon  a  paper  filed  with  the  justice,  the  party  must  show  by  his  oath^ 
or  that  of  his  attorney,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  that  the  item 
was  actually  and  legally  paid  or  incurred.     Yol.  1,  p.  64,  §  3078. 

In  taxing  costs  the  justice  should  include  siich  prospective  costs  as 
may  be  incurred  in  carrying  the  judgment  into  effect.  He  will,  there- 
fore, include  the  costs  of  entering  the  judgment,  for  issuing  an  execu- 
tion, and  for  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  in  a  proper  case.  If  the 
judgment  is  paid  before  an  execution  is  issued,  the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  a  deduction  of  the  amount  inserted  for  issuing  the  execution. 

The  fees  allowed  by  law  for  services  rendered  by  a  justice,  constable, 
witness  or  juror  in  an  action  or  special  proceeding  brought  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  have  been  given  in  full  in  a  prior  volume  ;  and 
want  of  space  forbids  a  repetition  of  the  same  matter  here. 

For  the  fees  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  an  action  brought  before 
him,  see  vol.  1,  pp.  98,  99. 

For  the  fees  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  a  special  proceeding  or  in 
an  action  not  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  see  id.,  pp.  99,  100. 

For  the  fees  of  a  constable  for  services  rendered  in  an  action  brought 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  in  a  justice's  court  of  a  city,  see  id.,  pp. 
100,  101. 

For  the  fees  of  a  constable  in  aspecial  proceeding,  see  id.,  pp.  101, 102. 

For  the  fees  allowed  for  taking  the  deposition  of  a  witness  upon  a 
commission,  see  id.,  p.  102. 

For  the  fees  of  a  juror  or  witness,  see  id.,  p.  102. 

For  the  fees  of  a  private  person  for  subpoenaing  a  witness,  see  id., 
p.  101. 

§  5.  Increased  or  double  costs^  In  certain  cases  a  defendant  in 
whose  favor  judgment  is  rendered  in  an  action  in  a  justice's  court  may 
recover  his  ordinary  costs,  and  one-half  of  the  same  in  addition,  or 
what  is  commonly  called  double  costs. 

To  authorize  the  justice  to  award  such  costs  in  any  case,  the  com- 
plaint must  either  demand  judgment  for  a  sum  of  money  only,  or  to 
recover  a  chattel ;  and  the  defendant  must  not  have  joined  in  his  aur 
swer  with  a  person  not  entitled  to  such  costs.  In  addition  to  this  the 
following  facts  must  exist : 

1.  The  defendant  must  be  or  have  been  a  public  officer  appointed  or 
elected  under  the  authority  of  the  State,  or  a  person  specially  appointed 
according  to  law  to  perform  the  duties  of  such  an  officer,  and  the  ac- 
tion must  have  been  brought  by  reason  of  an  act  done  by  him  by  vir- 
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tue  of  his  office,  or  an  alleged  omission  by  him  to  do  an  act  which  it 
was  his  official  duty  to  perform  ;  or, 

2.  The  action  must  have  been  brought  against  a  defendant  by  reason 
of  an  act  done  by  the  command  of  such  an  officer  or  person,  or  in  his 
aid  or  assistance,  touching  the  duties  of  the  office  or  appointment ;  or, 

3.  The  action  must  have  been  brought  against  the  defendant,  for 
taking  a  distress,  making  a  sale,  or  doing  any  other  act  by  or  under 
color  of  authority  of  a  statute  of  the  State.  Vol.  1,  p.  64,  §§  3079, 
3258.  And  see  Porter  v.  Coll,  25  Hun,  184. 

Section  3259  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  given  in  connection 
with  the  section  above  cited  is  not  made  applicable  to  justices'  courts. 

A  party  who  is  entitled  to  double  costs  may  waive  his  right  to  them 
by  the  mode  of  presenting  his  defense.  If  an  officer  or  other  person, 
who  is  entitled  to  double  costs,  is  sued  jointly  with  others,  and  he 
answers  jointly  instead  of  separately,  he  will  lose  his  right  to  double 
costs,  although  the  verdict  is  in  favor  of  all  the  defendants.  "Wales  v. 
HaH,  2  Cow.  426 ;  Bradley  v.  Fay,  18  How.  481. 

A  party  who  is  sued  in  a  justice's  court  as  a  public  officer  is  entitled 
to  double  costs  if  he  succeeds  in  his  defense  ;  and  if  the  fact  that  he  is 
such  an  officer  does  not  sufficiently  appear  from  the  pleadings,  the  jus- 
tice may,  before  rendering  judgment,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  parties, 
hear  the  evidence  of  the  defendant  as  to  that  fact,  and  as  to  his  right 
to  double  costs.  Fuller  v.  Wilcox,  19  Wend.  351.  If  the  justice 
should  allow  too  large  sum  by  way  of  double  costs,  this  would  not  be  a 
ground  of  reversal.  lb.  The  remedy,  in  such  a  case,  is  by  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  such  amount  as  is  illegally  collected.  lb.  But  even 
if  the  court  had  power  to  reverse  a  judgment  for  the  allowance  of  il- 
legal fees,  it  would  not  be  sufficient  to  show  merely  that  the  sum  al- 
lowed was  greater  than  the  ordinary  sum  specified  by  statute,  because 
the  intendment  would  be  that  there  were  foreign  witnesses,  or  the 
like,  which  would  be  legally  taxable  notwithstanding  the  judgment 
might  be  for  more  than  $5  cost.  lb.  After  a  justice  has  once  taxed 
the  costs  in  an  action,  and  entered  up  a  judgment  for  the  damages 
and  costs,  it  is  too  late  for  him  then  to  alter  the  amount  either  by 
increasing  or  reducing  the  same.     Dauchy  v.  Brown,  41  Barb.  555. 

§  6.  Treble  costs.  In  a  few  cases,  under  some  special  statutory  pro- 
vision, a  defendant  may  be  entitled  to  recover  treble  costs. 

Thus,  when  a  person  is  sued  for  putting  in  execution  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  in  relation  to  brokers  and  peddlers,  or  fordoing  any  mat- 
ter or  thing  pursuant  to  its  provisions,  and  the  plaintiff  does  not  succeed 
108 
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in  the  suit,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  recover  treble  costs.  See  1  R. 
S.  576,  577,  §§  8-12. 

In  Patchin  v.  ParTchurst,  9  Wend.  443,  it  was  held  that  treble  costs 
means  common  costs,  and  seventy-five  per  cent  of  that  amount  added 
thereto.  But  in  the  more  recent  case  of  Walker  v.  Bv/rnham,  7  How. 
55,  it  was  held  that  the  term  "  treble  costs  "  is  to  be  understood  literally 
and  the  costs  are  to  be  actually  trebled. 

§  7.  In  the  justice's  court  of  Albany.  In  the  justice's  court  of 
the  city  of  Albany  no  costs  or  fees  are  allowed  for  services  rendered  by 
the  court  or  by  a  justice  in  any  civil  action  therein ;  but  in  all  civil  ac- 
tions in  which  an  issue  of  fact  is  tried  the  prevailing  party  is  allowed 
an  attorney's  fee  by  way  of  indemnity  for  his  expenses.  The  amount 
so  allowed  depends  upon  the  amount  involved  in  the  action,  which  is 
estimated  upon  the  recovery,  when  the  plaintifi  is  the  successful  party, 
and  upon  the  amount  claimed  in  the  complaint,  when  the  judgment  is 
in  favor  of  the  defendant.  This  fee  is  included  in  the  judgment,  as  in 
actions  in  the  Supreme  Court.  Yol.  1,  p.  179,  §  2. 

§  8.  Where  the  people  are  a  party.  Where  costs  are  awarded  against 
the  people  of  the  State  in  an  action  or  a  special  proceeding  brought  by 
a  public  officer,  pursuant  to  any  provision  of  law,  and  the  proceedings 
have  not  been  stayed,  by  appeal  or  otherwise,  the  controller  must  draw 
his  warrant  upon  the  treasurer,  for  the  payment  of  the  costs,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  treasury,  appropriated  for  that  purpose,  upon  the  produc- 
tion to  him  of  an  exemplified  copy  of  the  judgment,  or  order  awarding 
the  costs,  and,  where  the  amount  is  not  fixed  thereby,  of  a  taxed  bill 
of  costs ;  accompanied,  in  either  case,  with  a  certificate  of  the  attorney- 
general,  to  the  effect  that  the  action  or  special  proceeding  was  brought 
pursuant  to  law.  The  fees  of  the  clerk,  for  the  exemplified  copy,  must 
be  certified  thereupon  by  him,  and  included  in  the  warrant.  Code  of 
Civil  Pro.,  §  3241. 

Where  an  action  is  brought,  in  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  State, 
upon  the  relation  of  a  private  corporation  or  individual,  as  prescribed 
in  section  1986  of  this  act,  a  judgment,  awarding  costs  to  the  defend- 
ant, must  award  them  against  the  relator,  in  the  first  instance ;  and 
against  the  people,  only  in  case  an  execution,  issued  thereupon  against 
the  property  of  the  relator,  is  returned  unsatisfied.  Id.,  §  3242. 

In  an  action  or  a  special  proceeding,  brought  in  the  name  of  the  peo- 
ple of  the  State,  to  recover  money  or  property,  or  to  establish  a  right 
or  claim,  for  the  benefit  of  a  county,  city,  town,  or  village,  costs  shall 
not  be  awarded  against  the  people  ;  but,  where  they  are  awarded  to  the 
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defendant,  the}"^  must  be  awarded  against  the  body  for  whose  benefit  the 
action  or  special  proceeding  was  brought.    Id.,  §  3243. 

§  9.  In  actions  hy  executors,  administrators,  etc.  In  an  action 
brought  by  or  against  an  executor  or  administrator,  in  his  representative 
capacity,  or  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  or  a  person  expressly  author- 
ized by  statute  to  sue  or  to  be  sued,  costs  must  be  awarded,  as  in  an  ac- 
tion by  or  against  a  person  prosecuting  or  defending  in  his  own  right, 
except  as  otherwise  prescribed  in  sections  1835  and  1836  of  this  act ; 
but  they  are  exclusively  chargeable  upon,  and  collectible  from  the  estate, 
fund,  or  person  represented,  unless  the  court  directs  them  to  be  paid  by 
the  party  personally,  for  mismanagement  or  bad  faith  in  the  prosecution 
or  defense  of  the  action.  Id.,  §  3246. 

§  10.  In  actions  hj  a  transferee,  etc.  Where  an  action  is  brought 
in  the  name  of  anoth'er,  by  a  transferee  of  the  cause  of  action,  or  by  any 
other  person,  who  is  beneficially  interested  therein ;  or  where,  after  the 
commencement  of  an  action,  the  cause  of  action  becomes,  by  transfer  or 
otherwise,  the  property  of  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  action  ;  the  trans- 
feree, or  other  person  so  interested,  is  liable  for  cost,  in  the  like  cases, 
and  to  the  same  extent,  as  if  he  was  the  plaintiff ;  and,  where  costs  are 
awarded  against  the  plaintiff,  the  court  may,  by  order,  direct  the  person 
so  liable  to  pay  them.  Except  in  a  case  where  he  could  not  have  been 
lawfully  directed  to  pay  costs,  personally,  if  he  had  been  a  party,  as  pre- 
scribed in  the  last  section,  his  disobedience  to  the  order  is  a  contempt  of 
court.  But  this  section  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  the  person  so 
beneficially  interested  is  the  attorney  or  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  if 
his  only  beneficial  interest  consists  of  a  right  to  a  portion  of  the  sum 
or  property  recovered,  as  compensation  for  his  services  in  the  action. 
Id.,  §  3247. 

"§  11.  Security  for  costs.  As  a  general  rule  a  justice  has  no 
power  to  make  an  order  for  security  for  costs.  Payne  v.  Hathaway,  4 
N.  y  Leg.  Obs.  21 ;  Mellen  v.  Hutchins,  8  Abb.  N.  C.  228.  And  a 
County  Court  cannot  require  security  for  costs  to  be  filed  in  an  action 
commenced  in  a  court  not  of  record.  lb. 

But  when  an  action  is  brought  by  a  society  in  its  own  name  to  recover 
a  penalty  for  a  violation  of  the  game  laws,  security  for  the  costs  of  the 
action  must  be  given  by  the  plaintiff.  Laws  of  1879,  chap.  534,  §  33. 


CHAPTER  VIIL 

EXECUTION. 

Section  1.  Nature  of  the  mandate.  In  practice,  an  execution  is 
tlie  act  of  carrying  into  effect  the  final  judgment  of  a  court,  or  other 
jurisdiction.  But  the  terra  is  usually  applied  to  the  instrument  em- 
ployed ;  and  an  execution  is  generally  un  derstood  to  be  the  judicial 
writ  or  process  which  is  founded  upon  a  judgment  obtained  in  a  civil 
action,  and  issued  by  the  court,  or  its  officers,  in  behalf  of  the  party  re- 
covering such  judgment,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  satisfaction 
or  full  benefit  of  it.  Every  execution  is  deemed  the  process  of  the 
court  from  which  it  is  issued. 

§  2.  Kinds  of  execution.  In  justice's  court  there  are  three  kinds 
of  execution,  one  against  property,  one  against  the  person,  and 
one  for  the  delivery  of  the  possession  of  a  chattel  with  or  without 
damages  for  withholding  the  same. 

§  3.  Forms  and  requisites  of  executions.  An  execution  issued  by 
a  justice  of  the  peace  must  be  signed  by  him,  and  must  be  entirely 
filled  up  at  the  time  when  it  is  delivered  to  an  officer  to  be  executed  so 
as  to  have  no  blank  in  its  date,  or  otherwise.  If  it  is  not  so 
signed  and  filled  up  when  delivered  to  be  executed  it  is  absolutely 
void.  Vol.  1,  p.  83,  §  3136.  It  must  be  directed  generally 
to  any  constable  of  the  county.  It  must  intelligibly  describe 
the  judgment,  stating  the  names  of  the  parties  in  whose  favor, 
and  against  whom,  the  time  when,  and  the  name  of  the  justice  by  whom 
the  judgment  was  rendered  ;  and  it  must  be  made  returnable  to  the 
justice  within  sixty  days  after  its  date.  Id.,  p.  48,  §  3025.  If  it  is  issued 
upon  a  judgment  for  a  sum  of  money,  it  must  specify  in  the  body  thereof 
the  sum  recovered,  and  the  sum  actually  due  upon  the  judgment  at  the 
date  of  the  execution,  and  except  in  a  case  where  special  provision  is 
otherwise  made  by  law,  it  must  substantially  require  the  constable  to 
satisfy  the  judgment,  together  with  his  fees,  out  of  the  personal  property 
of  the  judgment  debtor  within  the  county  not  exempt  from  levy  and 
sale  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  and  to  bring  the  money  before  the  jus- 
tice by  the  return  day  of  the  execution,  to  be  rendered  by  the  justice 
to  the  party  who  recovered  the  judgment.  Id.,  §  3026.  These  are  the 
requirements  of  an  ordinary  execution  against  the  property  of  the 
judgment  debtor. 
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Meecution  agamst  pyopert/y. 

Fulton  County,       ) 
Town  of  Johnstown,   j     "' 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New    York,  to  any  constable  of  said 
cotmty,  greeting  : 

"Whereas,  judgment  was  rendered  on  the  26th  day  of  July,  1882, 
before  me,  the  undersigned,  as  justice  of  the  peace,  in  favor  of  John 
Doe,  plaintiff,  against  Richard  Roe,  defendant,  for  $146.84,  damages, 
and  $4.46,  costs,  and  there  is  actually  due  upon  said  judgment  at  the 
date  of  this  execution  the  sum  of  $151.30,  damages  and  costs,  with  in- 
terest from  the  26th  day  of  July,  1882: 

These  are,  therefore,  to  require  you,  the  said  constable,  to  satisfy  the 
said  judgment,  together  with  your  fees,*  out  of  the  personal  property  of 
the  judgment  debtor  within  the  county,  not  exempt  from  levy  and  sale 
by  virtue  of  an  execution  ;*  and  to  bring  the  money  before  me,  as  such 
justice,  by  the  return  day  of  this  execution,  to  be  rendered  by  me,  as 
such  justice,    to   theparty  who  recovered  the  said  judgment.f 

This  execution  is  returnable  to  me,  the  said  justice,  within  sixty  days 
after  its  date. 

Dated  at  the  town  of  Johnstown,  this  %1th  day  of  July,  1882. 
EIOHARD  MUKRAT,  Jvstice  of  the  Peace. 

When  the  judgment  was  rendered  against  a  defendant  whose 
property  was  attached,  but  who  was  not  personally  served  with  the 
summons  in  the  action  and,  did  not  appear  therein,  the  execution  issued 
on  such  judgment  should  be  in  the  form  above  given  of  an  execution 
against  property,  except  that  the  matter  included  between  the  *  * 
should  be  omitted  and  the  following  matter  should  be  substituted  in 
its  place :  "out  of  the  property  attached  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  of 
attachment  issued  in  the  action  against  the  property  of  said  defendant." 
See  vol.  1,  p.  17,  §  2918. 

Where  an  execution  issues  against  the  person  of  the  judgment  debtor, 
it  must,  in  addition  to  the  direction  contained  in  an  execution  against 
property,  command  the  constable,  if  sufficient  personal  property  cannot 
be  found  to  satisfy  the  judgment,  to  arrest  the  judgment  debtor,  and  to 
convey  him  to  the  jail  of  the  county,  there  to  remain  untU  he  pays  the 
judgment,  or  is  discharged  according  to  law.     Id.,  p.  48,  §  3026. 

J^xecution  aga/mst  the  person. 

{Proceed  as  in  the  fwm  of  an  execution  against  property  to  the  f 
then  add) 

And  you,  the  said  constable,  are  also  commanded,  if  sufficient  personal 
property  cannot  be  found  to  satisfy  the  judgment,  to  arrest  the  judg- 
ment debtor  and  to  convey  him  to  the  jail  of  the  county,  there  to  re- 
main until  he  pays        judgment,  or  is  discharged  according  to  law. 
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This  execution  is  returnable  to  me,  the  said  justice,  within  sixty  days 
after  its  date. 

Dated  at  the  town  of  Johnstown,  this  27^A  day  of  July,  1882. 
EICHARD  MUERAY,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

"When  the  execution  issues  upon  a  judgment  rendered  in  an  action 
to  recover  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  given  by  a  statute  of  the  State,  the 
justice  must  indorse  upon  the  execution  a  reference  to  the  statute 
creating  the  penalty  in  the  following  form  "  according  to  the  provisions 
of,"  etc.,  adding  such  description  of  the  statute  as  will  identify  it  with 
convenient  certainty,  and  also  specifying  the  section,  if  the  statute 
gives  penalties  or  forfeitures  in  difEerent  sections  for  different  acts  or 
omissions.  Vol.  1,  p.  48,  §§  1897,  3026.  The  following  form  of  an 
indorsement  of  an  execution  upon  a  judgment  for  a  penalty  for  a  vio- 
lation of  the  game  laws  may  serve  as  a  guide. 

Indorsement  of  execution  in  action  for  penalty. 

According  to  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  chapter  534,  of  the  Laws 
of  1879,  entitled  "  An  act  for  the  preservation  of  moose,  wild  deer, 
birds,  fish  and  other  game." 

Where  the  execution  is  issued  on  a  judgment  rendered  against  joint 
debtors,  some  of  whom  were  not  served  with  the  summons,  it  must  be 
in  form  against  all  the  defendants,  but  the  justice  must  indorse  upon  it 
a  direction  to  the  constable,  containing  the  name  of  each  defendant 
not  summoned,  not  to  enforce  the  execution  against  the  person  of  a 
defendant  so  named,  if  the  execution  is  against  the  person  of  the  de- 
fendants, or  if  against  property,  not  to  enforce  it  against  any  property 
of  a  defendant  so  named,  which  is  not  owned  by  him  jointly  with  the 
other  defendants  who  were  summoned,  or  with  some  of  them.  See 
id.,  p.  46,  §§  3020,  1934,  1935. 

Form  of  indorsernent. 

To  any  constable  executing  the  within  vfiandate  : 

The  defendant  A.  B.,  within  named,  was  not  served  with  the  sum- 
mons in  this  action  ;  and  you  are,  therefore,  directed  not  to  enforce  this 
execution  against  any  property  of  the  said  A.  B.,  not  owned  by  him 
jointly  with  the  other  defendants  who  were  summoned,  or  with  some 
of  them. 

Dated  August  12,  1882.  J.  D.,  Justice  of  tJie  Peace. 

An  execution  for  the  delivery  of  the  possession  of  a  chattel  to  the 
prevailing  party,  and  for  the  damages  recovered  by  him  must  be  to 
the  general  effect  of  an  execution  issued  in  a  like  case  upon  a  judgment 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  except  that  it  must  be  directed  generally  to  any 
constable  of  the  county ;  and  that  the  direction  to  satisfy  a  sum  of 
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money  out  of  the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor  must  be  in  the 
form  prescribed  for  the  direction  of  an  execution  issued  by  a  justice 
upon  a  judgment  for  a  sum  of  money.     Vol.  1,  p.  52,  §  3038. 

Execution  in  replevin. 
Fulton  Cojjnty, 
Town  of  Johnstown, 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York  to  a/ny  constable  of  said  oovmty  : 

Whkkeas,  judgment  has  been  rendered  by  me,  the  undersigned 
justice  of  the  peace,  on  the  26th  day  of  July,  1882,  in  an  action  iu 
which  John  Doe  was  plaintiff  and  Kichard  Roe  was  defendant,  that 
said  plaintiff  recover  of  said  defendant,  Richard  Roe,  the  possession  of 
the  diattels  described  as  follows,  viz. : 

{Describe  the  chattels)  or  the  sum  of  {stating  the  value  as  faied) 
dollars  in  case  a  delivery  thereof  could  not  be  had,  and  further  that 
said  plaintiff  recover  {state  amount  of  damages)  dollars  damages,  to- 
gether with  the  costs  of  the  action,  viz.  :  % 

You  are,  therefore,  hereby  commanded  to  deliver  the  above  de- 
scribed chattels  to  the  said  plaintiff,  John  Doe,  if  the  same  can  be 
foimd  within  your  county,  and  in  case  a  delivery  thereof  cannot  be  had, 
then  to  satisfy  the  said  smn  of  $  so  awarded,  with  inter- 

est thereon,  together  with  your  fees,  and  the  said  amount  of  $ 
damages  and  $  costs,  out  of  the  personal  property  of  the  said 

Richard  Roe,  defendant,  within  the  said  county  of  Eulton  not  exempt 
from  levy  and  sale  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  and  to  bring  the  money 
before  me,  at  my  office,  by  the  return  day  of  this  execution,  to  be  ren- 
dered by  me  to  the  party  who  recovered  said  judgment.  And  you  are 
further  commanded  to  return  this  execution  to  me  at  my  office,  within 
sixty  days  after  the  date  thereof. 

Dated'at  the  said  town  of  Johnstown,  this  27^A  day  of  July,  1882. 
RICHARD  MURRAY,  Justice  of  the  Feac6. 

The  execution  need  not  state  facts  necessary  to  .give  the  justice  juris- 
diction of  the  action  in  which  the  judgment  upon  which  it  is  issued  is  en- 
tered. Field  V.  Pa/rTmr,  4  Hun,  342.  But  the  judgment  and  execution 
must  describe  the  party  whose  property  is  sought  to  be  taken,  and  it  is 
not  enough  that  the  right  man  is  made  to  pay  the  debt.  Famham  v. 
midreth,  32  Barb.  277 ;  Cole  v.  Hindson,  6  Term  Rep.  234.  And, 
therefore,  a  judgment  and  execution  against  Freema/n  Hildreth  wiR 
not  authorize  a  sale  of  the  property  of  Truw.an  Hildreth,  although  the 
latter  was  the  party  actually  intended.  lb.  The  constable  or  sheriflE  is 
not  authorized  to  execute  the  process  against  the  person  or  property  of 
any  one  but  the  individual  named  in  it.  lb.  Where  a  defendant,  sued 
by  a  wrong  name,  fails  to  appear  in  the  action,  he  does  not  waive  his 
right  to  object  to  the  misnomer  after  judgment  and  execution.  lb.  So, 
where  an  execution  is  issued  against  the  person,  the  name  of  the  de- 
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fendant  must  be  correctly  stated,  and  it  will  not  be  any  defense  that 
the  party  arrested  was  the  person  actually  intended,  unless  he  is  also 
the  party  named  in  the  process.  Oriswold  v,  Seplgiviek,  1  Wend.  126; 
S.  C,  6  Cow.  456  ;  Miller  v.  Foley,  28  Barb.  630;  Soott  v.  Ely,  4 
Wend.  555 ;  Mead  v.  Haws,  7  Cow.  332. 

§  4.  When  and  by  whom  issued.  A  justice  of  the  peace  who  has 
rendered  a  judgment  in  an  action  may,  at  any  time  within  five  years 
after  its  entry,  issue  an  execution  thereupon,  if  he  is  still  in  office,  un- 
less the  judgment  has  been  docketed  in  the  county  clerk's  office.  Vol. 
1,  p.  48,  §  3024.  After  an  execution  has  been  issued  ))y  the  justice 
within  the  period  above  limited,  and  has  been  returned  wholly  or 
partly  unsatisfied,  he  may,  at  any  time  within  five  years  after  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered,  issue  a  new  execution  or  renew  the  former  execu- 
tion, even  though  his  term  of  office  has  expired.  Id.,  p.  49,  §  3027. 
So,  if  the  term  of  office  of  a  justice  expires  before  an  execution  is  is- 
sued upon  a  judgment  rendered  by  him,  he  may  nevertheless  issue  an 
execution  thereon  at  any  time  within  five  years  from  the  time  the 
judgment  was  rendered,  subject,  however,  in  other  respects,  to  the  pro- 
visions as  to  issuing  executions  on  justices'  judgments.  Laws  of  1879, 
chap.  305,  §  1. 

The  statute  does  not  provide  for  the  issuing  of  an  e-xecution  on  a  jus- 
tice's judgment  after  five  years  from  its  rendition ;  and  if  no  execution 
is  issued  within  that  time  the  only  remedy  would  seem  to  be  by  suing 
upon  the  judgment,  and  renewing  it. 

An  execution,  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  upon  a  judgment  ren- 
dered by  him,  will  be  entirely  void  if  issued  more  than  five  ,\  ears  after 
its  rendition.  Boies  v.  James,  3  Duer,  45,  53 ;  Morse  v.  Gottld,  11 
K  Y.  285. 

After  the  death  of  the  plaiqtiff  in  an  action,  no  execution  can  be 
legally  issued  upon  the  judgment.  Bellinger  v.  Ford,  21  Barb.  311 ; 
Thurston  v.  King,  1  Abb.  126 ;  Wheeler  v.  Dakin,  12  How.  537 ; 
Jay  V.  Martine,  2  Duer,  654.  The  reniedy  is  to  sue  over  upon  the 
judgment,  in  the  name  of  the  proper  person,  and  then  issue  execu- 
tion upon  that  judgment.  lb.;  Ireland  v.  Litchfield,  22  How.  178. 
If  an  execution  is  issued  after  the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  ap- 
plication of  persons  not  appearing  to  have  any  interest  or  authority  in 
the  matter,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  judgment  has  been  assigned, 
or  that  there  are  any  personal  representatives  of  the  plaintiff,  the  execu- 
tion will  be  held  to  be  void.  Bellinger  v.  Fwd,  21  Barb.  311.  And 
see  S.  C,  14  id,  250.  After  the  death  of  the  defendant  in  an  action, 
no  execution  can  be  legally  issued  by  the  justice  against  his  property, 
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Qriswold  v.  Stewart,  4  Cow.  457 ;  Bentiet  v.  Davis,  3  id.  68.  And 
see  Gen'y  v.  Post,  13  How.  122 ;  Frinlc  v.  Morrison,  13  Abb.  80. 
And  it  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule,  without  exception,  that  where 
there  is  but  a  single  plaintiff  and  a  single  defendant,  and  either  of  the 
parties  dies  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  no  execution  can  be 
issued  by  the  justice  on  such  judgment.  Where  there  are  several  de- 
fendants, and  one  of  them  dies  after  judgment,  an  execution  may  be 
issued  in  form  against  all  of  the  defendants,  and  enforced  against  the 
property  of  the  living  xiefendants,  but  not  against  that  of  the  deceased 
party.  Day  v.  Rice,  19  Wend.  644.  So,  where  one  of  several  plaint- 
iffs dies,  there  is  the  same,  if  not  stronger  reasons  for  allowing  the  sur- 
vivors to  obtain  and  enforce  an  execution  against  the  defendants. 

An  action  lies  against  a  party  who  wrongfully  takes  out  an  execution 
on  a  judgment  which  he  knows  has  been  paid  and  satisfied,  if  the  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant  is  taken  and  sold  upon  it,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  allege  or  prove  malice  in  order  to  maintain  the  action.  Brown  v. 
Feet&r,  T  Wend.  301. 

§  5.  Delivery  of  execution  to  officer.  In  legal  strictness,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  party  in  whose  favor  judgment  is  rendered  to  demand 
an  execution,  and  to  deliver  it  to  the  officer  for  execution  by  him. 
The  justice  does  not  usually  issue  an'  execution  upon  a  judgment  ren- 
dered by  him  unless  he  has  received  instructions  to  that  effect,  either 
before  or  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment.  If  a  claim  is  left  with 
a  justice  for  collection,  he  will  then  issue  execution  upon  the  judgment 
without  further  instructions,  since  the  leaving  of  the  claim  is  equivalent 
to  such  directions.  The  duties  of  the  justice,  in  relation  to  the  deliv- 
ery of  an  execution  to  an  officer,  is  the  same  as  that  in  relation  to  other 
kinds  of  process. 

§  6.  Who  to  execute.  When  a  justice's  execution  is  offered  to 
any  constable  of  the  county  in  which  it  was  issued,  it  is  his  duty  to  ac- 
cept and  dUigently  to  execute  it  by  complying  with  its  commands. 
The  general  provisions  of  the  Code  relating  to  the  duty  of  an  officer  to 
execute  and  return  a  mandate  apply  to  executions  issued  by  a  justice. 
See  vol.  1,  p.  109,  §  102.  The  constable  must  execute  the  process  in  per- 
son, and  cannot  act  by  deputy.  Id.,  p.  87,  §  3157 ;  Downs  v.  MoGlynn, 
2  Hilt.  14;  S.  C,  6  Abb.  241.  He  may,  however,  require  the  sheriff" 
to  execute  it  if  he  has  reason  to  apprehend  resistance.  Vol.  1,  p.  88, 
§  3158.  And  the  justice  may,  in  a  proper  case,  deputize  a  private  per- 
son to  execute  it.     Id.,  p.  87,  §  3156. 

Neither  a  sheriff  nor  a  constable  is  permitted  to  execute  final  pro- 
cess in  his  own  favor ;  and,  therefore,  neither  of  them  can  serve  an 
109 
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execution  in  his  own  favor  by  levying   upon  property  and  selling 
it.     Carpenter  v.  Stillwell,  11  IST.  Y.  61,  67;  MUls  v.    Yovmg,  23 
Wend.  314. 
§  7.   Effect  of  delivering  an  execution  to  the  constable.    The 

goods  and  chattels  of  a  judgment  debtor,  not  exempt  by  express  pro- 
vision of  law  from  levy  and  sale  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  and  his 
other  personal  property  which  is  expressly  declared  by  law  to  be  sub- 
ject to  levy  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  are,  when  situated  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  officer  to  whom  an  execution  against  property  is 
delivered,  bound  by  the  execution  from  the  time  of  the  delivery 
thereof  to  the  proper  officer  to  be  executed,  but  not  before.  Yol.  1, 
p.  50,  §  1405.  But  the  title  to  personal  property,  acquired  before  the 
actual  levy  of  an  execution,  by  a  purchaser  in  good  faith,  and  with- 
out notice  that  the  execution  has  been  issued,  is  not  affected  by  an 
execution  delivered,  before  the  purchase  was  made,  to  an  officer  to  be 
executed.  Id.,  p.  51,  §  1409.  When  an  execution  is  delivered  to  an  of- 
ficer with  directions  to  do  nothing  but  hold  it  for  further  orders, 
such  delivery  creates  no  lien  upon  the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor. 
During  the  time  the  execution  is  so  held,  the  officer  is  the  mere 
agent  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  execution  is  dormant.  Smith  v.  Erwvn, 
77  N.  Y.  466. 

§  8.  Property  exempt  from  levy  and  sale.  The  general  rule 
is  that  all  goods  and  chattels  of  the  party  against  whom  an  execu- 
tion has  been  issued  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold,  unless  they  are 
specifically  exempted  therefrom  by  statute,  or  by  some  rule  of  the 
common  law.  The  statute  exempting  certain  specified  articles  will 
be  found  in  a  preceding  volume.  Yol.  1,  pp.  49,  50,  §§  1389-1394. 

The  evident  object  of  the  statute  is  to  place  the  articles  exempted  be- 
yond the  power  of  the  creditor,  or  of  the  officer  who  holds  the  exe- 
cution. The  object  itself  is  a  humane  one,  and  the  courts  construe  the 
statute  favorably  and  liberally  for  the  purpose  of  giving  it  full  effect. 
Carpenter  v.  Harrington,  25  Wend.  370 ;  Hall  v.  Penney,  11  id.  44 ; 
Griffin  V.  Sutherland,  14  Barb.  456;  Shaw  v.  Davis,  55  id.  389; 
Smith  V.  Slade,  57  id.  637 ;  Cantrell  v.  Connor,  6  Daly,  224 ;  Stewart 
V.  Brown,  37  K  Y.  350 ;  Beoher  v.  Becker,  47  Barb.  497. 

It  must  be  remembered,  that  prima  facie  all  personal  property  is 
liable  to  execution,  and  that  the  right  to  exemption  is  a  statutory 
privilege.  Baker  v.  Brintnall,  52  Barb.  188 ;  S.  C,  5  Abb.  (IST.  S.)  253  ; 
Dains  v.  Prosser,  32  Barb.  290 ;  Turner  v.  Borthwich,  20  Hun, 
119,  122. 

There    are  certain  articles  of    personal  property  which   are  also- 
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Iviely  exempt  from  levy  and  sale  by  virtue  of  an  execution  when 
owned  by  a  householder,  or  a  woman.  These  articles  are  enumer- 
ated in  section  1390  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  Yol.  1,  p.  49. 
There  are  certain  other  articles  of  personal  property  which  are  equally 
exempt  from  levy  and  sale  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  when  owned 
by  a  householder,  a  woman,  or  a  person  having  a  family  for  whom 
he  provides,  unless  the  execution  is  issued  upon  a  judgment  recovered 
wholly  upon  one  or  more  demands,  either  for  work  performed  in  the 
family  as  a  domestic  or  for  the  purchase-money  of  exempt  property. 
These  articles  are  enumerated  in  section  1391  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure.  Id.,  pp.  49,  50.  When  the  judgment  upon  which  the 
execution  issues  was  recovered  wholly  for  work  performed  in  the 
family  as  a  domestic,  or  for  the  purchase-price  of  exempt  property, 
the  articles  enumerated  in  section  1390  of  the  Code  are  still  exempt 
from  levy  and  sale  under  the  execution,  while  those  enumerated  in 
section  1391  are  not,  as  the  latter  are,  in  such  cases,  excepted  from  the 
protection  of  the  statute.  See  Snyder  v.  Davis,  47  How.  147;  S. 
C,  1  Hun,  350 ;  3  K  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  696 ;  Gole  v.  Stevens,  9  Barb.  676 ; 
S.  C,  6  How.  424 ;  Graft  v.  Curtiss,  25  id.  163 ;  Da/ois  v.  Feor- 
hody,  10  Barb.  91.  For  example,  if  the  judgment  recovered  against  a 
householder  is  upon  a  demand  for  the  purchase-price  of  a  cook  stove, 
an  execution  issued  iipon  such  judgment  cannot  be  levied  upon  the 
beds  and  beddings  necessary  for  the  judgment  debtor  and  his  family, 
nor  upon  the  stove  itself.  lb.  On  the  other  hand,  if  an  execution 
is  issued  upon  a  judgment  recovered  for  tlie  purchase-price  of  a  cow, 
it  may  be  levied  upon  the  horse,  harness,  wagon  and  sleigh  of  the 
judgment  debtor,  if  he  is  the  owner  of  such  property,  or  upon  any 
other  property  enumerated  iii  section  1391  of  the  Code.  See  Snyder  v. 
Damis,  1  Hun,  350. 

If  a  creditor  would  enforce  his  claim  for  the  purchase-money  by  levy- 
ing upon  exempt  property,  he  must  enforce  the  claim  separately.  For 
if  he  tabes  a  judgment  which  is  founded  upon  such  claim,  and  also 
founded  upon  another  claim  which  cannot  be  enforced  against  ex- 
empt property,  he  will  lose  all  right  to  levy  upon  the  property  sold. 
Hichox  V.  Fay,  36  Barb.  9.  By  uniting  both  claims  in  a  single  judg- 
ment, where  one  claim  would  authorize  the  taking  of  exempt  prop- 
erty and  the  other  would  not,  the  creditor  bars  himself  from  taking  any 
exempt  property  to  satisfy  his  judgment  either  in  whole  or  in  part.  lb. 
Spinning  wheels,  looms,  and  stoves,  put  up  or  kept  for  use,  as  well 
as  a  sewing  machine,  are  exempt  articles.     Yol.  1,  p.  49.     So  of  the 
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family  Bible,  family  pictures,  and  school  books,  and  the  family  library, 
if  not  above  $50  in  value.  lb. 

It  has  been  held  that  medical  books,  which  are  necessary  to  a  phy- 
sician or  surgeon,  are  exempt  as  a  part  of  his  family  library.  Jiohin- 
son's  Case,  3  Abb.  466.  The  same  principle  wonld  exempt  the  books 
of  any  professional  person,  if  they  were  necessary  to  a  proper  discharge 
of  the  duties  of  his  profession,  and  if  they  did  not  exceed  $50  in 
value. 

The  statute  expressly  exempts  ten  sheep  witii  their  fleeces,  and  the 
cloth  or  wool  manufactured  therefrom.  And  the  courts  hold  that  the 
yarn  or  cloth  which  may  be  manufactured  from  the  fleeces  of  the  sheep 
shall  be  exempt,  although  the  owner  of  such  yarn  or  cloth  is  not  the 
owner  of  any  sheep.  Hall  v.  Peniiey,  11  "Wend.  44.  The  object  of 
the  legislature  was  to  exempt  as  miich  wool,  or  the  articles  manufac- 
tured from  it,  as  conld  be  obtained  from  the  fleeces  of  ten  sheep,  and 
that  object  will  be  carried  into  effect  by  exempting  such  yarn  or  cloth, 
efc.  lb." 

There  may  be  cases  in  which  such  yarn  or  cloth  wonld  not  be  ex- 
empted from  levy  and  sale  upon  an  execution.  If  the  party  claiming 
the  exemption  should  intentionally  reduce  or  convert  all  his  property 
into  money,  or  ehoses  in  action,  except  exempt  articles,  it  has  been 
held  that  it  would  be  a  proper  question  for  a  jury  whether  the  act  was 
not  done  for  the  purpose  of  hindering  and  delaying  creditors,  and  if 
they  found  that  such  was  the  case,  they  should  find  for  the  creditor  by 
sustaining  the  levy.     Brackett  v.  Watkins,  21  "Wend.  68. 

If  a  householder  owns  a  cow  and  ten  sheep,  there  will  also  be  ex- 
empt as  much  hay  as  will  be  necessary  to  keep  them  through  the  next 
foddering  season  after  the  hay  is  harvested.  Farrell  v.  Higley,  Hill 
&  Denio,  87.  This  principle  exempts  as  much  hay  as  may  be  neces 
sary  to  winter  such  cow  and  sheep,  and  until  the  pasturing  season  com- 
mences, lb.  The  statute  also  exempts  as  much  pork,  beef,  fish,  flour 
and  vegetables  as  may  be  necessary  to  keep  the  family  until  the  next 
annual  period  for  laying  up  such  provisions.  lb.  The  statute  does  not 
limit  the  quantity  to  such  an  amount  as  may  be  sufficient  for  sixty 
'  days,  but  exempts  all  such  articles  of  food  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
season,  if  they  were  actually  laid  in  for  family  use.  lb.  No  more  fuel 
is  exempt  than  sufficient  to  last  sixty  days.  lb. 

Potatoes  which  have  been  planted  for  family  use  are  as  much  ex- 
empt from  execution  while  growing  as  they  are  after  they  have  been 
dug  and  put  up  for  family  use.  Carpenter  v.  Herrington,  25  Wend. 
370.     And  vegetables  which  have  been  actually  provided  for  family 
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use  will  not  lose  their  exempt  character  hy  the  fact  that  the  judgment 
debtor  is  taking  them  to  market  to  sell  or  exchange  for  articles  of  prime 
necessity  in  his  family  or  even  to  obtain  means  to  pay  his  taxes.  Shaw 
V.  Davis,  55  Barb.  389. 

Where  a  widow  lives  with  her  infant  children,  and  provides  for 
them,  a  milch  cow  kept  and  used  by  her  for  the  use  of  the  family  is 
exempt  from  any  executioii  issued  against  her.  £righam  v.  Sush,  33 
Barb.  5S6. 

The  necessary  wearing  apparel  of  every  judgment  debtor  is  exempt 
from  execution,  while  in  actual  use,  whether  he  is  a  householder  or 
not ;  and  the  fact  that  his  clothes  are  temporarily  oflE  of  his  person,  as 
when  asleep  in  bed,  will  not  render  them  liable  to  be  seized  on  execu- 
tion. Bum'pus  V.  Maynard,  38  Barb.  626.  And  see  Sunbolf  v. 
Alford,  3  Mees.  &  Wels.  248. 

If  a  party  claims  that  wearing  apparel  is  exempt  because  he  is  a 
householder,  he  must  establish  the  fact  that  he  is  a  householder.  Bowne 
V.  Witt,  19  Wend.  475.  An  adult  person  who  resides  with  his  step- 
mother, and  transacts  her  business,  is  not  a  householder  or  a  member 
of  her  family  within  the  statute  as  to  exemptions  of  clothing.  lb.  In 
the  case  last  cited,  the  action  was  for  taking  the  plaintiff's  cloak,  which 
he  claimed  was  exempt  because  he  was  a  householder ;  but  the  ques- 
tion whether  it  was  exempt  as  necessary  wearing  apparel  was  not  made 
in  the  case,  except  as  connected  with  the  question  whether  he  was  a 
householder. 

A  person  having  and  providing  for  a  household  is  a  "householder" 
within  the  statute  allowing  exemption  from  levy  and  sale  under  exe- 
cution. Griffin  v.  Sutherland,  14  Barb.  456  ;  Cantrell  v.  Connor,  6 
Daly,  224;  S.  C,  51  How.  45.  And  the  tenn  "householder"  is  not 
confined  to  one  who  is  actually  keeping  house,  but  extends  also  to 
one  who  has  temporarily  given  up  housekeeping,  and  is  boarding, 
and  lias  furniture  on  storage.  lb.  A  man  and  his  wife  who  live 
together  alone,  and  have  no  children,  are  a  family.  So  if  a  man  and 
his  daughter  live  together,  the  wife  and  mother  being  dead,  they 
constitute  a  family.  Cox  v.  Stafford,  14  How.  519.  The  head  of  a 
family  who  has  left  the  State,  leaving  his  wife  and  children  living  to- 
gether, is  a  householder.  Woodward  v.  Murray,  18  Johns.  400.  And 
one  Avho  rents  a  house  and  keeps  boarders  and  servants  is  a  house- 
holder, although  he  has  no  wife  or  children.  Rutchimoti  v.  Chamher- 
lin,  11  N.  Y.  Leg*  Obs.  248.  A  woman  who  keeps  a  house  of  ill 
fame  may  nevertheless  be  a  householder  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.     Bowman  v.  Quachenboss,  3  Code  E.  17. 
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The  necessary  tools  and  implements  of  a  mechanic,  and  necessary 
working  tools  owned  by  a  householder,  are  exempt  from  execution  if 
they  do  not  exceed  in  value  the  sum  fixed  by  law.  The  decisions  of 
the  courts  have  settled,  in  some  instances,  what  articles  are  to  be  con- 
sidered "  tools  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

The  surgical  instruments  of  a  physician  and  surgeon  are  exempt 
from  execiition,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  "  tools,"  if  he  is  a  house- 
holder and  supports  a  famil  y.  Hohmson^s  Case,  3  Abb.  466.  But  a  thresh- 
ing machine  is  not  exempt,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  "  working  tool," 
under  the  act  of  1842  and  its  amendments.  Ford  v.  Johnson,  34 
Barb.  364.  A  printing  press  is  not  a  "tool,"  within  the  statute. 
Buckvngliam  v.  Billings,  13  Mass.  82.  Neither  are  printing  types  and 
forms.  Danforth  v.  Woodwa/rd,  10  Pick.  423.  Nor  is  a  portable 
machine,  called  a  "billy  and  jenny,"  which  is  used  for  manufacturing 
cloth,  a  tool.  Eilburn  v.  Deming,  2  Yt.  404.  And  the  rule  is  the 
same  as  to  a  mill-saw  belonging  to  a  saw-mill.  Bachelder  v.  Shapleigh, 
1  Fairf.  135.  Although  a  team  is  exempt,  in  certain  cases,  the 
decisions  of  the  court  have  not  been  entirely  harmonious  upon  the 
question  what  shall  constitute  a  team.  The  courts  have  held  that 
a  "  team  "  consists  of  one  or  more  horses  with  their  harness  and  the 
vehicle  to  which  they  are  customarily  attached  for  use.  Hutchins 
V.  Chamberlin,  11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  248.  And  it  has  also  been  held 
that  a  horse  or  other  animal,  trained  and  used  by  the  judgment  debtor 
for  his  work  or  service,  is  a  working  team,  under  the  statute,  without 
its  being  associated  with  any  harness  or  trappings,  or  other  articles  of 
property.     Finnin  v.  Malloy,  1  Jones  &  Sp.  382. 

The  horse  of  a  practicing  country  physician,  whose  patients  reside  at 
too  great  a  distance  for  him  to  visit  them  on  foot,  is  a  necessary  team 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Wheeler  v.  Oropsey,  5  How.  288. 
In  determining  whether  the  team  is  necessary,  it  is  entirely  immaterial 
whether  the  debtor  has  or  has  not  other  means  to  pay  the  debt,  because 
the  exemption  does  not  depend  upon  the  pecuniary  ability  of  the 
debtor.  lb. ;  Smith  v.  Slade,  57  Barb.  637 ;  Wilcox  v.  Hawley,  31 
N.  Y.  648.  The  law  was  intended  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons 
to  whom  a  team  is  necessary  in  the  successful  or  convenient  prosecu- 
tion of  their  business  in  their  calling  or  profession.  lb.  So,  when  the  de- 
fendant is  a  carman,  and  is  a  householder,  having  a  family  for  which 
he  provides,  his  horse,  harness  and  cart  will  be  exempt  as  a  team, 
although  there  is  but  one  horse.  Harthouse  v.  Bikers,  1  Duer,  606. 
A  buggy  wagon  used  by  a  practicing  physician  in  his  professional 
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business  is  exempt  from  execution.  Yan  Buren  v.  Lojper,  29  Barb. 
388 ;  Eastman  v.  Caswell,  8  How.  Y5. 

A  single  torse  may  be  considered  as  a  team  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute,  where  it  is  kept  and  used  as  such.  Lockwood  v.  Young- 
love,  27  Barb.  505 ;  Gogsdill  v.  Brown,  5  Hun,  341.  And  where  the 
debtor  has  only  one  horse,  but  he  hires  another  horse  to  work  with  it, 
and  the  two  make  up  the  team  which  he  usually  works,  his  own  horse 
will  be  exempt,  if  within  the  value  limited  by  the  statute.  lb. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  defendant  should  be  the  sole  owner  of  a 
horse  as  a  condition  of  his  exemption,  for  if  the  defendant  is  merely  a 
part  owner  of  a  horse  used  as  a  team,  or  as  a  part  of  a  double  team, 
such  horse  is  exempt  when  belonging  to  a  householder,  etc.  Radoliff 
y'.  Wood,  25  Barb.  52  ;  Moyt  v.  Van  Alstyne,  15  id.  571.  A  wagon 
is  not  of  itself  alone  exempt  from  execution  ;  but  it  may  become 
a  part  of  a  team  where  it  is  customarily  used  in  connection  with  a  horse 
or  horses,  and  harness,  and  in  such  case  it  may  be  exempt.  Brown  v. 
Davis,  9  Hun,  43 ;  Dains  v.  Prosser,  32  Barb.  290 ;  Morse  v.  Keyes, 
6  How.  18,  is  overruled. 

A  tow  line  used  for  the  purpose  of  towing  canal  boats  by  a  span  of 
horses  is  a  part  of  the  team  and  exempt  from  execution.  Fields  v. 
Maul,  15  Abb.  6.  It  is  no  answer  to  the  claim  of  exemption  that  the 
-  article  is  new  and  has  never  been  applied  to  the  use  for  which  it  was 
purchased,  and  for  which  it  had  been  prepared  by  the  owner.  lb. 
Food  for  a  team  for  ninety  days  is  exempt. 

A  very  great  number  and  variety  of  articles  are  exempt  from  execu. 
tion,  under  the  general  denomination  of  necessary  household  furniture. 
Two  questions  may  arise  in  relation  to  the  meaning  of  these  words. 
One  of  them  is,  are  the  articles  necessary  ?  and  the  other,  are  the 
articles  properly  household  furniture?  In  most  cases  there  will  not  be 
any  great  difficulty  in  determining  either  of  the  questions ;  but  in 
others  there  may  be  quite  a  difference  of  opinion.  Whether  articles 
conceded  to  be  household  furniture  are  necessary  is  a  question  of  fact ; 
but  whether  the  articles  claimed  to  be  exempt  are  such  as  fall  within 
the  definition  of  the  statute,  has  in  most  of  the  cases  been  treated  as  a 
question  of  law.  A  clock,  if  necessary,  is  exempt ;  and  the  reason 
which  exempts  that  may  be  equally  available  to  render  a  watch  exempt. 
If  the  defendant  has  no  clock,  and  a  time-piece  is  necessary  to  the 
proper  carrying  on  of  his  business,  and  it  is  used  for  that  purpose,  it  is 
exempt,  when  owned  by  a  householder,  etc.  Bitting  v.  Yandenlurgh, 
17  How.  80.  A  clock  may  be  a  necessary  article  of  household  furni- 
ture, but  that  fact  must  be  shown  by  the  party  claiming  the  exemption. 
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and  it  is  a  question  of  fact  which  will  be  concluded  by  the  verdict  of  a 
jury.     Wilson  v.  Ellis,  1  Denio,  462. 

A  party  who  claims  that  certain  articles  are  exempt  from  execiition, 
on  the  ground  that  they  are  necessary,  must  prove  affirmatively  that 
his  claim  is  well  founded.  Griffin  v.  Sutherland,  14  Biarb.  456  ;  WUl' 
son  V.  Ellis,  1  Denio,  462 ;  Dains  v.  Prosser,  32  Barb.  290 ;  Baker 
V.  Brintnall,  52  id.  188 ;  S.  C,  5  Abb.  (N.  S.)  253  ;  Smith  v.  Slade, 
57  Barb.  637.  It  is  not  enough  to  show  that  an  article  is  convenient 
or  useful  in  a  family,  unless  the  jury,  or  the  justice  in  their  place,  is 
satisfied  that  the  article  is  also  necessary.  Van  Sickler  v.  Jacobs,  14 
Johns.  434 ;  Willson  v.  Ellis,  1  Denio,  462.  Upon  the  question 
whether  the  article  is  necessary,  the  decision  of  the  justice,  or  the  find- 
ing of  a  jury,  is  conclusive.  lb. 

So,  the  party  claiming  that  property  is  exempt,  must  show  affirma- 
tively' that  it  does  not  exceed  in  value  the  sum  fixed  by  the  statute. 
Dains  V.  Prosser,  32  Barb.  290.  If  a  wagon  is  claimed  to  be  exempt 
because  it  is  a  part  of  a  team,  it  must  be  proved  that  the  wagon,  har- 
ness and  horses  do  not  altogether  exceed  $250  in  value.  lb.  If 
there  is  no  proof  as  to  the  value  of  the  articles  in  the  aggregate, 
nor  of  the  value  of  the  separate  parts,  the  exemption  of  the  wagon 
will  be  disallowed.  lb.  A  team  will  be  exempt,  whatever  the 
number  of  horses  may  be,  if  their  valiie  does  not  exceed  the 
statutory  limit.  Wilcox  v.  Eawley,  31 N.  Y.  648.  It  is  sufficient  for  a 
party  claiming  the  exemption  of  his  horse  from  sale  on  execution,  to 
show  that  the  horse  constituted  his  team  ;  that  he  is  a  householder,  and 
that  his  household  furniture,  working  tools  and  team,  do  not  in  the 
aggregate,  exceed  the  sum  of  $250.  lb.  The  exemption  provided  by 
the  statute  is  not  exclusively  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty ;  it  is  intended  mainly  for  the  benefit  of  the  family  for  which  he 
provides.  lb.  In  determining  whether  a  team  is  necessary  for  the 
execution  debtor,  it  is  entirely  immaterial  whether  the  debtor  has  more 
or  less  property  than  the  amount  limited  by  statute  ;  and,  therefore,  it 
is  not  competent  to  show  that  shortly  before  a  horse  was  levied  on  the 
debtor  had  disposed  of  two  other  horses,  worth  $200,  and  that  the 
avails  were  transferred  to  his  wife,  and  that  she  held  them  at  the  time 
of  the  levy.  lb. 

Wliere  an  action  is  brought  by  a  party  to  recover  damages  for  taking 
aad  selling  household  furniture  which  is  claimed  to  be  exempt  from 
execution,  the  plaintiff  must  show  the  quality,  quantity  and  value  of 
such  furniture  which  is  left  after  the  sale  made  by  the  defendant,  and 
it  must  be  made  to  appear  affirmatively  that  the  amount  of  property 
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allowed  by  law,  as  exempt,  was  not  left  after  the  sale.  Tuttle  v.  Buck, 
41  Barb.  417.  The  evidence  ought  to  show  that  the  property  sold 
was  exempt,  and  its  value.  lb.  Until  evidence  is  given  as  to  the  value 
of  the  furniture  left  to  the  defendant  after  the  execution  sale,  there 
Avill  be  no  question  of  fact  as  to  the  exemption,  and  no  sufficient  proof 
to  warrant  a  finding,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  property  sold 
was  exempt  property.  lb. 

If  the  exemption  is  claimed  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  is  a 
householder,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  him  to  show  that  fact.  Oriffm 
V.  Sutherland,  14  Barb.  456.  The  fact  whether  a  party  is  or  is  not  a 
householder  must  be  proved  by  competent  evidence,  and  cannot  be 
proved  by  reputation  or  hearsay.     Eastnum  v.  Caswell,  8  How.  75. 

Jurors  are  frequently  at  a  loss  how  to  decide  upon  the  matter  of  ex- 
exmption  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  question  whether  the  article  is  a 
necessary  one.  And  no  better  exposition  of  the  law  or  of  the  practice 
can  be  found  than  that  furnished  by  Sandfoed,  J.,  in  Dickerson  v. 
Yan  Tine,  1  Sandf.  724,  730.  In  speaking  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
and  of  the  act  of  1842,  as  to  exempt  property,  which  corresponds  with 
section  1391  of  the  present  Code,  he  said :  "  The  principal  difficulty 
arises  under  the  Ee vised  Statutes  ;  though  under  the  act  of  1842  there 
may  be  a  great  choice  in  respect  of  the  condition  and  state  of  repair 
of  the  furniture,  and  its  being  more  or  less  salable.  In  respect  of 
both  statutes,  I  think  that  what  is  Tiecessary  for  the  householder  and 
his  family  is  to  be  determined  by  circumstances.  When  the  six  chairs, 
the  table,  and  like  articles  enumerated,  which  are  specified  and  set 
apart,  are  such  as  the  debtor  had  in  common  use  in  Ms  family  before 
his  failure,  and  were  reasonable  and  proper  for  him  and  them,  in  re- 
spect to  their  station  in  life,  I  do  not  believe  that  a  sound  construction 
of  the  law  requires  that  he  should  be  deprived  of  such  articles,  and 
put  upon  taking  such  inferior  chairs  and  table,  as  he  and  they  had  not 
been  accustomed  to  use.  I  would  not  suffer  a  debtor  to  cover,  under 
these  exemptions,  extravagant  or  expensive  articles  of  luxury,  or  such 
as  may  be  believed  he  has  bought  with  a  view  to  screen  his  effects 
from  his  creditors  ;  nor  would  I  add  to  the  misfortunes  of  his  family, 
by  saying  to  them,  in  effect,  that  they  were  bo  longer  worthy  of 
filling  their  usual  seats,  or  eating  from  their  accustomed  table. 
The  same  principle  should  guide  in  determining  what  is  necessary 
household  furniture,  under  the  act  of  1842."  Where  the  debtor  has 
several  articles  of  the  class  allowed  as  exempt  property,  he  may,  elect 
which  of  the  articles  he  will  retain,  so  long  as  the  articles  retained  do 
not  exceed  in  value  the  sum  prescribed  by  the  statute.  Seaman  v. 
110 
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Luce,  23  Barb.  240 ;  Brown  v.  Davis,  9  Hun,  43  ;  Twinwm  v.  SwaH, 
4  Lans.  263 ;  Finnin  v.  Malloy,  1  Jones  &  Sp.  382 ;  Lockwood  v. 
Yoimglove,  27  Barb.  506,  508.  In  the  last  case  the  court  said :  "  But 
where  one  or  more  animals,  or  articles  of  a  particular  kind,  or  a  particu- 
lar quantity  in  value  out  of  several  kinds  are  exempt,  and  the  debtor 
has  a  larger  number  or  quantity  in  value,  as  some  one  must  determine 
which  shall  be  taken  and  what  left,  it  is  but  reasonable  that  the  debtor 
should  determine  which  he  will  claim  as  exempt.  The  statute  giving 
this  exemption  is  for  the  benefit  of  families,  from  motives  of  public 
policy,  and  it  has  repeatedly  been  held  to  confer  a  personal  privilege 
upon  the  debtor,  the  benefit  of  which  he  may  waive  altogether,  or  insist 
upon,  as  he  ma,y  elect.  He  may  waive  his  privilege  as  to  every  article 
but  one,  and  insist  upon  it  as  to  that  article,  if  it  belongs  to  the  kind  or 
class  of  exempt  property.  This  shows,  I  think,  that  the  right  of  choice 
necessarily  belongs  to  the  debtor."  But,  while  the  debtor  may 
elect  which  articles  he  will  retain  as  exempt,  this  does  not  prevent  the 
officer  from,  making  a  levy  upon  all  of  the  articles.  He  is  not  bound 
to  consult  the  judgment  debtor  as  to  what  part  of  his  property  is  exempt 
before  levy  thereon,  but  may  take  all  of  the  debtor's  property  if  not 
notified  of  the  exemption.  Twinam  v.  Swart,  4  Lans.  263.  And 
after  this  is  done  the  defendant  is  bound,  within  a  reasonable  time,  to 
notify  the  officer  which  articles  will  be  retained  as  exempt  property, 
lb.;  Brooks  v.  Hathaway,  8  Hun,  290;  Seaman  v.  Luce,  23  Barb. 
240.  If  the  debtor  is  present  at  the  time  of  the  levy  he  may  make  his 
election  and  give  the  officer  notice  at  once,  and  this  will  be  sufficient, 
lb.  If  he  is  present  at  the  levy,  and  does  not  then  claim  that  the 
property  is  exempt,  he  cannot  afterward  claim  that  the  levy  was  unlaw- 
ful and  sue  the  officer  to  recover  damages  therefor.  Turner  v.  Borih- 
wich,  20  Hun,  119.  It  has  been  held  that  where  an  officer  seizes  all 
the  property  of  a  debtor,  with  a  knowledge  that  part  of  it  is  exempt 
from  such  seizure,  he  cannot  justify  his  acts  on  the  ground  that  the 
debtor  omitted  to  designate  a  particular  portion  of  the  property  as  not 
subject  to  execution  or  attachment.  Frost  v.  Mott,  34  N.  Y.  253; 
Camirell  v.  Connor,  6  Daly,  224.  How  far  this  doctrine  is  in  conflict 
with  that  of  the  cases  above  cited  is  for  the  justice  and  practitioner  to 
determine. 

The  right  to  claim  property  as  exempt  is  a  mere  personal  privilege, 
of  which  no  one  but  the  debtor  can  avail  himself.  A  mere  naked  bailee 
of  the  property,  who  has  it  in  his  possession  for  the  purposes  of  the 
bailment,  as  in  the  case  of  an  agistor  of  sheep,  cannot  maintain  an  action 
in  his  own  name  for  taking  the  property  on  the  ground  that  they  were 
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exempt  from  levy  and  sale  on  an  execution  issued  against  the  bailor. 
Mickles  v.  Tousley,  1  Cow.  114.  So,  where  an  officer  has  levied  upon 
property  which  is  converted  by  the  defendant,  the  latter  is  not  permit- 
ted, in  an  action  against  him  by  the  officer,  to  show  that  the  property 
was  exempt  from  levy  under  the  execution  held  by  the  officer,  because 
that  exemption  cannot  be  urged  by  any  person  except  the  defendant  in 
such  execution.  Earl  v.  Camp,  16  Wend.  563.  A  general  assignee  of 
the  judgment  debtor  cannot  set  up  the  claim  of  exemption,  if  he  stood 
by  at  the  officer's  sale  of  the  property,  and  made  no  objection  at  that 
time.  Smith  v.  Hill,  22  Barb.  656.  And,  independently  of  that,  the 
claim  of  exemption  cannot  be  made  by  any  one  but  the  debtor.  lb. 
The  right  to  claim  a  homestead  as  exempt  property  is  also  a  personal 
privilege  available  to  the  debtor  alone.  Smith  v.  Brackett,  36  Barb. 
5T1 ;  Allen  v.  Goolc,  26  id.  374.  But  it  has  been  held,  that  where  per- 
sonal property  is  exempt  from  seizure  and  sale  upon  execution  in  the 
life-time  of  the  judgment  debtor,  it  continues  exempt  after  his  death  for 
the  benefit  of  his  widow,  who  continues  to  reside  in  the  house  formerly 
occupied  by  the  deceased  husband,  with  her  minor  children.  Beoher 
v.  Becker,  47  Barb.  497. 

Where  a  party,  whose  property  had  been  levied  on  by  execution, 
objected  to  the  sale,  on  the  ground  that  the  property  was  exempt  from 
execution,  but  he  afterward  turned  out  the  property  to  the  officer  to  be 
sold  at  a  future  day,  it  was  held  that  the  acts  of  the  defendant  in  the 
execution  amounted  to  nothing  more  than  a  waiver  of  the  exemption, 
for  the  purpose  of  gaining  time,  and  that  the  act  of  the  officer  in  sell- 
ing the  property  was  done  under  a  claim  of  property  given  by  law, 
instead  of  an  authority  given  by  the  defendant,  and  that  a  sale  of  the 
property  was  such  an  abuse  of  the  process  as  rendered  the  officer  a 
trespasser  from  the  beginning.  Carnwick  v.  Myers,  14  Barb.  9. 
And  see  vol.  2,  p.  490. 

Where  the  judgment  debtor  is  a  woman  she  is  entitled  to  the  same 
exemptions  from  levy  and  sale  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  subject  to  the 
same  exceptions  as  prescribed  in  sections  1390  and  1391  of  the  Code, 
in  case  of  a  householder.     Vol.  1,  p.  50,  §  1392. 

The  right  of  action  to  recover  damages,  or  damages  awarded  by  a 
judgment  for  taking  or  injuring  personal  property  exempt  by  law  from 
levy  and  sale  under  an  execution,  are  exempt  for  one  year 
after  the  collection  thereof,  from  levy  and  sale  by  virtue  of  an  execution, 
and  from  seizure  in  any  other  legal  proceeding.  Id.,  §  1394.  The  pay 
and  bounty  of  a  non-commissioned  officer,  musician  or  private  in  the 
military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States ;  a  land  warrant,  pension, 
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or  other  reward  granted  by  the  United  States,  or  by  a  State,  for  military 
or  naval  services ;  a  sword,  horse,  medal,  emblem  or  device  of  any  kind, 
presented  as  a  testimonial  for  services  rendered  in  the  military  or  naval 
service  of  the  United  States ;  and  the  uniform,  arms,  and  equipments, 
which  were  used  by  a  person  in  that  service,  are  also  exempt  from  levy  and 
sale  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  and  from  seizure  for  non-payment  of 
taxes,  or  in  any  other  legal  proceeding.  Id.,  §  1393. 

§  9.  Property  liable  to  seizure  upon  execution.  An  execution 
issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  can  be  levied  upon  personal  property 
only.  As  a  general  rule  all  the  personal  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor  is  liable  to  levy  and  sale  under  an  execution  issued  upon  the 
judgment  against  him.  The  exception  in  favor  of  exempt  property 
is,  as  has  been  shown,  purely  statutory,  and  to  be  of  any  avail  must 
be  claimed  by  the  judgment  debtor.     Ante,  866. 

Choses  in  action,  though  assignable,  are  not  liable  to  levy  and  sale 
upon  an  execution  ;  and,  therefore,  a  promissory  note  is  not  a  subject 
of  seizure  and  sale  on  execution.  Irvgalls  v.  Lord,  1  Cow.  240.  So  of 
shares  in  a  public  library,  or  shares  of  bank  stock.  Denton  v.  Living- 
ston, 9  Johns.  96, 100.  And  the  same  rule  applies  to  bills  of  exchange^ 
bonds,  or  other  choses  in  action  of  whatever  nature.  Bogert  v.  Perry, 
17  Johns.  351 ;  Eansom  v.  Miner,  3  Sandf.  692. 

Every  kind  of  growing  crop  which  is  raised  by  means  of  annual  cul- 
tivation, such  as  com,  oats,  rye,  wheat,  potatoes  and  the  like,  may  be 
levied  upon  and  sold  by  virtue  of  a  justice's  execution.  But,  whenever 
the  crop  is  not  one  produced  by  annual  cultivation,  such  as  grass  growing, 
hops  growing  upon  the  vines,  fruit  growing  upon  the  trees,  and  the  like,  it 
is  not  considered  personal  property,  but  a  part  of  the  real  estate  upon 
which  it  is  growing,  and,  therefore,  it  cannot  be  taken  or  sold  on 
a  justice's  execution.  See  vol.  2,  p.  279.  Such  articles,  however,  may 
be  severed  from  the  soil,  and  when  that  is  done,  then  they  become 
personal  property  and  may  be  levied  upon  like  any  other  goods  and 
chattels.  There  are  numeroiis  articles  which  are  denominated  fixtures, 
and  when  they  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  land  on  which  they  are 
placed,  they  cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  be  levied  upon  or  sold  by  virtue 
of  a  justice's  execution.  But  if  the  articles  do  not  belong  to  the  owner 
of  the  land,  and  the  owner  of  them  is  legally  entitled  to  remove  them 
at  any  time,  they  are  treated  as  personal  property,  and  may  generally 
be  levied  upon  and  sold  as  such  on  execution.  See  numerous  cases  col- 
lected, vol.  2,  pp.  226-238. 

Current  money  of  the  United  States  is  subject  to  levy.  Vol.  1,  p. 
51,  §  1410.     So  are  bills  or  other  evidences  of  debt,  belonging  to  the 
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judgment  debtor,  which  were  issued  by  a  moneyed  corporation  to  cir- 
culate as  money ;  and  so  are  bonds  or  other  instruments  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  belonging  to  the  judgment  debtor,  which  were  exe- 
cuted and  issued  by  a  government,  State,  coimty,  public  officer,  or 
municipal  or  other  corporation,  and  are  in  terms  negotiable,  or  payable 
to  the  bearer  or  holder.  Id.,  §  1411. 

The  interest  of  the  judgment  debtor  in  personal  property,  lawfully 
pledged  for  the  payment  of  money  on  the  performance  of  a  contract  or 
agreenaent,  may  be  sold  in  the  hands  of  the  pledgee,  if  the  property  is 
subject  to  levy.  The  purchaser  at  the  sale  acquires  all  the  right  and 
interest  of  the  judgment  debtor,  and  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
property,  on  complying  with  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  the 
judgment  debtor  could  obtain  possession  thereof.  But  this  does  not 
apply  to  property  of  which  the  judgment  debtor  is  unconditionally  en- 
titled to  the  possession.  Id.,  §  1412.  The  purchaser  cannot  have  such 
possession  until  he  redeems  it  from  the  pledgee,  who  is  entitled  to  the 
possession  until  his  claim  is  satisfied.  Stief  v.  Hart,  1  N.  Y.  20  ; 
Bakewell  v.  EUsworth,  6  Hill,  484.  Where  goods  and  chattels  have 
been  mortgaged,  and  the  mortgagor  has  any  interest  in  the  mortgaged 
property,  such  interest  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold  upon  an  execu- 
tion. Yol.  1,  p.  277.  If  the  title  to  such  property  has  become  perfect 
and  absolute  in  the  mortgagee,  or  if  the  mortgage  has  become  for- 
feited and  the  mortgagor  has  no  interest  greater  than  the  equity  of  re- 
demption, the  property  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold  by  virtue  of  an 
execution  issued  against  the  mortgagee.  Id.,  p.  295.  But  it  can- 
not be  levied  upon  and  sold  by  virtue  of  an  execution  issued  against 
the  mortgagor.  Chainplin  v.  Johnson,  39  Barb.  606 ;  Farrell  v.  Hil- 
dreth,  38  id.  178.  There  are  cases  in  which  creditors  may  have  mort- 
gaged property  levied  on  upon  an  execution  issued  against  the  mort- 
gagor in  those  cases  in  which  the  mortgage  has  not  been  properly  filed, 
or  the  possession  of  the  property  has  remained  unchanged.  Yol.  1,  p. 
292. 

Where  goods  and  chattels  belong  to  several  different  persons,  as  ten- 
ants in  common,  and  an  execution  is  issued  against  the  property  of 
one  of  these  persons,  it  may  be  levied  upon  the  joint  property  of  all 
the  parties,  and  the  interest  of  the  party  against  whom  the  execution 
was  issued  may  be  sold.  The  purchaser,  however,  will  acquire  noth- 
ing more  than  the  interest  of  the  judgment  debtor,  even  though  the 
officer  should  assume  to  sell  the  property  as  the  exclusive  property  of 
the  judgment  debtor.  Fiero  v.  Betts,  2  Barb.  633  ;  Mersereau  v. 
Norton,  15  Johns.  179.     But,  notwithstanding  such  sale  will  not  trans- 
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f  er  any  title  except  that  of  the  debtor  against  whom  the  execution  is 
issued,  yet  the  sale  of  the  entire  property  is  such  an  abuse  of  the  pro- 
cess by  the  officer  as  to  subject  him  to  an  action  of  trespass  for  the 
wrongful  act.  Waddell  v.  Cook,  2  Hill,  47,  and  note  a  ;  Dinehart  v. 
Wilson,  15  Barb.  595  ;  Walsh  v.  Adams,  3  Denio,  125 ;  Bates  v. 
James,  3  Duer,  45.  If  such  a  sale  is  directed  by  the  plaintiff  in  the 
execution,  he  will  also  be  liable  as  a  trespasser.  lb. ;  UnderhUl  v. 
Reinor,  2  Hilt.  319.  As  to  what  persons  are  tenants  in  common,  see 
vol.  1,  pp.  504,  513,  514. 

Where  one  of  several  defendants,  named  in  an  execution,  is  a  part- 
ner in  a  firm,  his  interest  in  the  partnership  property  may  be  levied 
upon  and  sold  on  such  execution.  And,  for  that  purpose,  the  constar 
ble  may  levy  upon  the  partnership  property  and  sell  the  interest  be- 
longing to  such  judgment  debtor.  Eighth  Nat.  E'li  of  the  city  of  New 
Yorh  V.  Fitch,  49  N.  Y.  539,  543  ;  Smith  v.  Orser,  42  id.  132 ;  Mar- 
shall V.  McGregor,  59  Barb.  519,  524 ;  Phillips  v.  Cook,  24  "Wend. 
389 ;  Scrugham.  v.  Carter,  12  id.  131.  Upon  such  a  sale,  the  purchaser  be- 
comes a  tenant  in  common  with  the  remaining  partners.  lb.  The  con  ■ 
stable. is  not  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass  for  delivering  the  property 
sold  to  the  vendee.  lb.  But  if  he  should  sell  the  whole  property  as 
that  of  the  judgment  debtor,  instead  of  limiting  the  sale  to  the  inter- 
est of  such  debtor,  the  officer  would  be  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass 
or  trover.  Walsh  v.  Adamis,  3  Denio,  125 ;  Waddell  v.  Cook,  2 
Hill,  47 ;  Bates  v.  James,  3  Duer,  45  ;  Ryder  v.  Gilbert,  16  Hun, 
163,  166. 

Although  a  purchaser  of  the  interest  of  a  partner  succeeds  to  his 
rights  to  the  partnership  property,  it  is  still  to  be  remembered  that 
such  purchaser  takes  the  property  subject  to  all  the  rights  of  the 
other  partners,  and  subject  to  an  accounting  with  them,  and  also  sub- 
ject to  the  claims  of  the  creditors  of  the  firm  to  the  partnership  prop- 
erty. Phillips  V.  Cook,  24  Wend.  389  ;  Walsh  v.  Adams,  3  Denio, 
125  ;  Mghth  Nat.  B'h  of  the  city  of  New  York  v.  Fitch,  49  N.  Y. 
539,  543  ;  Ryder  v.  Gilbert,  16  Hun,  163,  165,  166 ;  Morss  v-  Glea- 
son,  64  N.  Y.  204 ;  Menagh  v.    Whitwell,  52  id.  146,  158. 

If  an  execution  is  issued  against  one  of  two  partners,  and  the  con- 
stable levies  upon  the  firm  property  and  sells  it  as  the  exclusive  prop- 
ertj'^  of  such  debtor,  the  other  partner  may  maintain  an  action  of  trover 
against  the  officer  to  recover  the  value  of  one-half  of  the  goods,  which 
he  is  entitled  to  recover  as  the  measure  of  damages  without  regard  to  the 
debts  of  the  firm  or  the  state  of  the  copartnership  accounts.  Walsh  v- 
Adams,  3  Denio,  125. 
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As  to  the  rights  of  liusband  and  wife,  when  an  execxition  is  issiied 
against  either  of  them,  see  vol.  2,  pp.  300-311. 

Where  an  execution  is  issued  against  joint  debtors,  the  statute  pro- 
vides for  the  mode  of  its  execution,  and  as  to  the  property  which  may 
be  levied  upon.  Yol.  1,  p.  46,  §§  1984-,  1935.  So  it  also  provides 
for  the  case  of  executions  issued  in  actions  commenced  by  attachments, 
and  in  which  there  was  not  a  personal  service  of  the  process  in  which 
case  no  levy  can  be  made  upon  any  property  but  that  attached.  Id., 
p.  17,  §  2918. 

Where  property  is  sold  upon  condition  that  the  title  is  not  to  pass 
until  the  payment  of  the  purchase-price,  the  title  of  the  unpaid  vendor 
is  superior  to  that  of  a  judgment  or  execution  creditor.     Yol.  2,  pp. 

26-S6. 

Where  a  sheriff  or  constable  receives  money,  in  coin,  in  payment  of 
an  execution  which  he  holds  in  his  hands  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
execution,  and  he  has,  at  the  same  time,  another  execution  which  has 
been  issued  against  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  he  is  not  able  to  find  any 
property  to  satisfy,  except  the  money  which  he  thus  holds,  he  cannot, 
by  virtue  of  the  execution  against  the  plaintiff,  levy  upon  such  money 
and  apply  it  to  the  payment  of  the  latter  execution.  Muscott  v.  Wool- 
worth,  14  How.  477 ;  Baker  v.  Kenworthy,  41  N.  Y.  215  ;  Adams  v. 
Welsh,  11  Jones  &  Sp.  62  ;  Tv/rner  v.  Fendall,  1  Cranch,  117.  And 
see  Dubois  v.  Dubois,  6  Cow.  494.  But  where  the  property  of  the 
defendant  in  the  execution  is  lev^ied  upon  and  sold  by  virtue  of  an  exe- 
cution, and  there  is  a  surplus  after  the  payment  of  such  execution,  such 
surplus  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold  to  satisfy  any  other  execution 
against  the  defendant  which  may  be  delivered  to  the  officer  before  the 
surplus  money  is  paid  over  to  such  defendant.  Wheeler  v.  Smith,  11 
.  Barb.  345.  And  in  such  a  case  it  does  not  make  any  difference  whether 
the  second  execution  is  delivered  to  the  officer  before  or  after  the  sale 
on  the  first  execution.  lb. 

When  a  sheriff  has  made  a  valid  levy  under  an  execution,  and  taken 
the  property  into  his  possession,  a  constable,  to  whom  an  execution 
against  the  same  defendant  is  subsequently  issued  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  cannot  make  any  levy  on  such  property,  nor  can  he  sell  the  same 
subject  to  the  levy  made  by  the  sheriff.  Seymour  v.  Newton,  1 7  Hun, 
30  Nor  can  goods,  levied  on  by  a  constable  under  a  justice's  execu- 
tion, be  taken  in  execution  by  a  sheriff.  Marsh  v.  LoAm-enoe,  4  Cow 
461  An  execution  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  a  warrant  of 
attachment  granted  in  an  action  before  him,  if  actually  levied,  has  pref- 
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ereace  over  another  execution  issued  out  of  any  court,  whicli  has  uot 
been  previously  levied.     Vol.  1,  p.  54,  §  1408. 

§  10.  The  levy,  when,  where  and  how  made.  "When  an  execution 
is  regular  in  forui  and  valid  on  its  face,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to 
execute  it  according  to  the  commands  therein  contained,  and  in  pur- 
suance of  legal  rules. 

The  law  allows  a  constable  sixty  days  within  which  to  collect  an 
execution,  and  therefore  he  may  levy  upon  the  defendant's  property  at 
any  time  within  the  sixty  days,  provided  the  levy  and  sale  can  all  be 
completed  within  such  sixty  days.  The  statute  expressly  forbids  a  con- 
stable from  levying  iipon  property,  or  from  selling  it,  after  the  return 
day  of  the  execution,  unless  it  has  been  duly  renewed,  or  from  doing 
any  act  under  a  renewed  execution  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  for 
which  it  has  been  renewed.  Id.,  p.  53,  §  3040.  His  process  also  re- 
quires him  to  return  it  in  sixty  days  after  its  date. 

If  a  constable  levies  upon  property  after  the  return  day  of  the  exe- 
cution, he  will  be  liable  as  a  trespasser.  Vail  v.  Lewis,  4  Johns.  450. 
And  see  Hathaway  v.  Howell,  54  N.  Y.  97;  Hoss  v.  Campbell,  19 
Hun,  615  ;  Walker  v.  Henry,  85  N.  Y.  130.  And  if  the  levy  is  made 
by  the  direction  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  both  the  plaintiff  and 
the  officer  will  be  trespassers.      Vail  v.  Lewis,  4  Johns.  450. 

If  a  constable  has  two  executions  against  the  same  defendant,  and 
one  of  them  has  priority  over  the  other,  and  he  levies  a  part  of  the 
amount  of  the  prior  execution,  and  after  the  retxirn  day  of  that  process 
he  levies  upon  other  property,  the  money  made  on  the  second  levy 
must  be  applied  on  the  junior  execution.  Slingerlamd  v.  SwaH,  13 
Johns.  255. 

There  may  be  cases  in  which  a  constable  will  not  have  sixty  days 
within  which  to  collect  and  return  the  money.  If  the  execution  should 
be  issued  to  the  plaintiff,  and  then  retained  by  him  for  some  time  be- 
fore its  delivery  to  the  constable,  the  officer  will  be  required  to  do  what 
he  does  under  the  process  before  its  return  day.  It  is  evident  that  the 
officer  would  have  as  many  days  less  than  sixty  in  which  to  make  the 
money  as  there  were  days  intervening  between  its  date  and  the  time 
when  the  officer  received  it. 

The  levy  may  be  made  by  any  constable  of  the  county  in  which  the 
execution  is  issued  and  in  which  the  justice  resides.  And  the  officer 
may  execute  the  process  by  levying  upon  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ant wherever  it  may  be  found  in  such  county.  MiUs  v.  Kennedy,  1 
Johns.  502. 

When  a  constable  receives  an  execution  his  plain  duty  is  to  collect 
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it,  if  possible.  But  however  clear  the  duty  may  be,  there  is  frequently 
a  serious  diiiiculty  in  determining  the  manner  in  which  he  shall  per- 
form it.  He  must  first  be  certain  that  the  property  levied  upon  is  such 
as  is  liable  by  law  to  be  taken  upon  the  execution  which  he  holds.  But 
even  if  the  property  is  of  that  class  which  is  liable  to  seizure  and  sale 
on  execution,  there  may  be  several  persons  who  are  interested  in  it, 
and  the  officer  may  not  feel  quite  certain  as  to  the  proper  course  to  be 
pursued.  And  when  both  of  the  preceding  difiiculties  have  been  ob- 
viated, he  must  still  be  careful  that  his  mode  of  making  the  levy  is  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  of  law. 

There  are  sometimes  diificulties  in  the  way  of  obeying  the  mandates 
of  the  process.  If  the  property  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution  is  in 
his  own  dwelling-house,  neither  a  constable  nor  a  sheriff  can  lawfully 
enter  the  house  to  levy  upon  it.  The  door  of  the  house  need  not  be 
locked  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  it  from  levy  ;  and  if  such  door  is 
merely  latched,  it  will  be  a  trespass  in  the  officer  to  unlatch  it  and  enter 
the  house  without  the  consent  of  the  occupant.  Curtis  v.  Hubbard, 
1  Hill,  336 ;  S.  C,  4  id.  437.  See,  also.  People  v.  Hubhard,  24  Wend. 
369.  The  absence  of  the  owner  or  occupant  at  the  time  of  the  wrong- 
ful entry  by  the  officer  will  not  make  any  difference ;  and  the  act  will 
be  as  much  a  trespass  as  though  he  had  been  present  and  forbidden 
the  officer's  entry.  lb.  Such  owner  or  occupant  may  lawfully  resist 
a  constable  or  a  sheriff  if  he  attempts  to  make  such  unlawful  levy.  lb. 
And  even  a  guest  in  the  house  will  be  justified  in  resisting  or  aiding 
in  the  resistance  to  the  officer's  acts,  provided  no  unnecessary  force  is 
used.  lb.  If,  however,  the  officer  once  gains  a  lawful  and  peaceful 
entrance  into  the  house,  and  he  properly  commences  the  execution  of 
his  process,  he  may  continue  and  complete  his  levy.  And  if  he  leaves 
the  house  and  the  property  after  commencing  an  inventory  of  articles 
levied  on,  he  may  return  the  next  day  and  complete  it ;  and  if  the 
owner  of  the  house  then  refuses  him  admittance  for  that  purpose,  he 
may  lawfully  force  the  doors  and  enter  the  house,  and  complete  his 
levy.  Glover  v.  Whittenhall,  6  Hill,  59T.  So,  if  the  officer  gains 
lawful  admission  through  the  outer  door  of  the  house,  he  may  after- 
ward lawfully  break  open  the  inner  doors  for  the  purpose  of  executing 
his  process.  Lee  v.  Gansel,  Cowp.  1.  So,  after  gaining  a  peaceful 
and  lawful  entrance  into  the  house,  he  may  also  break  open  cupboards, 
chests,  trunks,  and  the  like,  if  that  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  get- 
ting at  the  property.  lb. ;  Hutchison  v.  Biroh,  4  Taunt.  619,  625. 
But  the  officer  will  not  be  justified  in  a  wanton  injury  or  destruction 
of  property ;  and,  if  the  owner  should  offer  to  unlock  or  open  the  doors, 
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trunks,  etc.,  the  officer  would  be  a  trespasser  for  breaking  them  after 
that.  lb.  This  protection  of  property  does  not  extend  to  any  building 
but  a  dwelling-house  and  its  curtilage ;  and  if  the  goods  are  in  a  store, 
shop,  bam,  or  other  building  of  a  similar  character,  the  officer  may 
lawfully  break  open  the  doors  and  make  a  levy.  Haggerty  v.  Wilber, 
16  Johns.  287.  So,  where  the  goods  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution 
are  in  the  house  of  a  third  person,  they  will  not  be  protected  there, 
if  such  third  person  refuses  to  open  the  house  on  the  lawful  demand 
of  the  officer,  who  comes  with  a  legal  process  to  make  a  levy  upon  it.. 
Semayne's  Case,  5  Coke,  93,  a ;  Cook  v.  Birt,  5  Taunt.  765,  770.  But 
the  officer  enters  at  his  peril,  for  if  the  defendant's  goods  are  not 
there,  the  officer  will  be  a  trespasser,  lb. ;  Johnson  v.  Leigh,  6  Taunt. 
246. 

What  acts  will  constitute  a  valid  levy  under  an  execution  is  not  now 
a  matter  of  doubt.  If  the  officer  takes  the  property  into  his  actual 
possession  and  custody,  by  removing  it  from  the  premises  or  possession 
of  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  there  could  not  be  any  doubt  as  to- 
the  existence  of  a  levy.  But  such  acts  are  not  essential  to  the  making 
of  a  valid  levy,  as  the  cases  cited  will  show.  In  the  first  place,  to  con- 
stitute a  valid  levy  upon  personal  property,  the  officer  must  assume 
dominion  over  the  property,  and  have  it  within  his  power,  and  subject 
to  his  immediate  seizure.  Price  v.  Shipps,  16  Barb.  585 ;  Oreen  v. 
Burke,  23  Wend.  490;  Both  v.  Wells,  29  N.  Y.  471. 

"  In  order  to  constitute  a  valid  levy,  as  to  third  persons,  the  goods 
must  not  only  be  within  the  view  of  the  officer,  but  must  be  subjected 
to  his  control.  He  'must  take  actual  possession,'  which,  although 
the  goods  are  present,  can  only  be  done  by  manual  acts,  or  by  an  oral 
assertion  that  a  levy  is  intended,  and  which  is  acquiesced  in  by  those 
who  are  present  and  interested  in  the  question.  A  levy  cannot  rest 
in  a  mere  undivulged  intention  to  seize  property.  Something  more  is 
required ;  there  must  be  possessory  acts  to  indicate  a  levy,  or  it  must 
be  asserted  by  word  of  mouth,  so  that  what  is  thus  done  by  the  officer, 
if  not  justified  by  the  process  in  his  hands,  will  make  him  a  trespasser." 
Camp  V.'  Chamherlaim,,  5  Denio,  198,  202,  203,  Beaedsley,  Ch.  J.; 
Bodgers  v.  Boomer,  45  IsT.  Y.  379,  382 ;  Bond  v.  WiUet,  1  Abb.  Ot. 
App.  165;  S.  C,  31  N.  Y.  102;  29  How.  47;  1  Keyes,  377. 

Where  an  officer  is  instructed  to  keep  the  levy  a  secret  from  the 
defendant  in  the  execution,  which  is  done,  and  the  property  is  not 
taken  by  the  officer,  but  is  subsequently  sold  by  the  defendant  to  a 
purchaser  in  good  faith,  the  latter  will  hold  the  property  in  preference 
to  the  officer.     Price  v.  Shipps,  16  Barb.  585. 
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So,  when  an  officer  does  not  see  tte  property  intended  to  be  levied 
upon,  but  merely  sits  on  his  horse,  or  in  his  carriage  in  the  road,  and 
taikes  a  memorandum  of  the  property  as  it  is  named  over  by  the  de- 
fendant in  the  execution,  but  without  any  knowledge  what  property 
the  defendant  had  at  the  time,  or  where  such  property  was  at  that  time, 
this,  although  it  may  be  treated  as  a  valid  levy  as  against  the  judgment 
debtor,  will  not  be  sufficient  to  affect  the  rights  of  a  subsequent  lona 
fide  purchaser  from  such  judgment  debtor.  Dresser  v.  Ainsworth,  9 
Barb.  620,  629. 

So,  making  an  actual  levy  upon  a  part  of  the  defendant's  property, 
and  then  including  in  the  inventory  other  property  not  in  view  of  the 
officer,  is  not  such  a  levy  as  to  give  priority  to  the  levy  over  an  actual 
levy,  subsequently  made  under  another  execution  by  another  officer. 
Bay  V.  Harcourt,  19  "Wend.  495. 

In  the  last  case  a  part  of  the  property  in  question  was  a  mile  and  a 
half  distant,  and  the  residue  about  two  miles  and  a  half  from  the 
officer  at  the  time  of  making  a  levy. 

So,  where  an  officer  went  on  to  the  farm  of  the  defendant  in  the 
execution,  and  made  a  levy  on  his  property,  a  part  of  which  was  in  a 
field  where  the  officer  was  at  the  time  with  the  defendant,  and  in  sight, 
and  another  part  of  the  property,  being  a  yoke  of  oxen,  were  in  another 
lot  on  the  same  farm,  eighty  rods  distant,  but  not  seen  by  reason  of  an 
intervening  hUl,  the  levy  as  to  the  oxen  was  held  invalid  as  against  a 
hona  fide  purchaser  of  them  from  the  defendant  in  the  execution. 
Van  WycTc  v.  Pine,  2  Hill,  6G6  ;  Bond  v.  Willet,  29  How.  47. 

It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  there  should  be  a  manual  inter- 
ference with  the  property  in  order  to  constitute  a  valid  levy.  It  is 
sufficient  if  the  property  is  present,  and  subject  to  the  control  of  thp 
officer  having  the  execution,  and  that  he  then  openly  and  publicly 
states  that  he  levies  upon  the  property,  and  asserts  his  authority  over 
it  by  virtue  of  such  process  and  levy.  Barker  v.  Binninger,  14  N.  T. 
270  •  Green  v.  Burke,  23  Wend.  490 ;  Oonnah-w.  Hale,  id.  462 ;  Bond 
V.  WaU,  29  How.  47;  S.  C,  1  Abb.  Ct.  App.  165 ;  31  N.  Y.  102; 
1  Keyes,  377;  Elias  v.  Farhy,  2  Abb.  Ct.  App.  11;  S.  C,  3  Keyes, 
398;  5  Abb.  (N.  S.)  39;  2  Trans.  App.  116;  Deanr.  Campbell,  19 

Hun,  534.  .      .    ,      .    r. 

Where  personal  property  is  taken  by  virtue  of  a  justice  s  attachment, 
the  lien  continues  until  judgment  can  be  rendered,  and  an  execution 
tliereon  issued ;  but  if  the  creditor  desires  to  continue  his  lien  after  that 
time,  he  must  procure  an  execution  and  have  it  levied  upon  the  at- 
tached property  within  a  reasonable  time,  or  he  wiU  risk  the  loss  of  his 
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lien.  Sterling  v.  Welcome,  20  Wend.  238.  In  such  a  case  the  execu- 
tion is  no  lien  upon  the  property  until  an  actual  levy  upon  it.  lb.  And 
the  levy  must  be  made  within  the  county  in  which  the  justice  issuing 
the  execution  resides. 

The  whole  matter  in  relation  to  a  levy  may  be  summed  up  thus :  It 
is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  levy  promptly ;  and  in  making  such  levy 
his  acts  must  be  public,  positive  and  unequivocal,  showing  an  intention 
on  his  part  to  subject  the  property  to  the  process  which  it  is  his  duty 
to  execute.  In  doing  this  it  may  sometimes  be  necessary  to  remove  the 
property  levied  upon.  In  other  cases  there  may  not  be  any  necessity 
for  its  removal.  But  w^hether  it  is  removed  or  not,  the  officer  must 
indorse  upon  the  execution  the  time  of  making  the  levy.  Yol.  1,  p.  50, 
§  3029.  But  a  failure  to  do  so  will  not  invalidate  the  levy.  Hamens 
V.  Gordon,  5  Hun,  178.  It  is  also  the  usual  and  correct  practice  to 
make  an  inventory  of  the  property  levied  upon,  and  to  do  it  at  the  time 
of  making  the  levy.  But  an  omission  to  do  this  will  not  invalidate  the 
levy,  because  an  inventory  is  not,  in  strictness,  essential  to  the  validity 
of  a  levy.     Watts  v.  Cleveland,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  653. 

The  officer  ought  always  to  levy  upon  sufficient  property  to  satisfy 
the  execution,  if  so  much  property  can  be  found ;  and  yet  he  ought  not 
to  take  an  unreasonable  quantity  of  property,  since  the  object  of  the 
law  is  to  secure  the  debt  with  as  little  inconvenience  as  possible  to  the 
debtor.  But  the  law  does  not  impose  any  restriction  as  to  the  amount 
of  property  which  may  be  taken,  nor  does  it  require  that  all  of  the 
property  which  is  taken  shall  be  levied  upon  at  the  same  time.  Den- 
vrey  v.  Fox,  22  Barb.  522.  And  even  though  an  officer  were  to  levy 
upon  property  sufficient  to  satisfy  an  execution,  and  he  should  then 
levy  upon  other  property  at  a  different  and  subsequent  time,  and  sell 
that  to  satisfy  the  execution,  this  would  not  be  sufficient  ground  to 
sustain  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  officer  for  making  the  second 
levy.  lb.  The  remedy  against  an  officer  in  such  a  case  would  be  for 
an  excessive  levy.  lb.  To  constitute  a  levy  the  officer  must  undoubt- 
edly see  the  goods,  and  they  must  be  within  his  power,  at  least  so  far 
as  to  assert  title  to  them  in  the  presence  of  those  who  may  be  opposed 
to  the  execution  of  the  process ;  but  it  is  never  necessary  that  the 
debtor's  consent  should  be  obtained,  or  that  he  should  acquiesce  in  the 
levy.  Artis(ms\  Bamk  v.  TreadweU,  34  Barb.  553.  If  an  officer 
should  wantonly  make  an  excessive  levy,  the  execution  debtor  would 
have  a  remedy  by  an  action  on  the  case.     Dezell  v.  Oddl,  3  Hill,  215. 
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Form  of  indorsement  hy  constable  of  a  levy. 

By  virtue  of  the  within  execution,  I  have  levied  on  two  red  cows, 
one  bay  mare,  the  property  of  the  defendant,  etc.,  this  28th  day  of 
April,  1865.  JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable. 

8a/me,  where  an  inventory  is  attached. 

By  virtue  of  the  within  execution,  I  have,  this  28th  day  of  April, 
1865,  levied  on  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  mentioned  in 
the  annexed  inventory.  JAMES  PIEESON,  Constable. 

Form  of  an  inventory  to  be  attached. 

An  inventory  of  goods  and  chattels  this  day  levied  upon  and  taken 
into  my  custody,  by  virtue  of  the  annexed  execution : 

One  red  cow.  One  stack  of  hay. 

Ten  sheep.  Ten  common  chairs. 

Three  hogs,  One  sofa. 

JAMES  PIEESON,  Constable. 

§  11.  Disposition  of  goods  after  levy.  It  has  been  already  seen, 
ante,  884,  that  an  officer  on  making  a  levy  is  not  bound  to  remove  the 
goods,  but  may  leave  them  in  the  defendant's  possession  ;  and  if  he 
does  this  without  security  it  is  at  his  own  risk.  The  usual  practice, 
however,  is  for  the  officer  to  take  a  receipt  for  the  goods  ana  chattels 
levied  on,  with  an  agreement  to  deliver  it  to  the  olficer  on  demand,  or 
to  pay  the  amount  of  the  execution.  This  receipt  is  usually  signed  by 
some  friend  of  the  defendant,  and  the  property  is  then  left  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  defendant  until  such  time  as  may  be  appointed  for  its 
sale.  The  liabilities  of  a  receiptor  have  been  pointed  out  elsewhere. 
Yol.  1,  p.  662. 

Form  of  receipt  for  goods  levied  upon. 
JUSTICE'S  OOUET. 


Daniel  Stewart 

agst. 

Peter  L.  Frederick. 


1- 


Execution  issued  by  Peter  W.  Plantz,  one  of  the  justices  of 

the  peace  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  for $175  00 

Constable's  fees  for  collecting 2  50 

$1T7  50 


Under  and  by  virtue  of  the  execution  above  described,  James  Pier- 
son,  a  constable  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  has  levied  upon  the  following 
goods  and  chattels,  the  property  of  the  said  Peter  L.  Frederick,  viz. : 
XEimmerate  or  describe  the  articles.)  Received  this  28th  day  of  April, 
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1865,  of  the  said  James  Pierson,  the  goods  and  chattels  above- 
mentioned,  which  I  promise  to  dehver  to  him  at  any  time  when 
he  shall  demand  the  same,  at  the  dwelling-house  (or  ham  m'  other 
agreed  place)  of  the  above-named  Peter  L.  Frederick,  in  the  town  of 
Mayfield,  in  the  eonnty  of  Fulton ;  or,  in  default  thereof,  I  do  hereby 
agree  and  promise  to  pay  him  the  amoimt  of  the  said  execution,  with 
the  said  costs  and  fees  for  the  collection  thereof. 

BEADFOED  T.  SIMMONS. 

The  constable  may  specify  in  the  receipt  the  time  and  place  for  the 
delivery  of  the  property  levied  upon,  and  the  receiptor  will  then  be 
bound  to  comply  with  its  terms.  But  no  action  will  lie  against  the 
receiptor  until  a  proper  demand  of  the  property  has  been  made.  And 
in  an  action  against  him  it  will  be  a  good  defense  to  show  that  the 
property  has  been  taken  from  him  by  the  rightful  owner.  Harvey  v. 
Lane,  12  "Wend.  563. 

§  12.  Rights  and  liabilities  of  constable  after  leyy.  After  mak- 
ing a  levy  upon  goods,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  exercise  proper 
care  for  their  safety.  And  if  they  are  injured,  he  may  maintain  an  ac- 
tion against  the  wrong-doer.  He  is  not  regarded  as  an  insurer  of  the 
goods,  though  he  will  be  held  responsible  if  they  are  lost  through  his 
own  neglect,  or  from  that  of  others  to  whom  he  may  have  intrusted 
their  keeping.  Browning  v.  Hanford,  5  Hill,  588 ;  S.  C,  5  Denio, 
586  ;  Moore  v.  Westervelt,  27  N.  Y.  234  ;  S.  0.,  25  How.  277. 

Where  an  execution  is  levied  upon  the  goods  in  a  store,  it  is  a  con- 
tinuing levy  which  will  cover  goods  purchased  bj'  the  judgment 
debtor,  at  a  time  subsequent  to  the  levy,  and  during  the  life  of  the 
execution,  and  placed  in  the  same  store,  if  such  goods  are  of  the  same 
general  description  as  those  levied  on,  and  have  been  purchased  to 
supply  the  place  of  those  sold  by  the  debtor,  after  such  levy,  or  as  an 
addition  to  the  original  stock.  Roth  v.  Wells,  41  Barb.  194;  S.  0. 
affirmed,  29  IST.  Y.  471. 

And  where  goods  have  thus  been  levied  upon,  if  the  debtor  removes 
or  sells  a  portion  of  them,  and  he  then  substitutes  others  of  a  similar 
description  in  their  place,  the  property  thus  substituted  takes  the  place 
of  that  which  was  sold  or  removed,  and  becomes  subject  to  the  lien  of 
the  execution  without  any  new  levy.  lb.  And  if  the  debtor,  when 
called  upon  under  such  circumstances,  refuses  to  designate  the  property 
which  he  claims  is  not  covered  by  the  levy,  he  will  be  estopped  from 
subsequently  maintaining  an  action  against  the  officer  for  the  value  of 
the  property  taken  by  him  under  the  execution.  lb. 

A  sheriff  who  levies  upon  goods  under  an  execution,  as  the  property 
of  the  defendant  therein,  may,  when  he  discovers  that  the  goods  be- 
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long  to  another  person,  relinquish  the  levy,  and  return  the  execution, 
no  goods  found.  Bli/oin  v.  BleaMey,  23  How.  124.  But  if  an  action 
is  brought  against  the  oflScer  for  a  false  return  to  the  execution,  the 
burden  of  showing  property  out  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution  is 
thrown  upon  him,  when  the  good  faitli  of  the  return  is  put  in  contra 
versy.  lb. 

Where  a  sheriff  levies  upon  property  which  cannot  be  immediatelj 
removed  or  reduced  to  possession,  as  upon  growing  crops  of  grain,  it 
will  be  sufficient  to  make  the  levy  openly  and  publicly,  and  the  sale  may 
then  be  deferred  until  the  time  for  harvesting.  Whipple  v.  Foot,  2 
Johns.  418. 

§  13.  Effect  of  a  levy.  It  has  been  held,  in  some  of  the  older 
cases,  that  the  mere  act  of  levying  upon  sufficient  personal  property  to 
satisfy  the  execution  amounts  to  a  satisfaction  or  extinguishment  of 
the  judgment  on  which  it  was  issued,  unless  the  property  was  fraudu- 
lently withdrawn,  by  the  defendant,  from  the  possession  of  the  officer. 
But  such  is  not  the  present  rule ;  and  although  the  levy  may  cover 
property  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execution,  yet  if  it  fails  to  produce  a 
satisfaction  in  fact,  without  any"  faiilt  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  he 
may  proceed  to  obtain  satisfaction  by  a  new  levy  upon  other  goods.  A 
mere  levy  upon  sufficient  goods  and  chattels  to  satisfy  an  execution, 
where  nothing  more  is  done  by  the  officer  than  to  make  the  levy,  will 
never  amount  to  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  People  v.  Eopson,  1 
Benio,  574,  578 ;  Waddell  v.  Mmendorf.  5  id.  447.  A  mere  levy 
neither  gives  any  thing  to  the  creditor  nor  takes  any  thing  from  the 
debtor.  It  does  not  divest  a  title ;  it  only  creates  a  lien  upon  the  prop- 
erty. It  frequently  happens  that  the  le^y  is  overreached  by  some 
other  lien,  is  abandoned  for  the  benefit  of  the  debtor,  or  is  defeated  by 
his  misconduct ;  and  in  such  cases  there  is  no  reason  for  holdhig  that 
the  judgment  is  satisfied.  lb. 

If  property  is  sold  upon  an  execution  issued  upon  a  justice's  judg- 
ment, and  the  execution  is  returned  satisfied,  but  the  defendant  subse- 
quently sues  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  and  recovers  the  value  of 
the  property  sold,  on  the  groimd  that  it  was  exempt  by  law  from  exe- 
cution, the  plaintiff  may  sue  and  recover  a  new  judgment,  and  then  is- 
sue execution  thereon  and  collect  the  amount.  Piper  v.  Mwood,  4 
Denio,  165.  A  justice  lias  no  power  to  strike  out  the  return  on  the 
execution  and  then  issue  a  new  one,  and,  therefore,  an  action  upon  the 
judgment  is  the  appropriate  remedy.  lb.  A  mere  levy  upon  property 
sufficient  to  satisfy  an  execution  will  not  amount  to  a  satisfaction  of 
the  judgment,  although  the  officer  remains  in  possession  of  the  goods 
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for  a  day  and  a  half,  whea  he  abandons  the  levy,  and  leaves  the  goods 
in  the  defendant's  possession,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  refused 
to  indemnify  him.     Radde  v.  Whitney,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  378. 

So,  where  a  levy  was  made  by  a  constable  who  was  at  the  time  a 
minor,  and  he  abandoned  the  levy  to  relieve  himself  from  the  conse- 
quences of  his  imlawful  act  in  taking  upon  himself  the  duties  of  the 
office  while  under  age,  this  was  held  not  to  be  a  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment, although  the  value  of  the  property  levied  upon  was  equal  to  the 
amount  of  the  judgment.  Oreen  v.  Bwrke,  23  Wend.  490.  Where 
the  debtor  has  neither  paid  the  debt  nor  been  deprived  of  his  property, 
a  mere  levy  upon  his  property  will  not  amount  to  a  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment.  Peck  v.  Tiffany,  2  N.  Y.  451.  But  where  an  officer  levies 
an  execution  upon  property  sufficient  to  satisfy  it,  and  through  his  negli- 
gence or  misconduct  the  property  is  lost,  destroyed  or  disposed  of,  so 
"that  the  defendant  is  deprived  of  the  benefit  thereof,  it  is  a  satisfac- 
tion of  the  judgment,  and  the  plaintiff  must  seek  his  remedy  against 
the  officer.  lb.  Where  goods  and  chattels  are  levied  upon  by  virtue  of 
an  execution,  the  levy  will  inure  to  the  benefit  of  any  other  execution 
which  is  subsequently  delivered  to  the  officer  during  the  life  of  the  first 
execution,  and  without  making  any  new  levy  imder  the  latter  execu- 
tion, lb. ;  Bvrdseye  v.  Ray,  4  Hill,  160 ;  Cresson  v.  Stout,  17 
Johns.  116 ;  Bussell  v.  Gibbs,  4  Cow.  390 ;  Jones  v.  Atherton,  7 
Taunt.  56. 

§  14.  Sale  of  chattels  under  execution.  After  a  constable  has 
levied  upon  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  or  the  party  against 
whom  the  execution  has  been  issued,  the  latter  may  prevent  further 
proceedings  by  paying  the  amount  levied  to  the  officer ;  and  this  will 
be  deemed  a  good  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  the  party  entitled  to 
it.  Jackson  v.  Law,  5  Cow.  248.  If  the  money  is  not  paid,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  constable  to  proceed  immediately  in  the  matter  of  making 

a  sale. 

A  constable  who  has  levied  upon  goods  and  chattels  is  not  permitted 
to  advance  his  own  money  for  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff,  and  then  to 
retain  a  right  to  subsequently  enforce  the  execution  upon  the  property 
for  his  own  benefit.  Reed  v.  Pruyn,  7  Johns.  426.  Nor  can  he  take  a 
bond,  or  other  security,  from  the  defendant,  and  retain  the  execution 
in  his  hands,  and  use  it  afterward  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  money 
advanced  by  him.  lb. ;  Sherman  v.  Boyce,  15  Johns.  443  ;  Ca/rpenter 
V.  StUwell,  11  N.  Y.  61,  67 ;  Bigelow  v.  Provost,  5  Hill,  566.  Nor 
can  he  deliver  the  goods  to  the  plaintiff  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  but 
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they  mnst  be  sold,  and  so  much  of  the  availj  paid  over  to  him  as  will 
satisfy  his  execution.  Thomson  v.  Clerk,  Cro.  Eliz.  504. 

The  statute  requires  the  constable  who  takes  personal  property  into 
his  custody  by  virtue  of  an  execution  to  immediately  post  conspicu- 
ously in  at  least  three  places  of  the  city  or  town  in  which  the  property 
was  taken,  written  or  printed  notices,  signed  by  him,  describing  the 
property,  and  specifying  the  place  within  the  same  city  or  town  where, 
and  the  time,  not  less  than  six  days  after  the  posting,  when  it  will  be 
exposed  for  sale.  Vol.  1,  p.  50,  §  3029. 

Constables  notice  of  sale. 

By  virtue  of  an  execution  {or  several  executions)  issued  from  a  jus- 
tice's court,  against  the  property  of  Richard  Roe,  I  have  seized,  and 
taken  (juime  the  articles  withparticula/rity),  which  I  will  expose  to  sale 
at  public  vendue,  to  the  highest  bidder,  on  the  10th  day  of  May,  1865, 
at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  at  the  dwelling-house  {or  ham)  of  said 
Richard  Roe,  in  the  town  of  Broadalbin. 

Dated  May  i,  1865.     GARRET  YAJST  YRANKEN,   Constable. 

The  sale  must  be  made  at  the  time  and  place  fixed  by  the  notice, 
unless  the  sale  is  for  some  cause  postponed.  The  constable  having  an 
execution  to  collect  may  postpone  the  sale  thereon  from  time  to  time  as 
he  may  deem  proper,  except  that  he  cannot  extend  the  time  beyond  the 
return  day  of  the  process.  This  right  of  postponement  may  be  exer- 
cised at  any  time  before  the  sale  is  complete ;  and,  therefore,  postpone- 
ment win  be  regular  and  legal,  although  it  may  have  been  made  after 
the  sale  has  been  commenced  by  receiving  bids  on  the  property.  Tirt- 
kom  V.  Purdy,  5  Johns.  345.  Such  postponement  may  be  to  a  differ- 
ent place  from  that  specified  in  the  notice,  and  a  sale  completed  at  the 
adjourned  place  will  be  vahd  if  there  is  no  fraud  or  abuse  of  the  pro- 
cess, lb. 

If  the  officer  finds  that  a  sale  at  the  time  advertised  cannot  take 
place,  without  producing  a  great  sacrifice  of  property  and  that  no  in- 
jury can  result  to  the  plaintiif  from  the  delay,  it  is  his  duty  to  post- 
pone the  sale.  McDonald  v.  Neilson,  2  Cow.  140,  190,  191.  He  is 
bound  to  take  all  lawful  and  necessary  measures  to  secure  the  sum 
which  he  is  directed  to  levy ;  but  as  to  the  time,  manner,  and  place  of 
sale,  he  is  vested  with  a  sound  discretion.  lb.  The  sale,  however,  must 
not  be  out  of  the  town  in  which  the  goods  and  chattels  were  taken, 
when  the  execution  is  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace. 

A  postponement  to  be  regular  should  be  made  at  the  time  and  place 
of  sale.  The  object  to  be  attained  by  allowing  the  postponement  is  to 
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prevent  a  sacrifice  of  the  property  when  the  officer  ascertains  that  a 
fair  price  cannot  be  obtained  by  the  absence  of  bidders  or  other  cause ; 
and  ordinarily  this  can  be  ascertained  only  at  the  time  and  place  of  sale. 
If  a  sale  can  be  postponed  before  the  day  of  sale,  which  is  extremely 
doubtful,  the  prior  notice  of  sale  must  be  treated  as  'abandoned,  and  a 
new  notice  must  be  given  for  the  full  time  fixed  by  the  statute.  Fred- 
erick V.  Wheelook,  3  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  210.  If  a  notice  of  postpone- 
ment is  once  given,  it  cannot  afterward  be  disregarded,  and  a  valid 
sale  of  the  property  made  on  the  day  fixed  in  the  original  notice.  Such 
a  sale  would  be  void,  and  the  officer  would  be  liable  to  the  execution 
debtor  for  wrongful  act.  lb. 

A  sale  of  property  under  an  execution,  whether  made  on  the  day 
designated  in  the  notice  of  sale,  or  on  a  day  to  which  the  sale  has  been 
regularly  postponed,  must  be  made  at  public  auction,  between  the  hours 
of  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning  and  sunset.  Yol.  1,  p.  50,  §  1384.  If 
made  after  sunset  the  sale  will  be  void.  Carnrick  v.  Myers,  14  Barb. 
9.  It  must  be  made  upon  some  day  before  the  time  limited  for  the 
return  of  the  execution,  xmless  the  execution  has  been  renewed ;  and  if 
the  execution  has  been  2'enewed  the  sale  must  take  place  before  the 
expiration  of  the  time  for  which  it  was  renewed.  "Vol.  1,  p.  53,  §  3040. 
The  sale  must  take  place  where  the  property  is,  and  if  the  property  is 
not  present,  but  at  a  distance  of  several  miles  from  the  place  of  sale, 
such  sale  will  be  void.  Cresson  v.  Stout,  17  Johns.  116.  The  property 
must,  as  a  general  rule,  be  present  at  tlie  sale,  and  it  ought  to  be  pointed 
out  so  that  bidders  may  examine  and  inspect  the  articles  to  be  sold. 
Warring  v.  Loomis,  4  Barb.  484.  The  articles  ought  to  be  so  specifi- 
cally pointed  out  and  designated  that  the  purchaser  knows  precisely 
what  particular  article  or  articles  he  is  purchasing.  lb.  "Where  a 
constable  levied  upon  thirteen  sheep,  generally,  and  on  the  day  of  the 
sale  the  sheep  of  the  defendant,  numbering  some  twenty-two,  were  all 
present  and  in  a  flock,  and  the  officer  offered  thirteen  of  them  for  sale, 
without  designating  which,  and  in  reply  to  the  question  of  a  bidder  as 
to  which  sheep  he  sold,  he  replied,  "  the  best,  the  fattest  of  them,"  it 
was  held  that  no  title  passed  to  sheep  thus  sold.  lb.  In  such  a  case 
the  purchaser  does  not  acquire  any  right  to  select  thirteen  sheep  out  of 
the  flock,  and  he  will  be  liable  in  trover  for  their  value  if  he  does  so. 
lb. 

An  officer  who  makes  a  judicial  sale  must  separate  the  property  he 
sells  from  the  mass  of  property  with  which  it  is  mixed,  or  the  title  will 
not  pass.  Stevens  v.  Eno,  10  Barb.  95.  The  officer  has  no  right  to 
leave  any  question  to  be  settled  between  the  piirchaser  and  the  defend- 
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ant  in  the  execution  as  to  what  property  was  sold,  npr  to  leave  unset- 
tled any  question  as  to  the  quantity  purchased  by  the  bidder.  lb. 
"Where  hay  is  put  up  into  a  stack  an  officer  cannot  sell  a  specified 
number  of  pounds  of  it,  as  it  stands  in  the  stack,  and  reserving  a  right 
to  the  purchaser  to  separate  it  at  a  future  time.  lb.  And  if  the  purchaser 
subsequently  takes  any  portion  of  the  hay  he  will  be  a  trespasser,  for 
the  reason  that  the  sale  is  entirely  void.  lb. 

The  statute  declares  that  personal  property  must  be  offered  for  sale 
in  such  lots  and  parcels  as  are  calculated  to  bring  the  highest  price  ;  and 
that  it  shall  not  be  offered  for  saJe  unless  it  is  present,  and  within  the 
view  of  those  attending  the  sale,  except  where  the  officer  is  expressly 
authorized  by  the  statute  to  sell  property  not  in  his  possession.  Yol. 
1,  p.  51,  §  li28.     See  TugweU  v.  Bussing,  2  Hun,  160. 

Where  personal  property  consisting  of  several  articles  is  sold  on  an 
execution,  subject  to  a  chattel  mortgage,  the  whole  ought  to  be  sold  in 
one  parcel.  Tifft  v.  Barton,  4  Denio,  171.  And  see  Manning  v.  Mon- 
aghan,  23  N.  T.  539.  And  where  the  property  so  sold  consisted  of  a 
great  many  articles,  which  were  at  different  places  in  the  buildings  and 
fields,  upon  the  defendant's  farm,  so  that  the  whole  of  them  could  not 
readily  be  brought  at  one  time  within  view  of  the  officer,  it  was  held 
that  he  ought  first  to  declare  and  point  out  to  the  bidders  the  property 
to  be  sold,  and  that  he  might  then  sell  the  whole  together  on  the  prem- 
ises, although  it  should  not  all  be  at  once  within  his  view.  lb.  So 
there  may  be  other  cases  in  which  the  party  need  not  be  within  the 
actual  view  of  the  bidder  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  Where  the  property 
in  a  printing  and  publishing  establishment  was  sold  under  an  execution, 
and  a  part  of  the  articles  consisted  of  stereotype  plates,  which  were  not 
actually  in  view  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  but  were  in  a  vault  connected 
with  the  building,  and  in  a  separate  room,  which  was  open,  and  the 
plates  readily  accessible  for  examination  by  any  person  wishing  to  see 
them,  it  was  held  that  the  sale  might  be  made  by  exhibiting  impres- 
sions from  the  plates,  especially  when  it  appeared  that  this  was  the 
usual  mode  of  selling  them,  and  that  they  would  be  likely  to  suffer 
injury  from  handling.     Bruce  v.  Westsrvelt,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  440. 

Wliere  property  is  sold  under  an  execution,  and  a  part  of  it  is  present 
at  the  sale,  while  the  remainder  is  absent  therefrom,  the  sale  will  be 
vahd  as  to  that  part  which  was  present,  although  it  may  be  void  as  to 
that  which  is  absent.     Zinnendoll  v.  Doe,  14  Johns.  222. 

If  no  bidders  attend  the  sale  the  officer  ought  to  postpone  it,  and 
he  should  then  give  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  that  fact,  and  of  the  time 
and  place  to  which  the  sale  has  been  adjourned.     In  that  case  it  is  the 
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duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  attend  the  sale  and  bid  on  the  property  him- 
self, and  if  he  neglects  or  refuses  to  do  so,  and  no  other  bidders  attend, 
the  officer  may  return  that  the  goods  remain  on  hand  for  want  of  bid- 
ders. The  rule  is  the  same  where  the  property  cannot  be  sold  except 
at  a  great  sacrifice.  And  if  an  officer  should  sell  goods  at  a  very  great 
sacrifice,  he  would  be  liable  to  an  action  in  favor  of  the  injured  party 
whose  property  was  thus  sacrificed.     Knightley  v.  Birc/i,  3  Camp.  521. 

If  an  officer  should  sell  property  worth  $300  or  $400,  for  the  sum 
of  $75,  and  an  action  was  brought  against  him  for  damages,  it  would 
be  no  legal  excuse  or  defense  to  show  that  the  property  was  sold  to  the 
highest  bidder,  lb. 

A  sale  upon  an  execution  will  pass  no  greater  title  to  the  purchaser 
than  the  defendant  in  the  execution  has  in  the  same  property.  Snedeker 
v.  Snedeker,  18  Hun,  355 ;  Fa/rrant  v.  Thompson,  5  Bam.  &  Aid. 
826.  In  the  case  last  cited  it  appeared  that  certain  mill  machinery, 
together  with  a  mill,  had  been  demised  to  a  tenant  for  a  certain  tei-m, 
and  that  he,  without  the  permission  of  his  landlord,  had  severed  the 
machinery  from  the  mill,  and  that  it  had  been  afterward  seized  by  an 
officer  under  an  execution  and  sold  by  him,  and  it  was  held  that  no 
title  to  the  property  passed  to  the  vendee,  and  that  the  landlord  might 
maintain  trover  for  the  machinery,  even  during  the  continuance  of  the 
terra.  lb.  See,  also,  the  cases  cited  in  the  note  to  Morley  v.  Atten- 
lorough,  3  Exch.  500,  514.  See  also  vol.  2,  p.  943.  It  is  the  duty  of 
the  officer  to  sell  property  enough  to  satisfy  the  execution  held  by  him ; 
but  if  he  sells  property  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execution,  and  he  then 
sells  other  property,  he  will  be  liable  in  trover  for  the  excess  of  property 
thus  sold.  Batohdor  v.  Yyse,  4  Moore  &  Scott,  552 ;  Aid/red  v.  Gon- 
staUe,  6  Q.  B.  370 ;  Stead  v.  Qascoigne,  8  Taunt.  527.  As  to  the 
effect  which  the  statute  of  frauds  has  upon  sales,  see  vol.  2,  pp.  110-128. 
Where  a  sale  is  made  at  auction  the  contract  is  not  complete  until  the 
bid  is  accepted,  by  striking  off  the  article  to  the  purchaser ;  and  at'  any 
time  before  this  is  done  the  bidder  may  retract  his  offer,  which  will 
terminate  the  contract.  Payne  v.  Cave,  3  Term  Eep.  148.  The  bid 
is  a  mere  proposition  by  one  party,  and  it  cannot  form  a  contract  until 
it  is  accepted  by  the  other.  lb.  If,  however,  the  goods  are  actually 
struck  off  to  the  bidder,  before  the  bid  is  retracted,  the  sale  is  then 
complete,  ana  the  bidder  is  liable  for  the  price.  And  if  he  refuses  to 
accept  and  pay  for  them  the  officer  may  immediately  put  them  up  at 
auction  and  resell  them  to  the  highest  bidder ;  and  if  there  is  a  deficiency 
between  the  price  bid  by  the  first  purchaser  and  the  sum  for  which  the 
goods  sold  on  the  resale,  the  first  purchaser  is  liable  for  the  difference. 
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Vol.  2,  pp.  64,  345,  346.  When  the  vakie  of  the  goods  sold  exceeds 
the  sum  of  $50  the  requirements  of  the  statute  of  frauds  must 
be  observed.  Id.,  p.  110.  A  proper  entry  in  the  memorandum 
book  of  the  sale  will  be  sufficient ;  and  so  will  a  part  payment  or  a  part 
delivery  of  the  same.  lb.  But  to  prevent  all  questions  the  prudent 
course  will  be  to  require  a  written,  signed  memorandum  from  ,the 
purchaser,  which  may  be  brief,  as  in  the  following  form : 

Memorandum  of  sale  of  goods,  etc. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COUET. 


John  Doe 

agst. 

Richard  Roe. 


Before  Haeley  Baetlett,  Esq.,  Justice. 


May  2,  1865,  "William  Vail  bought  of  Jacob  Lawyer,  constable,  at 
auction,  on  an  execution  issued  in  this  action, 

One  bay  horse $150  00 

WILLIAM  VAIL. 

The  memorandum  may  also  be  signed  by  the  officer,  though  this  is 
not  necessary,  since  the  statute  merely  requires  that  it  shall  be  signed 
by  the  party  who  is  to  be  charged  upon  it.  Vol.  2,  pp.  110,  111. 
The  plaintiff  may  purchase  the  goods  at  the  sale ;  and  in  that  case  the 
officer  may  deliver  them  to  him,  without  payment,  and  credit  the  amount 
to  the  defendant  on  the  execution.  Nichols  v.  Ketoham,  19  Johns.  84. 
But  if  the  purchase  amounts  to  more  than  the  sum  due  on  the  execu- 
tion the  balance  must  be  paid  over  to  the  officer,  who  must  return  it  to 
the  defendant.  lb. 

A  plaintiff  who  bids  off  goods  which  are  sold  on  an  execution  in  his 
own  favor  need  not  pay  the  money  in  ordinary  cases ;  and  yet,  if  there 
is  a  dispute  between  him  and  other  execution  creditors,  as  to  who  is 
entitled  to  the  money  arising  from  the  sale,  the  constable  may  refuse 
to  accept  his  bid,  or  to  deliver  the  property  to  him  until  the  money  is 
paid ;  and  if  payment  is  refused  he  may  resell  the  property.  Bussell 
V.  Oihls,  5  Cow.  390,  396. 

But  if  the  property  is  sold  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  officer 
he  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  the  price  bid,  if  the  plaintiff  can  show 
that  the  money  legally  belongs  to  him.  lb. 

The  right  and  interest  of  the  pledgor  of  goods  and  chattels  cannot 
be  sold  on  an  execution,  unless  they  are  present  and  within  the  view 
of  those  attending  the  sale.  Bahewe]l\.  Ellsworth,  6  Hill,  484;  Stief 
V.  EoA-t,  1  N.  T.  20.  Where  such  right  and  interest  have  been  levied 
upon,  the  officer  may  take  actual  possession  of  the  chattels,  and  hold 
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them  until  he  sells.  lb.  But  after  the  sale,  the  pledgee  is  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  them,  which  he  may  retain  until  the  purchaser  re- 
deems them.  lb. 

§  1 5.  Execution  in  replevin  actions.  The  execution  itself  points 
out  the  constable's  duty  when  the  action  was  for  the  recovery  of  the 
possession  of  personal  property.  See  form,  ante,  863.  If  the  property 
is  in  possession  of  the  successful  party  at  the  time  of  rendering  the 
judgment,  there  will  not  be  any  need  of  a  clause  in  the  execution  di- 
recting a  return  or  delivery  of  the  property  to  that  party.  The  execu- 
tion will  be  sufficient  in  that  case,  if  it  directs  the  collection  of  the 
damages  and  costs  awarded  by  the  judgment.  If  the  plaintiff  succeeds 
in  the  action,  and  the  property  is  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  in 
pursuance  of  the  law  permitting  him  to  retain  it  by  giving  a  bond,  the 
officer  should  demand  the  property  of  the  defendant.  If  the  demand 
is  complied  with,  the  officer  will  take  the  property  and  deliver  it  to 
the  plaintiff.  If  the  property  is  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  and 
it  is  in  a  place  where  the  officer  may  lawfully  take  it,  he  should  promptly 
take  it  into  his  possession  and  return  it  to  the  plaintiff. 

For  the  purpose  of  taking  possession  of  a  chattel  by  virtue  of  an  exe- 
cution in  an  action  of  replevin,  the  powers  of  the  constable  are  the  same 
as  upon  a  requisition  to  replevy  a  chattel.  Vol.  1,  p.  25,  §  1732.  If 
the  chattel  is  concealed  in  a  building  or  inclosure,  the  constable  must 
publicly  demand  its  delivery.  If  it  is  not  delivered  pursuant  to  the 
demand,  he  must  cause  the  building  or  inclosure  to  be  broken  open, 
and  must  take  the  chattel  into  his  possession.  Id.,  p.  20,  §  1701. 
The  powers  of  a  constable  acting  under  a  requisition  to  replevy  have 
been  sufficiently  pointed  out.     Ante,  212. 

If  the  specific  property  is  delivered  to  the  officer,  and  the  execution 
also  directs  the  collection  of  damages  and  costs,  he  must  then  levy  upon 
the  defendant's  property  and  make  the  amount  as  in  ordinary  cases. 
If  the  plaintiff  has  taken  the  property  on  his  replevin  proceedings,  and 
has  retained  them  since  that  time  until  the  rendition  of  the  judgment, 
and  such  judgment  is  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  a  return  of  the  prop- 
erty to  him,  the  practice,  as  to  the  right  to  break  buildings,  and  the 
like  wiU  be  the  same  as  where  the  plaintiff  has  an  execution  for  the  re- 
turn of  the  property. 

"Whether  the  officer  may  arrest  and  imprison  the  judgment  debtor 
under  an  execution  issued  upon  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel,  depends  upon  the  form  of 
the  execution,  and  the  ability  of  the  officer  to  find  sufficient  property 
of  the  judgment  debtor  to  satisfy  it.     If  the  execution  commands  the 
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constable,  if  sufficient  personal  property  cannot  be  found  to  satisfy  the 
judgment,  to  arrest  the  judgment  debtor,  and  to  convey  him  ^o  the  jail 
of  the  county,  there  to  remain  until  he  pays  the  judgment  or  is  dis- 
charged according  to  law,  the  officer  must  execute  the  mandate  accord- 
ing to  its  commands. 

To  authorize  a  justice  of  the  peace  to  issue  an  execution  against  a 
judgment  debtor  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel  three  things  must 
concur : 

1.  The  judgment  debtor  must  be  a  male  person  ; 

2.  The  chattel,  to  recover  which  the  action  was  brought,  must  have 
been  embezzled  or  fraudulently  misapplied  by  a  public  officer,  or  by 
an  attorney,  solicitor  or  counselor,  or  by  an  officer  or  agent  of  a  cor- 
poration or  banking  association,  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  or  by 
a  factor,  agent  or  broker  or  other  person  in  a  fiduciary  capacity ;  and 

3.  An  order  of  arrest  must  have  been  granted  and  executed  in  the 
action.  See  vol.  1,  p.  48,  §  3026 ;  id.,  p.  62,  §  3038 ;  id.,  p.  23,  §  1373. 
Unless  these  three  things  concur  no  execution  against  the  person  of  the 
judgment-debtor  can  be  issued  iu  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel. 

§  16.  Execution  against  tlie  person.  The  Code  does  not  author- 
ize a  justice  of  the  peace  to  issue  an  execution  against  the  person  of  a 
female  upon  a  judgment  rendered  by  him  in  any  civil  action.  It  au- 
thorizes that  form  of  execution  against  male  persons  only.  Id.,  p.  48, 
§  3026.  The  cases  in  which  an  execution  may  issue  against  the  person 
of  a  judgment  debtor  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel  have  been  no- 
ticed in  the  preceding  section.  An  execution  against  the  person  may 
also  issue  in  an  action  to  recover  a  fine  or  penalty,  or  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  a  personal  injury ;  an  injury  to  property  including  the  wrong- 
ful taking,  detention  or  conversion  of  personal  property,  misconduct  or 
neglect  in  office,  or  in  a  professional  employment,  fraud  or  deceit.  In 
either  of  these  actions  an  execution  issues  against  the  person  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  as  of  course,  whether  an  order  of  arrest  was  granted  in 
the  action  or  not.  Such  an  execution  will  also  issue  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  for  money  received,  where  it  appears  that  the  money  was 
received  by  a  public  officer,  or  by  an  attorney,  solicitor  or  counselor,  or 
by  an  officer  or  agent  of  a  corporation  or  banking  association,  in  the 
course  of  his  employment ;  or  by  a  factor,  agent,  broker  or  other  person 
in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  but  not  unless  an  order  of  arrest  has  been  granted 
and  executed  in  the  action.  Id.,  p.  48,  §  3026.  But,  even  where 
the  defendant  is  liable  to  imprisonment  upon  an  execution,  he  cannot 
be  arrested  if  he  has  sufficient  property  liable  to  execution,  which  is 
within  reach  of  the  officer  if  he  chose  to  levy  upon  it.     Upon  receiv- 
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ing  such  an  execution,  the  first  duty  of  the  officer  is  to  search  for  goods 
and  chattels  upon  which  to  levy  and  make  the  amount  required  by  the 
execution.  Hollister  v.  Johnson,  4  "Wend.  639.  If  there  is  sufficient 
property  available  to  satisfy  the  execution,  the  officer  has  no  right  to 
arrest  and  imprison  the  defendant,  and  any  such  arrest  would  subject 
him  to  an  action  for  a  false  imprisonment.  lb.  If  an  officer,  without 
searching  or  inquiring  for  property,  proceeds  at  once  to  arrest  the  de- 
fendant, and  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant  had  property  in  his  open 
and  visible  possession  at  the  time,  which  was  liable  to  execution,  the 
officer  will  be  liable  for  making  the  arrest.  lb. 

The  acts  or  declarations  of  the  defendant  may,  in  some  cases,  relieve 
an  officer  from  searching  for  property,  as  where  he  informs  the  officer 
that  he  has  no  property  upon  which  a  levy  can  be  made,  and  if  the  offi- 
cer takes  him  at  his  word,  and  in  good  faith  arrests  him  for  want  of 
property  on  which  to  levy,  the  defendant  will  be  estopped  from  ques- 
tioning the  legality  of  the  arrest.  lb. ;  White  v.  AsMon,  51  N.  T. 
280,  286. 

A  constable  has,  in  all  cases,  a  reasonable  time  to  search  for  property 
before  he  is  bound  to  arrest  the  defendant,  and  if  he  acts  in  good  faith 
he  will  not  incur  any  responsibility  by  omitting  to  take  the  body  until 
such  search  can  be  made.  Hollister  v.  Johnson,  4  Wend.  639-.  Bxit 
where  an  officer  has  an  execution  for  the  arrest  of  a  party,  he  is  bound 
to  use  all  reasonable  endeavors  to  execute  it,  and  he  should,  at  the  least, 
go  to  the  residence  of  such  party  to  find  him,  and  if,  instead  of  this,  he 
relies  upon  the  vague  information  which  he  may  happen  to  obtain  from 
mere  casual  inquiries  in  the  streets,  he  does  it  at  the  peril  of  being  lia- 
ble for  a  false  return,  where  he  returns  that  the  defendant  could  not 
be  found,  when  the  fact  is  really  otherwise.  Hi/rmiwn  v.  Borden,  10 
Wend.  367. 

The  general  rules  relating  to  arrests  iipon  an  order  of  arrest  are 
equally  applicable  to  an  execution.     Ante,  156  to  162. 

If  the  defendant  is  arrested  upon  the  execution,  and  it  is  not  then 
paid,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  take  the  body  of  the  defendant  and 
convey  him  to  the  common  jail  of  the  county,  and  to  deliver  him  to  the 
keeper  thereof.  Vol.  1,  p.  51,  §  3032.  If  the  plaintiff  is  defeated  in 
an  action  of  tort,  and  the  cause  of  action  is  such  that  he  might  have 
imprisoned  the  defendant,  in  case  he  had  been  successful,  the  defend- 
ant is,  in  that  case,  entitled  to  an  execution  against  the  person  of  the 
plaintiff.  Keeler  v.  Clark,  18  Abb.  154;  Miller  v.  Sch&rder,  2  N.  T. 
262 ;  Kloppenberg  v.  Neefus,  4  Sandf.  655 ;  Ca^vn  v.  Adirondack 
Co.,  20  Hun,  19  ;  Brown  v.  BrockeU,  55  How.  32. 
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It  was  held  at  Special  Term  in  a  case  arising  under  the  old  Code  that 
in  courts  of  record  there  may  be  cases  in  which  the  defendant  cannot 
issue  an  execution  against  a  plaintifE  who  has  been  defeated  in  an  ac- 
tion of  replevin.  Purchase  v.  Bellows^  23  How.  421.  But  in  that 
case  the  defendant  could  not  have  been  arrested  upon  the  execution  if 
the  judgment  had  been  against  him  ;  and  unless  he  could,  there  would 
be  no  reason  why  he  should  be  entitled  to  arrest  the  plaintifE.  The 
effect  of  taking  the  body  of  a  party  in  execution  is,  as  a  general  rule, 
a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  so  long  as  the  imprisonment  continues. 
The  judgment  is  not  thereby  absolutely  extinguished  but  the  imprison- 
ment bars  the  creditor  from  all  other  remedy  for  the  collection  of  the 
debt  while  the  debtor  is  in  custody.  After  the  imprisonment  is  at  an 
end  the  statute  in  certain  cases  revives  the  remedy  of  the  creditor 
against  the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor.  See  vol.  1,  p.  52,  § 
3037.  But  while  it  continues  no  other  or  different  satisfaction  can  be 
obtained.  The  same  consequences  follow  for  the  time  being,  as  from 
an  actual  satisfaction.     Koenig^.  Stechel,  58  N.    Y.  475.     And  see 

Cooper  V.  Bigalow,  1  Cow.   56  ;  Sunderlomd  v.  Loder,  5  "Wend.  58  ; 

WaJceman  v.  Lyon,  9  id.  241;  Ghapmcm  v.  Hatt,  11  id.  41.  If, 
however,  the  defendant  escape,  the  plaintiff  is  remitted  to  his 
former  rights,  the  imprisonment  is  no  longer  a  satisfaction,  and  the 
plaintiff  may  use  the  judgment  as  a  set-off  against  a  demand  of  the 
defendant,  or  proceed  anew  against  his  person  or  property.  Mc- 
Ouinty  v.  Rerridk.  5  "Wend.  240 ;  Wesson  v.  Chamberlain,  3  E".  Y. 
831. 

For  a  joint  trespass,  committed  by  two  persons,  the  party  injured 
has  his  election  to  prosecute  both  in  one  action,  or  to  sue  them  sepa- 
rately ;  and  in  the  latter  case,  if  he  recovers,  he  has  the  further  elec- 
tion wliich  damages  he  will  collect,  in  either  of  the  actions.  Kasson 
V.  People,  44  Barb.  347.  If  he  elects  to  sue  the  wrong-doers  separately, 
and  recovers  in  both  actions,  and  then  sues  out  an  execution  upon  one 
of  the  judgments  upon  which  the  defendant  is  committed  to  jail,  and 
then  the  assignee  of  both  judgments  gives  a  written  direction  to  the 
sheriff  to  discharge  that  defendant  from  custody,  the  imprisonment  of 
such  defendant  and  his  discharge  therefrom  by  the  assignee  will  oper- 
ate to  discharge  not  only  the  judgment  upon  which  such  defendant 
was  charged  in  execution,  but  also  the  judgment  against  the  other  joint 
trespasser ;  and  the  remedy  upon  both  judgments  is  gone.  lb.  In 
such  a  case,  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgments  is  eutitled  to  but  one  satis- 
faction for  the  injury  he  has  sustained  by  the  trespass  committed  by 
the  defendants  in  the  two  judgments ;  and  he  has  that  satisfaction  by 
113 
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the  imprisonment  of  one  of  them,  and  by  discharging  him  therefrom, 
lb.  And  see  Vidrard  v.  JFradneburg,  53  How.  339 ;  Bonesteel  v. 
Oarlingliouse^  60  Barb.  338 ;  vol.  2,  p.  750. 

§  17.  Discharge  of  imprisoned  debtor.  If  a  person  committed  to 
jail  by  virtue  of  an  execution  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  out 
of  the  municipal  court  of  Buffalo,  or  by  virtue  of  an  execution  issued 
by  a  county  clerk  on  a  transcript  of  a  judgment  recovered  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  or  in  the  said  municinal  court  of  Buffalo,  has  a 
family  within  the  State  for  which  he  provides,  he  must  be  discharged, 
after  remaining  in  custody,  either  with  or  without  being  admitted  to 
the  jail  liberties,  thirty  days ;  otherwise  he  must  be  discharged  after  so 
remaining  sixty  days.  Code  Civil  Pro.,  §  3033,  as  amended  in  1883. 
But  to  procure  such  discharge  he  must  make  and  deliver  to  the  sheriff 
or  jailer  an  affidavit  stating  the  facts  which  entitle  him  to  his  discharge. 
Vol.  1  p.  5  §  3034. 

Form  of  affidavit  to  obtain  discha/rge  from  jail. 
JUSTICE'S  COUKT. 

John  Doe  I 

agat.  \-  Before  Petek  W.  Plantz,  Esq.,  Justice. 

Richard  Roe. 

Fulton  County,  ss.  : 

Eichard  Boe,  the  above-named  defendant,  being  duly  sworn,  says 
that  he  has  a  family  in  this  State  for  which  he  provides  {or  that  he 
has  no  family),  and  that  he  is  not  a  freeholder,  and  that  he  has  re- 
mained in  prison  in  the  jail  of  said  county  {or  on  the  liberties  of  the 
jail,  etc.),  thirty  {or  sixty)  days,  on  an  execution  issued  in  the  above 
action. 

Sworn  before  me  this  Uh  )  EICHAED  KOE. 

day  of  May,  1865,      j 

Petee  W.  Plantz,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Upon  receipt  of  this  affidavit,  the  sheriff  or  jailor  must  forthwith  dis- 
charge the  prisoner  from  his  custody.  lb. 

§  18.  Claim  of  property  by  a  third  person.  In  serving  an  exe- 
cution, the  constable  ought  to  be  careful  not  to  levy  upon  the  goods  of 
any  person  other  than  the  one  named  in  the  process ;  for,  if  he  seizes 
the  goods  of  a  stranger,  he  will  be  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass.  Vol. 
2,  pp.  546,  547 ;  Van  Antwerp  v.  Newman,  2  Cow.  543 ;  Achworth 
V.  Kempe,  Doug.  40. 

If  the  officer  has  reasonable  grounds  for  doubting  whether  the  prop- 
erty seized  belongs  to  the  debtor,  or  if  the  goods  are  claimed  by  an- 
other person,  he  is  bound,  if  no  indemnity  be  tendered  by  the  creditor, 
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to  call  and  impanel  a  jury  and  try  the  title.  Farr  v.  Newmcm,  4 
Term  Kep.  633 ;  Flatt  v.  Sherry,  7  Wend.  236,  238  ;  Townsend  v. 
Phillips,  10  Johns.  98.  If  the  jury  find  that  the  goods  are  not  the 
debtor's  the  execution  may  be  returned,  no  goods  found  ;  and  the  con- 
stable is  justified  in  making  that  return,  unless  an  indemnity  be  then 
tendered  by  the  creditor ;  and  in  case  it  is,  the  constable  is  bound  to 
proceed  and  sell,  notwithstanding  the  finding  of  the  jury.  Curtis  v. 
Patterson,  8  Cow.  65  ;  Van  Cleef  v.  Fleet,  15  Johns.  147.  The 
creditor,  however,  is  not  bound  to  tender  a  bond  of  indemnity  until 
after  the  jury  have  passed  npon  the  question  of  title.  lb.  And  the  of- 
ficer acts  at  his  peril  in  making  a  return  of  no  goods  found,  under  any 
other  circumstances  ;  and  if  sued  for  a  false  return,  the  burden  is  upon 
him  to  show  property  out  of  the  defendant,  by  thus  proving  his  re- 
turn true.  lb. ;  Magne  v.  Seymov/r,  5  Wend.  309-31 1.  If  the  jury 
find  that  the  goods  levied  on  are  the  debtor's,  the  constable  must  pro- 
ceed and  sell,  and  the  verdict  will  protect  him  from  vindictive  dam- 
ages.    Townsend  v.  Phillips,  10  Johns.  98. 

Where  goods  are  in  the  hands  and  under  the  control  of  the  defend- 
ant in  the  execution,  and  they  are  pointed  out  as  his  property  to  the 
constable,  by  the  creditor,  the  constable  is  bound  to  levy  upon  them 
without  an  indemnity ;  and  if  he  neglects  to  do  so,  and  if  the  goods 
are  afterward  removed  beyond  his  reach  by  the  defendant  in  the  exe- 
cution, he  will  be  answerable  to  the  creditor  for  his  neglect.  Wil- 
liams V.  Lowndes,  1  Hall,  579;  Camp  v.  Chamberlain,  5  Denio, 
198,  203.  But  if,  after  a  levy,  a  claim  to  the  goods  is  interposed  by  a 
third  person,  the  constable  should  proceed  to  call  a  jury,  as  has  been 
already  explained.  lb.  The  necessity  for  calling  a  jury  may  be  dis- 
pensed with  by  taking  a  bond  of  indemnity  from  the  creditor  in  the 
first  instance,  if  he  is  willing  to  give  it.  Such  a  bond  is  valid  although 
executed  before  any  levy  has  been  made  on  the  property.  Chamler- 
Um  V.  Better,  18  N.  Y.  115.  And  it  would  be  equally  valid  though 
not  given  until  after  the  levy  and  sale.  Westervelt  v.  Frost,  1  Abb. 
74. 

If  the  bond  is  given  for  the  pui-pose  of  indemnifying  against  the  con- 
sequences of  a  known  trespass,  the  bond  will  be  illegal  and  void.  Yol. 
1,  pp.  253,  670. 

Where  a  claim  of  property  is  interposed  by  a  third  person,  and  the 
constable  determines  to  call  a  jmy  to  try  the  title,  he  ought  to  sum- 
mon six  competent  legal  jurors  for  that  purpose.  And  when  that  has 
been  done,  he  should  give  notice  to  the  claimant  of  the  property,  the 
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plaintiff  and  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  of  the  time  and  pla<3e  of 
hearing.     The  notice  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Notice  of  trial  of  claim  to  property. 

{Title  of  action!) 

Take  notice,  that  A.  B.  makes  claim  to  the  property  levied  upon  by 
me  under  an  execution  issued  by  Peter  W.  Plantz,  Esq.,  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  Fulton  county,  in  favor  of  John  Doe  against  Kicfiard  Eoe, 
and  that  I  shall  proceed  to  try  the  claim  of  the  said  A.  E.  before  a  jury 
to  be  summoned  by  me  for  that  purpose,  on  the  25tli  day  of  April, 
1865,  at  one  o'clock,  p.  m.,  at  the  public  house  kept  by  Rodney  H. 
Johnson,  Esq.,  in  the  village  of  Johnstown. 

Yours,  etc.,  JAMES  PIERSON,  ConstaUe. 

ToA.  B.,  Claimant;  i obs  I) o^,  Plaintiff ;  RichaedRoe,  Defendant. 

This  notice  may  be  served  by  delivering  a  copy  of  it  to  each  of  the 
parties  interested  ;  and  a  service  by  reading  it  would  be  equally  valid. 
Yet,  as  a  matter  of  careful  practice,  it  will  be  best  to  serve  it  by  copy. 

There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  prescribes  any  particular  time  for  the 
notice ;  but  the  proper  practice  will  be  to  give  all  the  parties  inter- 
ested a  reasonable  and  timely  notice  so  that  they  may  have  a  full  and 
fair  opportunity  of  being  present. 

After  the  jurors  have  convened  at  the  time  ana  place  fixed  for  the 
hearing,  the  constable  should  administer  an  oath  to  each  of  the  jurors. 
The  oath  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Oath  to  jurors  on  claim  of  properly. 

You  and  each  of  you  do  swear  that  you  will  well  and  truly  try  the 
claim  of  A.  B.  to  the  property  levied  on  by  me,  James  Pierson,  a  con- 
stable of  Fulton  county,  under  the  execution  in  favor  of  John  Doe 
against  Richard  Roe,  and  true  inquisition  make  according  to  the  evi- 
dence.    So  help  you  God. 

The  attendance  of  the  witnesses  may  be  enforced  by  a  subpoena 
issued  by  the  justice  who  issued  the  execution.  The  subpoena  may  be 
in  the  usual  form,  except  that  it  must  be  modified  as  to  the  person  be- 
fore whom  the  witnesses  are  to  appear.  After  the  witnesses  have  ap- 
peared imder  the  subpoena,  or  voluntarily,  a*,  the  request  of  any  of  the 
parties,  they  are  sworn  before  giving  their  evidence.  The  constable 
may  administer  this  oath,  which  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Oath  to  witness. 

You  do  swear  that  the  evidence  you  shall  give  to  the  jury,  touching 
the  claim  of  A.  B.  to  the  property  levied  upon  by  me,  James  Pierson, 
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a  constable  of  Fulton  county,  under  the  execution  in  favor  of  John 
Doe  against  Richard  Roe,  shall  be  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and 
nothing  but  the  truth.     So  help  you  God. 

After  the  witnesses  are  sworn  they  are  examined  in  the  usual  man- 
ner. The  several  parties  interested  may  appear  by  counsel,  and  the 
issue  will  be  tried  much  as  a  cause  is  usually  litigated.  After  hearing 
the  evidence,  the  jnry  ought  to  deliberate  alone  by  themselves,  as  in 
other  jmy  trials,  and  after  they  have  agreed  upon  question  of  title, 
they  should  reduce  their  finding  to  the  form  of  an  inquisition,  in  which 
they  should  state  in  whom  they  found  the  property  to  be.  The  inqui- 
sition should  be  sealed,  and  signed  by  the  jurors  finding  it,  and  also  by 
the  constable  before  whom  it  was  taken. 

Inquisition  of  jury  upon  clatm  to  property 

{Title  of  action.) 

We,  whose  names  are  hereto  signed,  being  a  jury  summoned  and 
sworn  by  James  Pierson,  a  constable  of  Fulton  county,  to  try  the 
claim  of  A.  B.  to  the  property  levied  on  by  the  said  constable  under 
an  execution  in  favor  of  John  Doe,  and  against  Richard  Roe,  to-wit, 
one  piano  forte,  etc.,  etc.,  do  say  upon  onr  oath  that  the  title  to  said 
property  is  (or  is  not)  in  the  said  A.  B. 

Witness  our  hands  and  seals,  on,  etc.,  at.  etc. 
Jurors. 


Jurors. 

L. 

S.' 

\^- 

s. 

L. 

S. 

|L- 

s. 

L. 

s. 

|L. 

s. 

JAMES  PIERSOT^, 

A  constable  of  Fulton 

County. 

Form  of  hand  of  indemnity  to  constable. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  That  we,  Daniel  Stewart  and  Daniel 
Edwards,  are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  James  Pierson,  a  constable  of 
the  county  of  Fulton,  in  the  penal  sum  of  $400  {or  double  the  value  of 
the  goods),  to  be  paid  to  the  said  James  Pierson,  or  to  his  certain  attor- 
ney, to  which  payment,  well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves, 
our  heirs,  executors  a,nd  administrators,  jointly  and  severally  by  these 
presents.     Sealed  with  our  seals. 

Dated  the  25th  day  of  April,  1865.* 

Whek'eas,  the  said  James  Pierson,  as  constable  aforesaid,  by  virtue 
of  a  certain  execution,  issued  by  Peter  W.  Plantz,  Esq.,  one  of  the  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  of  said  county,  against  Richard  Roe,  in  favor  of  the 
said  Daniel  Stewart,  for  $200,  damages  and  costs,  has  seized,  or  is 
about  to  levy  the  said  execution  upon  one  certain  bay  horse,  with  a 
wagon  and  harness,  now  or  lately  in  the  possession  of  the  said  Richard 
Roe,  with  intent  to  sell  the  same,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  said  execution : 

Now,  tlierefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  tlie  said 
Daniel  Stewart  shall,  at  all  times  and  forever  hereafter,  keep  tlie  said 
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James  Pierson  harmless  and  indemnified  of,  from  and  against  all  dam- 
ages, costs,  charges,  trouble  and  expense,  of  what  nature  soever,  which 
he  may  be  put  to,  sustain  or  suffer,  by  reason  of  such  levy  and  sale,  or 
either  of  them,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  or  otherwise  of  force 
Sealed  and  delivered  )  DANIEL  STEWAET.     [l.  s.] 

in  presence  of       j  DANIEL  EDWAEDS.    [l.  s.] 

Peteb  "W.  Plahtz. 

If  the  case  is  one  in  which  a  jury  has  been  called  to  try  the  title,  and 
they  have  found  the  title  of  the  property  to  be  in  the  claimant,  but  the 
plaintiff  still  insists  upon  a  sale  of  the  property,  he  may  do  so,  and  then 
the  form  of  tlie  bond  will  be  varied  accordingly. 

In  such  a  case,  the  form  of  the  bond  will  be  like  the  last  one  down 
to  the  * ;  and  then  insert  the  following  recital  and  condition  : 

Condition  where  jury  has  tried  title. 

Whereas,  the  said  James  Pierson,  as  constable  as  aforesaid,  by  virtue 
of  a  certain  execution  issued  by  Peter  W.  Plantz,  Esq.,  one  of  the  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  of  said  county,  against  Eichard  Eoe,  in  favor  of  the 
said  Daniel  Stewart,  for  $200,  damages  and  costs ;  and  Wheeeas,  the 
said  James  Pierson,  as  such  constable,  did  levy  upon  certain  goods  and 
chattels,  imder  such  execution,  supposed  by  him  to  belong  to  the  said 
defendant,  but  which  were  claimed  by  A.  B.,  and  a  jury  duly  called  for 
that  purpose  having  found  that  the  title  to  the  said  property  was  in  the 
said  claimant,  and  tlie  said  plaintiff"  refusing  to  assent  that  such  property 
be  released  from  such  levy,  but  insisting  that  the  said  constable  should 
retain  such  levy  under  his  execution,  and  that  he  should  sell  the  prop- 
erty : 

Now,  therefore,  etc.,  as  in  the  preceding  form  to  the  end. 

§  19.  Priority  of  executions.  An  execution,  issued  out  of  a  court 
not  of  record,  or  a  warrant  of  attachment  granted  in  an  action  pending 
in  a  coui't  not  of  record,  if  actually  levied,  has  preference  over  another 
execution  issued  out  of  any  court,  of  record  or  not  of  record,  which  has 
not  been  previously  levied.     Vol.  1,  p.  54,  §  1408. 

Where  several  executions  are  delivered  to  a  constable  at  different 
times,  and  before  he  has  made  a  levy  under  any  of  them,  the  executions 
will  be  entitled  to  priority,  according  to  the  time  and  order  of  delivery 
and  though  a  levy  may  be  first  made  upon  the  last  execution,  and  the 
property  sold  thereon,  yet  the  constable  will  be  bound  to  pay  over  the 
proceeds  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  execution,  or  enough  of  them  to 
satisfy  it,  if  the  amount  is  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  Camp  v.  Cham- 
herlain,  5  Denio,  199  ;  Bowe  v.  Richardson,  5  Barb.  385.  A  sale  upon 
the  execution  last  delivered  will  be  entirely  valid,  and  pass  the  title  of 
the  property  to  the  purchaser.  lb.  But  the  money  received  upon  the 
sale  must  be  applied  on  the  execution  first  received ;  and  if  the  officer 
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neglects  or  refuses  so  to  apply  it,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  pays  it  to  the 
plaintiff  in  the  last  execution,  such  officer  will  be  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  in  the  first  execution  for  the  amount  due  upon  his  execution, 
if  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  amounted  to  so  much,  or  to  the  extent  of  the 
sum  received  where  that  is  less  than  the  execution.  Lemon  v.  Statts,  1 
Cow.  592 ;  Marsh  v.  Lawrence,  4  id.  461  ;  Samford  v.  Eoosa,  12 
Johns.  162. 

Where  two  judgments,  one  larger  and  one  smaller,  are  rendered  in 
favor  of  different  plaintiffs,  against  the  same  defendant,  and  docketed 
at  the  same  time  and  executions  upon  both  judgments  are  simultaneously 
delivered  to  a  constable  for  execution,  and  upon  a  sale  of  the  property 
there  is  not  sufficient  money  to  pay  both  judgments,  the  constable  must 
apply  the  money  equally  upon  the  two  executions  until  the  smaller 
one  is  satisfied,  and  then  apply,  the  residue  upon  the  larger  execution. 
Cam^ell  v.  Ruger,  1  Cow.  215. 

Where  a  constable  receives  an  execution  against  an  individual  mem- 
ber of  a  partnership,  upon  which  he  levies  upon  the  partnership  prop- 
erty, but  before  the  sale  thereof  another  execution  against  all  of  the 
members  of  the  firm  is  delivered  to  him,  he  must  apply  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  the  partnership  property  in  satisfaction  of  the  execution 
against  all  the  partners,  notwithstanding  such  execution  was  last  re- 
ceived. Dtmham  v.  Murdoch,  2  Wend.  553  ;  Crane  v.  French,  1  id. 
311 ;  Ryder  v.  Gilbert,  16  Hun,  163  ;  Eighth  Nat.  Bam,k  City  of  New 
York  V.  Fitch,  49  N.  Y.  539. 

A  party  may  first  deliver  his  execution  to  a  constable,  and  he  may 
secure  the  advantage  of  a  previous  levy  upon  the  defendant's  property 
and  yet,  he  may,  by  his  acts  or  language,  forfeit  or  lose  the  priority 
thus  gained. 

The  statute  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  give  immediate 
notice  of  the  sale  of  property  after  he  has  made  a  levy,  and  to  sell  it  as 
soon  as  it  may  conveniently  be  done.  A  mere  delay  on  the  part  of  the 
officer,  on  his  own  motion,  without  any  direction  or  sanction  by  the 
plaintiff,  will  not  affect  the  priority  of  the  execution  as  against  subse- 
quent executions  coming  into  the  officer's  hands,  or  into  the  hands  of 
another  officer.  Russell  v.  Gibbs,  5  Cow.  390 ;  TIerhimer  Co.  Bank 
V.  Brown,  6  Hill.  232 ;  Benjamin  v.  Smith,  12  Wend.  404.  If  the 
plaintiff  is  not  chargeable  with  any  thing  more  than  mere  acquiescence 
in  the  delay,  and  he  has  neither  said  or  done  any  thing  to  encourage  it, 
his  execution  will  not  lose  its  priority.  lb.  But  if  the  plaintiff  him- 
self interferes  and  directs  a  delay  in  the  sale,  he  will,  in  many  cases, 
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render  his  execution  dormant,  or  postpone  all  rights  under  it  to  the 
clainas  of  other  subsequent  execution  creditors. 

Where  goods  are  levied  upon  by  an  officer,  and  the  plaintiff  in  the 
execution  directs  him  to  leave  them  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant 
therein,  and  they  are  thus  left  in  his  possession  for  a  year,  and  then  an- 
other execution  in  favor  of  another  creditor  is  delivered  to  the  officer, 
the  latter  execution  will  have  priority.  Storm  v.  Woods,  11  Johns. 
110.  So,  where  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  delivering  his  execution 
to  au  officer,  directs  him  to  levy  upon  the  property  of  the  defendant, 
but  to  do  nothing  until  ordered  unless  crowded  by  younger  executions, 
but  by  no  means  to  let  the  execution  lose  its  preference,  this  will  render 
the  execution  dormant  as  against  a  subsequent  execution,  if  the  officer 
follows  the  instructions,  and  does  nothing  but  make  an  inventory  of  the 
property  under  his  levy.  Kellogg  v.  Oriffin,  17  Johns.  274.  So,  where  a 
levy  has  been  made  by  an  officer,  if  the  plaintiff  directs  him  not  to 
proceed  to  sell  the  property  unless  forced  to  do  so  by  subsequent  exe- 
cutions, and  the  officer  delays  the  sale  until  subsequent  executions,  in 
favor  of  other  parties,  are  delivered  to  him,  the  first  execution  will  lose 
its  priority,  and  it  will  be  considered  dormant  as  to  the  latter.  Kiniball 
V.  Munger,  2  Hill,  364.  So,  where  a  levy  has  been  made  upon  an  exe- 
cution, and  the  plaintiff  then  directs  the  officer  to  delay  proceedings 
until  further  notice,  which  the  officer  accordingly  does,  this  will  render 
the  execution  dormant  as  against  junior  executions,  if  the  order  for  de- 
lay is  not  revoked  until  the  latter  executions  have  been  delivered  to  the 
officer.  Knower  v.  Barnard,  5  Hill,  377. 

So,  where  the  plaintiff,  after  issuing  his  execution,  directs  the  officer 
to  make  a  levy  for  the  mere  purpose  of  securing  a  preference ; 
and  also  instructs  him  to  leave  the  property  in  the  possession  of  the 
defendant  after  levy,  such  execution  will  be  dormant  as  against  subse- 
quent executions  in  favor  of  other  creditors,  where  they  are  delivered 
to  the  officer  before  such  instructions  are  revoked.  Dunderdale  v. 
Sauvestre,  13  Abb.  116. 

A  direction  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  officer  to  make  a  levy,  but  to  keep 
it  secret  from  the  defendant,  will  render  the  levy  void  as  against  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  from  the  defendant.  Price  v.  Shipps,  16  Barb. 
585.  And  where  an  execution  would  be  deemed  dormant  as  against  a 
judgment  creditor  it  will  be  held  to  be  fraudulent  as  against  a  subsequent 
bona  fide  purchaser.  BaU  v.  Shell,  21  Wend.  222. 

§  20.  Return  of  the  execution.  A  constable  having  in  his  hands 
an  execution  against  a  judgment  debtor,  must  return  it  to  the  justice, 
and  pay  to  him  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  with  interest,  or  so  much 
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of  it  as  has  been  collected,  and  return  the  surplus,  if  a,ny,  to  the  person 
from  whose  property  it  was  collected.  Vol.  1,  p.  51,  §  3031.  If  the 
constable  fails  to  return  an  execution,  issued  uppn  a  judgment  for  a 
sum  of  money,  within  five  days  after  the  return  day,  the  party  in 
whose  favor  the  execution  was  issued  may  recover,  in  an  action  against 
the  constable,  the  amount  of  the  execution,  with  interest  from  the  time 
the  judgment  was  rendered.  So  if  the  constable  fails  to  return  an 
execution  issued  upon  a  judgment  for  the  delivery  of  the  possession  of 
a  chattel  within  five  days  after  the  return  day,  the  party  in  whose 
favor  the  execution  issued  may  recover,  in  an  action  against  the  con- 
stable, the  value  of  the  chattel  as  specified  in  the  judgment,  together 
with  the  damages  and  costs  awarded  thereby,  and  interest  from  the 
time  the  judgment  was  rendered.  Id.,  p.  52,  §  3039. 

In  an  action  for  not  returning  an  execution  within  the  prescribed 
time,  it  is  no  defense  to  show  that  the  constable  to  whom  it  was  de- 
livered a;fterward  delivered  it  to  another  constable,  who  collected  the 
money  thereon,  and  offered  it  to  the  plaintiff  upon  his  deducting  a 
sum  which  he  promised  in  case  the  money  was  collected.  Downs  v. 
MoOhynn,  2  Hilt.  14 ;  S.  C,  6  Abb.  241. 

A  mere  neglect  to  return  the  execution  in  due  time  is  sufficient  to 
render  the  constable  and  his  sureties  liable  to  an  action ;  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  show  that  any  moneys  were  collected  by  the  officer.  Sloan  v. 
Case,  10  Wend.  370.  And  see  Mooare  v.  Smith,  10  How.  361.  But 
before  a  plaintiff  can  recover  against  a  constable  and  his  sureties,  for 
not  returning  an  execution,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  judgment  was 
valid,  and  that  the  justice  who  issued  such  execution  had  jurisdiction 
of  both  the  defendant  and  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action.  West- 
lyrook  v.  Douglass,  21  Barb.  602  ;  Co^^nell  v.  Barnes,  7  Hill,  35. 

The  Code  provides  that  where  money,  collected  by  a  constable  upon 
an  execution,  is  not  paid  over  by  him  according  to  law,  any  person  en- 
titled thereto  may  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  upon  the  instru- 
ment of  security  given  by  the  constable  and  his  sureties ;  and  may  re- 
cover therein  the  sum  so  collected,  with  interest  from  the  time  it  was 
collected.     Vol.  1,  p.  53,  §  3041. 

The  fact  that  the  term  of  office  of  the  constable  expired  between 
the  receipt  of  the  execution  and  the  return  day  will  not  change  or 
affect  his  duty  in  respect  to  the  service  of  the  execution,  or  affect  his 
liability  or  that  of  his  sureties  for  his  acts  or  omissions  thereunder.  Id., 
§  3042. 

A  mere  consent  by  the  plaintiff  in  an  execution,  given  without  con- 
sideration, that  the  constable  who  had  collected  the  money  thereon 
114 
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might  retain  it  a  short  time  for  a  temporary  purpose,  will  not  discharge 
the  constable's  sureties  from  liability.     Boice  v.  Main,  4  Denio,  55. 

An  action  does  not  lie  against  a  constable  for  not  paying  over  money 
collected  b}'^  him  on  a  justice's  execution,  where  it  is  shown  that  he  has 
been  sued  and  a  recovery  had  against  him  for  selling  the  property,  by 
the  sale  of  which  the  money  collected  by  him  was  made,  where  such 
recovery  is  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  execution,  or  exceeds  that  sum. 
Newlomd  v.  Baker,  21  Wend.  264.  And  the  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained, even  though  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  executed  a  bond  of 
indemnity  to  the  constable,  on  the  delivery  of  the  execution  to  him, 
and  notwithstanding  the  constable  has  brought  an  action  upon  such 
bond.  lb. 

If  property  is  sold  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  an  execution,  and 
there  is  a  surplus  left  after  paying  the  execution  and  costs,  the  con- 
stable must  return  such  surplus  to  the  defendant  in  the  execution. 
But  no  action  can  be  sustained  against  the  officer  before  the  return 
day  of  the  execution,  where  no  demand  has  been  made  of  the  money. 
Bortel  V.  Ostrander,  15  How.  572. 

An  action  against  a  constable  for  not  paying  over  money  collected 
under  an  execution,  or  upon  any  other  liability  incurred  by  him,  by 
doing  an  act  in  his  official  capacity,  or  by  the  omission  of  an  official 
duty,  except  an  escape,  must  be  brought  within  three  years  from  the 
time  the  cause  of  action  accrued.     Vol.  1,  p.  112,  §  383. 

The  statute  declares  that  an  execution  shall  have  sixty  days  to  run, 
and  the  justice  has  no  power  to  make  it  returnable  in  a  less  time. 
Spencer  v.  Cuyler,  17  How.  157;  S.  C,  9  Abb.  382. 

No  constable  can  be  compelled  to  return  an  execution  before  its  re- 
turn day.  lb. ;  Morange  v.  Edwards,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  414.  He  may, 
however,  return  it  at  any  time  within  the  sixty  days,  either  where  he 
has  made  the  debt,  or  where  he  is  satisfied  that  there  is  no  property  ; 
though,  if  he  returns  it  unsatisfied,  he  does  it  at  his  own  risk.  lb. 

Execution  satisfied. 

I  have  levied  the  within  sum  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  within- 
named  Richard  Roe,  as  I  am  within  commanded. 

Dated,  etc.  JAMES  PIERSON,  ConstcMe. 

Part  satisfied,  and  commitment  for  residue. 

I  have  levied  $50,  part  of  the  sum  within  mentioned,  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  within-named  Richard  Roe,  and,  for  want  of 
further  goods  or  chattels  of  the  defendant,  I  have  taken  the  body  of 
the  defendant  and  committed  him  to  the  jail  of  the  county. 

Dated,  etc.  J-  P-,  Constahle. 
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Commitment  generally. 

I  could  find  no  goods  or  chattels  of  the  within-named  Richard  Roe, 
whereon  to  levy,  and  I  have,  therefore,  taken  his  body  and  committed 
him  to  the  jail  of  the  county. 

Dated,  etc.  J.  P.,  Constable. 

No  goods  or  body  to  be  found. 

I  could  not  find  either  goods  or  chattels,  or  the  body  of  the  defend- 
ant, within  the  county. 

Dated,  etc.  J.  P.,   Constable. 

Part  satisfied,  and  no  goods  or  body  as  to  residue. 

1  have  levied  $50,  a  part  of  the  sum  within  mentioned,  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  within-named  Richard  Roe,  and  no  more  goods  or 
chattels,  or  the  body  to  be  found. 

Dated,  etc.  J.  P.,  Constable. 

Levy,  and  goods  unsold  for  want  of  bidders. 

I  have  levied  upon  one  bay  horse,  the  property  of  the  within-named 
Richard  Roe,  which  remains  in  my  hands,  unsold  for  want  of  bidders. 
Dated,  etc.  J.  P.,  Constable. 

§  21.  Renewal  of  executions.  The  statute  makes  ample  provisions 
for  the  renewal  of  executions.  Yol.  1,  p.  49,  §  3027.  So  there  may 
be  a  new  or  further  execution  issued  in  a  proper  case.  lb. 

Before  a  justice  renews  an  execution  for  the  collection  of  either  the 
whole  or  a  part  of  the  judgment,  he  should  require  a  proper  return 
from  the  constable,  in  which  it  should  appear  whether  the  officer  has 
collected  any  thing,  and  if  he  has,  then  the  amount  should  be  stated  in 
the  return. 

Where  a  part  of  the  execiition  has  been  collected,  and  the  execution 
is  renewed  for  the  residue,  the  indorsement  of  renewal  ought  to  express 
the  sum  due  on  the  execution.  lb. 

If  the  indorsement,  however,  clearly  shows  how  much  is  due,  it  will 
be  sufficient,  although  it  does  not  in  terms  specify  the  amount.  And 
where  an  execution  was  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  a  specified  sum,  by  indorsing 
the  amount  thereon,  and  dating  the  receipt  on  the  day  when  the 
money  was  received,  and  the  justice  subsequently  renewed  the  execu- 
tion by  an  indorsement  below  the  receipt,  in  the  following  form: 
"  I  hereby  renew  the  within  execution,"  and  dated  and  signed  the  re- 
newal, this  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute. 
Ostrander  v.  Walker,  2  Hill,  329.  In  snch  a  case  the  renewal  is,  in 
legal  effect,  a  renewal  for  tJie  amount  unpaid.  lb. 
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Where  a  constable  has  levied  upon  property  sufficient  to  satisfy  an 
execution,  and  he  has  returned  that  the  property  remains  on  hand  for 
want  of  bidders,  the  justice  may  renew  such  execution  on  the  last  day 
which  it  has  to  run,  and  the  renewal  will  retain  the  lien  of  the  previous 
levy.  Chapman  v.  Fuller,  7  Barb .  70.  A  justice  may  renew  an  exe- 
cution after  its  return  day,  and  from  time  to  time  as  the  plaintiff  may 
desire  it  done.      Visger  v.  Ward,  1  Wend.  551. 

And  so  a  justice  may  renew  an  execution  while  it  remains  unsatisfied, 
notwithstanding  there  was  a  levy  upon  sufficient  property  to  satisfy  it, 
and  the  property  is  held  under  the  levy,  when  there  is  not  sufficient 
time  to  advertise  and  sell  the  property  before  the  return  day.  People 
V.  Hopson,  1  Denio,  574. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  whose  term  of  office  has  expired  may  renew 
an  execution  issued  upon  a  judgment  rendered  by  him,  if  he  does  so 
within  five  years  after  the  judgment  was  rendered.  Vol.  1,  p.  49,  § 
3027;  Laws  of  1879,  chap.  305. 

Form  of  general  renewal  of  execution. 

The  within  execution  renewed. 
Dated  May  5,  1865. 

PETER  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Penewal  where  a  part  has  heen  paid  and  collected. 

The  within  execution  renewed  for  $100,  with  interest  from  this  date. 
May  5,  1865. 

PETEE  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

§  22.  Constable's  rights  to  fees,  etc.  A  constable  who  has  not 
made  a  levy,  or  done  any  other  act  under  an  execution,  is  not  entitled 
to  any  fees  or  poundage  thereon.  Rail\hum,  v.  Woodworth,  1  How. 
151.  Btit  where  a  levy  has  been  actually  made,  the  officer's  right  to 
poundage  attaches  on  the  whole  amoimt  directed  to  be  levied ;  and  he 
will  not  be  deprived  of  his  right  merely  because  the  judgment  is  satis- 
fied withotit  a  sale  of  the  property,  nor  by  reason  of  any  arrangement 
between  the  parties,  nor  because  the  property  was  incumbered  beyond 
its  value  by  prior  liens  or  claims.  lb. ;  Parsons  v.  Bowdoin,  17  Wend. 
14 ;  Uildreth  v.  Fllioe,  1  Caines,  192.  So,  an  officer  is  entitled  to 
poundage  on  serving  an  execution  against  the  body  of  the  defendant, 
even  though  the  execution  should  be  unproductive  by  reason  of  the 
defendant's  subsequent  discharge  under  an  insolvent  law.  Adams  v. 
Hopkins,  5  Johns.  252. 

The  officei-'s  fees,  on  an  execution,  are  no  part  of  the  judgment,  but  are 
merely  an  incident  to  it ;  and  if  the  judgment  is  satisfied  by  an  arrange- 
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ment  between  the  parties,  the  officer  cannot  subsequently  proceed  and 
sell  the  defendant's  property  for  the  mere  purpose  of  collecting  his  fees ; 
his  remedy  is  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution.  Jackson  v. 
ATiderson,  4  "Wend.  474 ;  Craft  v.  Merrill,  14  N.  Y.  456 ;  Bank  of 
Whitehall  v.  Weed,  8  How.  104. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

AMENDMENTS. 

Section  1.  General  principles  and  provisions.  In  the  course  of 
proceedings  in  an  action,  from  its  commencement  to  its  termination, 
mistakes,  errors  and  omissions  are  liable  to  occur,  which  do  not  aflfect 
the  substantial  rights  of  either  party,  or  go  to  the  merits  of  the  action, 
but  merely  violate  some  rule  of  pleading  or  of  practice.  The  ample 
power  conferred  upon  the  courts,  from  the  lowest  to  the  highest,  to 
correct  such  mistakes,  errors  and  omissions,  is  an  important  feature  of 
the  system  of  practice  inaugurated  or  perpetuated  by  the  Code.  Where 
the  correction  of  a  mistake  is  important,  and  justice  will  be  promoted 
by  an  amendment,  the  Code  gives  full  power  to  remedy  the  defect ; 
and  where  the  mistake  is  unimportant,  the  Code  requires  the  court  to 
disregard  it. 

"  The  court  may  upon  the  trial,  or  at  any  other  stage  of  the  action, 
before  or  after  judgment,  in  furtherance  of  justice  and  on  such  terms 
as  it  deems  just,  amend  any  process,  pleading  or  other  proceeding,  by 
adding  or  striking  out  the  name  of  the  party,  or  by  correcting  a  mis- 
take in  the  name  of  the  party,  or  a  mistake  in  any  other  respect,  or  by 
inserting  an  allegation  material  to  the  case  ;  or  where  the  amendment 
does  not  change  substantially  the  claim  or  defense,  by  conforming  the 
pleading  or  other  proceeding  to  the  facts  proved.  And  in  every  stage  of 
the  action,  the  court  must  disregard  an  error  or  defect,  in  tlie  pleadmgs  or 
other  proceedings,  which  does  not  affect  the  substantial  rights  of  the  ad- 
verse party."  Vol.  1,  p.  122,  §  723.  This  section  of  the  Code  is  made  ap. 
plicable  to  justices'  courts.  Id.,  p.  172,  §  3347,  subd.  6.  It  is  permissive 
in  form,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  power  to  amend ;  but  when  the 
allowance  of  an  amendment  would  be  in  the  furtherance  of  justice,  and 
a  proper  application  for  leave  to  amend  his  process,  pleading  or  pro- 
ceeding is  made  by  a  party  at  a  proper  time,  and  in  a  case  within  the 
spirit  of  the  section  cited,  the  power  to  permit  the  amendment,  upon 
terms  or  otherwise,  as  may  be  just,  is  as  clearly  a  duty  as  if  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute  was  in  the  form  of  a  command.  Wood  v.  ShulUs, 
4  Hun,  309;  S.  C,  6  K  T.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  557;  Walsh  v.  Cor- 
neit,  17  Hun,  27. 

§  2.  Amendment  of  process,  etc.  One  of  the  well-settled  rules  on 
the  subject  of  amendments  is  that  a  justice's  court  possesses  all  the 
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necessary  powers  of  amendment  that  are  possessed  by  courts  of  record. 
Fulton  V.  Beaton,  1  Barb.  552;  Brace  v.  Benson,  10  "Wend.  214,. 
215.  Another  rule  is  that  justices  are  required  to  allow  amendments 
liberally  in  all  cases  where  justice  demands  it,  especially  where  the 
rights  of  the  opposite  party  will  not  thereby  be  put  in  jeopardy.  lb. 
When  nothing  but  the  given  name  of  a  plaintiff  is  inserted  in  a  sum- 
mons, the  justice  may  amend  it  by  inserting  the  surname,  as  where  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff  was  Corydon  Stanton,  and  the  summons  at  the 
time  of  the  service  contained  the  name  Corydon  alone,  but  the  justice 
inserted  the  word  Stanton,  on  the  return  day,  and  this  was  held  proper. 
Stanton  v.  Leland,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  88.  So,  where  the  summons 
served  contained  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  as  Joseph  S.  Keeler,  it  was 
held  that  the  summons  might  be  amended  on  the  return  day  by  strik- 
ing out  the  word  "  Joseph  "  and  inserting  the  word  "Jasper."  Brace  v. 
Benson,  10  Wend.  213.  It  has  been  held  that  where  the  name  of 
one  of  several  plaintiffs  was  inserted  by  mistake,  the  court  had  power  to 
strike  it  out.  Agreda  v.  Faulberg,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  1T9.  But  it  has 
also  been  held  that  a  justice  has  no  power  to  amend  the  process  or 
pleadings,  in  an  action  on  a  joint  contract  against  two  or  more  de- 
fendants, by  striking  out  the  name  of  one  defendant  and  rendering 
judgment  against  one  defendant  and  in  favor  of  the  other.  Web- 
ster V.  Hopkins,  11  How.  140.  So  in  an  action  for  a  tort  it  has  been 
held  that  if  an  amendment  is  allowed  by  striking  out  the  name  of  one 
of  two  plaintiffs,  the  justice  has  no  power  to  amend  by  restoring  the 
party  as  a  plaintiff,  at  a  subsequent  day,  if  the  amendment  is  objected 
to  by  the  defendant.  Gates  v.  Ward,  17  Barb.  424.  But  see  Lowber 
V.  Ghilds,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  577- 

The  power  to  amend  a  summons  by  adding  or  striking  out  the  name 
of  a  person  as  a  party,  or  by  correcting  a  mistake  in  the  name  of  a 
party,  has  been  already  noticed.  Ante,  110.  Where  a  party  has  been  sued 
under  a  fictitious  name,  the  real  name  being  unknown,  the  court  has 
power  to  amend  the  summons  by  inserting  the  true  name  of  the  party 
whenever  it  is  discovered.     Vol.  1,  p,  7,  §  2884. 

Where  the  date  of  a  summons  is  incorrectly  stated  by  mistake,  the 
justice  may  amend  the  process  by  stating  the  true  date,  and  this  may 
be  done  either  before  or  after  the  service  or  return  of  the  process. 
BraMury  v.  Tan  Nostrand,  45  Barb.  194;  Arnold  v.  Malthy,  4 
Denio,  498.  So,  too,  it  may  be  overlooked  or  disregarded  without  any 
amendment.  lb. 

An  attachment  may  be  amended,  even  after  its  service  and  return, 
by  inserting  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  demand  as  stated  in  his  affi- 
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davit  for  procuring  the  process.  Near  v.  Yan  Alstyne,  U  Wend. 
230. 

A  justice  has  power  to  permit  a  constable  to  amend  his  return  to 
a  summons  ;  and  the  refusal  of  the  defendant  to  appear  on  the  return 
day  will  not  deprive  the  justice  of  this  right.  Perry  v.  Tynen,  22 
Barb.  137.  So  he  has  power  to  permit  a  constable  to  amend  his  re- 
turn to  an  attachment,  or  of  the  inventory.  Churchill  Vi  Mwrah, 
4  E.  D.  Smith,  369. 

§  3-  Ameadment  of  pleadings.  The  Code  makes  ample  provision 
for  the  amendment  of  the  pleadings,  whether  before  the  trial,  during 
the  trial,  or  upon  appeal.  Vol.  1,  p.  27,  §  2944;  id.,  p.  122,  §  723. 
The  only  limit  to  the  power  of  amending  a  pleading,  upon  the  t/ricH, 
is  that  a  new  cause  of  action  shall  not  be  brought  in  by  amendment. 
Beeder  v.  8ayre,  70  N.  T.  180.  An  amendment  of  a  complaint  wiU 
not  be  permitted  upon  the  trial  where  it  changes  the  entire  nature  of 
the  action,  as  from  an  action  in  tort  to  one  founded  upon 
contract.  Ransom  v.  Whitmore,  39  Barb.  104 ;  Whitoomb  v.  Hun- 
gerford,  42  id.  177.  But  at  anytime  before  the  trial,  while  both  parties 
are  present  in  court,  the  justice  may  permit  an  amendment  of  the  com- 
plaint which  in  effect  substitutes  one  form  of  action  for  another.  Bige- 
low  V.  Dunn,  53  Barb.  570 ;  S.  C,  36  How.  120.  If,  however,  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  joining  issue  sets  forth  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  defendant  upon  contract  and  the  cause  is  then  adjomiied,  he  can- 
not, upon  tlie  failure  of  the  defendant  to  appear  upon  the  adjourned 
day,  amend  his  complaint  so  as  to  set  up  a  cause  of  action  for  a  tort. 
Gilmore  v.  Barnett,  20  Hun,  514 ;  Birdsall  v.  Fuller,  11  id.  204. 
So,  where  a  cause  has  been  tried  until  the  plaintiff  has  rested  his  case 
which  he  fails  to  sustain,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  permitted  to  amend 
his  complaint  by  adding  a  new  and  different  cause  of  action.  Wald- 
Jieim  V.  Sichel,  1  Hilt.  45. 

Where  the  pleading  is  demurred  to,  and  the  pleading  is  held  to  be 
defective,  an  order  to  amend  such  pleading  is  a  matter  of  course. 
Ante,  343. 

Where  an  amendment  is  asked  for  the  purpose  of  interposing  a  strict 
defense,  such  as  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  courts  have  sometimes 
refused  to  allow  the  amendment.  Osgood  v.  Whittlesey,  20  How.  72 ; 
Wolcott  V.  McFarlan,  6  Hill,  227 ;  Ealligan  v.  Golden,  1  Wend. 
302. 

So,  too,  it  has  been  held  that  the  defense  of  usury  must  be  interposed 
at  the  joining  of  issue,  and  that  it  will  not  be  allowed  to  be  set  up  by 
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way  of  an  amendment.     Lovett  v.  Cowman,  6  Hill,  223 :  Parish  v. 
Corlies,  1  Daly,  274. 

But  the  recent  cases  do  not  make  any  discrimination  as  to  the  nature 
of  the  defense,  if  it  is  a  legal  bar  to  the  action.  And,  where  the  amend- 
ment is  allowed  for  the  furtherance  of  justice,  the  party  amending  may 
interpose  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  usur}',  or  illegality,  as  well  as  any 
other  defense.  Sheldon  v.  Adanis,  41  Barb.  54.  And  see  Bank  of 
Kinderhoole  v.  Oifford,  40  id.  659  ;  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bassett, 
3  Abb.  (K  S.)  359  ;  Gilchrist  v.  Oilchrist^s  JSxeoutors,  4:4:  How.  317; 
Bamett  v.  Meyer,  10  Hun,  109 ;  Gatlin  v.  Ounter,  11  N.  Y.  368  ; 
Leonard  v.  Foster,  7  Hun,  464. 

The  right  of  a  defendant  to  set  up  new  matter  in  his  answer  by  way 
of  amendment  is  absolute,  and  the  justice  has  no  discretion  about  it. 
Ryan  v.  Lewis,  3  Hun,  429.  And  in  the  case  last  cited  the  court  said 
that  a  judicial  oflBcer  who  should  refuse  leave  to  a  party  to  amend,  wnen 
it  is  apparent  that  the  application  is  made  in  good  faith,  and  is  absolutely 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  his  rights,  ought  to  be  indicted  or  re- 
moved from  office. 

The  allowance  of  amendments  is  a  matter  of  discretion  in  some  cases, 
and  where  an  amendment,  if  allowed,  would  cause  an  injury  to  the 
opposite  party,  a  refusal  to  permit  the  amendment  cannot  be  reviewed 
on  an  appeal.  Tattersall  v.  Hass,  1  Hilt.  56.  In  the  case  just  cited  a 
justice  refused  to  permit  the  defendant  to  amend  by  introducing  a  new 
defense  at  the  trial,  which,  if  it  had  been  allowed,  would  have  operated 
as  a  surprise  upon  the  plaintiff.  But  when  the  leave  to  amend  is  a 
strict  legal  right,  or  where  the  refusal  of  leave  to  amend  would  be  a 
gross  abuse  of  discretion,  the  aggrieved  party  has  his  remedy  by  way 
of  appeal.     Rya/n  v.  Lewis,  3  Hun,  429. 

It  is  not  proper  for  a  justice,  in  a  ease  before  him,  to  volunteer 
and  make  amendments  of  the  pleadings,  which  are  not  asked  for  by 
either  party.     Loyd  v.  Fox,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  101. 

§  4.  Amendment  of  verdict  and  judgment.  The  power  to  correct 
or  amend  a  verdict  has  been  mentioned.  Knte,  744.  So  the  power  of 
the  justice  to  reduce  or  increase  the  judgment,  or  to  change  it  ma- 
terially, has  been  sufficiently  explained  already.  Ante,  745. 

Where  an  action  sounding  in  tort  is  commenced  for  the  conversion 
ofapromissory  note,  and  the  pleadings  are  framed  accordingly,  and 
the  suit  is  tried  as  an  action  of  tort,  it  is  too  late  for  the  plaintiff,  after 
an  appeal,  to  ask  the  complaint  to  be  amended,  and  that  the  suit  be  re. 
garded  as  an  action  to  recover  the  avails  of  the  note  as  money  had  and 
received.  Andrews  v.  Bond,  16  Barb.  633. 
115 
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If,  however,  there  is  a  mere  misdescription  of  a  cause  of  action  arising 
upon  a  contract,  as  where  a  plaintiflE  sues  for  use  and  occupation,  when 
he  should  have  declared  in  covenant  upon  a  lease,  the  appellate  court  will 
not  interfere  with  the  determination  of  the  question  in  the  court  below. 
Bedford  v.  Terhune,  27  How.  422. 

When  amendments  are  allowed  by  an  appellate  court,  it  will  be  done 
for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  the  judgment  appealed  from,  and  not  for 
the  purpose  of  rendering  it  erroneous.  Englis  v.  Furniss,  3  Abb.  82- 
When  the  power  to  grant  an  amendment  exists,  but  the  court  refuses  to 
grant  the  amendment  on  the  ground  of  its  doubt  of  the  power  to  allow 
it,  the  refusal  will  be  error  if  the  amendment  would  have  been  granted 
but  for  such  doubt.  Mussell  v.  Qonn,  20  N.  Y.  81 ;  Beach  v.  Ohamb&r- 
lain,  3  Wend.  366;  Packer  v.  French,  Hill  &  Denio,  103. 

§  5.  Amendment  of  bonds  or  undertakings.  Where  a  bond  or 
Tmaeriaking  is  required  by  statute  to  be  given  by  a  person  to  entitle- 
him  to  a  right  or  privilege,  or  to  take  a  proceeding,  and  one  is  given 
which  substantially  conforms  to  the  form  required  by  statute,  and  doe& 
not  vary  therefrom  to  the  prejudice  of  the  party  to  whom  or  for  whose 
benefit  it  is  given,  it  is  sufficient ;  and  if  defective,  the  justice  author- 
ized to  receive  it  or  to  entertain  a  proceeding  in  consequence  thereof 
may,  on  the  application  of  the  persons  who  executed  it,  amend  it 
accordingly ;  and  it  is  thereupon  valid  from  the  time  of  its  execution. 
Yol.  1,  p.  122,  §§  729,  730. 


PART  VIII. 

APPEALS. 

CHAPTER  I. 

THE  PRACTICE  ON  APPEALS. 

Section  1.  General  principles  relating  to  appeals.  The  only 
mode  of  reviewing  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  a 
civil  action  is  by  an  appeal,  as  prescribed  in  title  8  of  chapter  19  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  Vol.  1,  p.  54,  §  3044.  See  Oiiy  of  Buffalo 
V.  Schliefer,  25  Hun,  275. 

Kinds  of  appeal.  In  one  respect,  appeals  may  all  be  said  to  be 
included  in  a  single  class,  or  that  it  is  effected  in  all  cases  by  a  notice. 
But,  when  the  object  of  an  appeal  is  considered,  they  may  be  divided 
into  several  classes,  viz. :  1.  "When  the  appellant  desires  to  review  the 
proceedings  and  judgment  upon  the  facts  appearing  on  the  face  of  the 
return ;  2.  When  he  desires  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  or  judgment 
for  error  in  fact ;  3.  When  he  desires  relief  from  a  default  taken  against 
him ;  4.  When  he  desires  to  review  some  order  made  by  the  court 
below ;  5.  When  he  desires  to  have  the  advantage  of  a  new  trial  in  the 
County  Court ;  or,  6.  Where  the  appeal  is  taken  from  some  summary 
or  special  proceeding. 

There  are  some  peculiarities  in  the  practice  in  relation  to  each  of 
these  separate  classes  of  appeals,  and  the  various  classes  will  each  receive 
a  proper  notice  in  the  course  of  this  chapter. 

Who  may  appeal.  An  appeal  may  be  taken  by  any  party  aggrieved 
by  the  judgment.  Yol.  1,  p.  54,  §  3045.  Where  there  are  but  two  par- 
ties, a  plaintiff  and  a  defendant,  no  doubt  can  arise  as  to  the  right  of 
either  of  them  to  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  against  him  in  fa- 
vor of  the  other  party.  So  where  there  are  several  plaintiffs  and  several 
defendants,  and  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  all  the  plaintiffs  or  all  the 
defendants,  any  one  of  such  parties  may  take  an  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment without  joining  with  him  in  the  appeal  his  co-plaintiffs  or  co-de- 
fendants. Mattison  v.  Jones,  9  How.  152 ;  Brown  v.  Richardson, 
4  Rob.  603.  There  are  numerous  instances  in  which  but  one  of  several 
defendants  has  any  valid  ground  of  appeal.  If  an  action  of  trespass  is 
brought  against  two  defendants,  there  may  be  a  plain  case  made  out 
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against  one  of  them,  and  as  to  the  other,  there  may  not  be  any  thing 
like  a  legal  case  proved  ;  and  yet  a  judgment  may  be  rendered  against 
both  defendants.  In  such  a  case,  it  is  entirely  evident  that  one  party 
would  be  "aggrieved,"  while  the  other  might  not  have  any  just  cause 
of  complaint.  Upon  such  a  state  of  facts,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  aggrieved  party  may  bring  and  sustain  an  appeal  without  joining 
the  other  defendant.  Mattison  v.  Jones,  9  How.  154. 

There  may  be  instances,  too,  in  actions  arising  upon  contract  in  which 
the  same  rule  would  prevail,  as  in  tlie  case  of  a  judgment  against  the 
maker  and  indorser  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note.  If  a  case  was 
proved  against  the  maker,  but  not  against  the  indorser,  aad  judgment 
was  rendered  against  both,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  indorser 
might  bring  his  appeal  without  joining  the  maker. 

The  taking  of  an  appeal  by  one  or  more  co-plaintiffs  or  co-defend- 
ants does  not  prevent  the  other  plaintiffs  or  defendants  from  appealing 
from  the  same  judgment.  Brown  v.  Richardson,  4  Eob.  603.  It 
is  not  necessary  that  a  judgment  should  be  rendered  against  the  party 
appealing  to  entitle  him  to  sustain  an  appeal,  for  a  party  may  reverse 
a  judgment  rendered  in  his  own  favor  where  he  is  injured  or  aggrieved 
by  it.  ParJc&r  v.  Newlamd,  1  Hill,  87.  Where  a  justice  improperly 
excludes  evidence  offered  by  a  plaintiff,  who,  in  consequence  thereof, 
recovers  judgment  for  less  than  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  the 
evidence  had  been  admitted,  such  plaintiff  may  bring  an  appeal  and  re- 
verse the  judgment.     Bissell  v.  Mourshall^  6  Johns.  100. 

But  a  party  will  not  be  permitted  to  reverse  a  judgment  in  his  own 
favor  for  errors  committed  by  the  court  below,  unless  such  error  is  a 
cause  of  injury,  or  legally  "  aggrieves"  him.  Hughes  v.  Stichney,  13 
Wend.  280  ;    Williams  v.  Gwyn,  2  Saund.  46. 

A  plaintiff  who  has  been  nonsuited  in  the  court  below,  at  his  own 
request,  cannot  reverse  the  judgment,  upon  an  appeal,  even  though 
questions  of  law  were  decided  against  him  by  the  court,  and  notwith- 
standing the  nonsuit  was  submitted  to  with  the  avowed  purpose  of  re- 
viewing these  decisions  on  the  appeal.  0^ Dougherty  v.  Aldrich,  5 
Denio,  385. 

When  no  cross-appeal  is  taken  by  the  respondent,  he  cannot  take 
any  advantage  of  an  error  committed  to  his  prejudice  in  the  court  be- 
low, nor  will  it  be  a  ground  of  reversal  in  his  behalf,  although  such 
error  clearly  appears  from  the  return  on  the  appeal  brought  by  the 
appellant.  Roblvns  v.  Codman,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  316 ;  Olassner  v. 
Wheaton,  2  id.  352 ;  Beach  v.  Oooke,  28  If.  Y.  508. 

The  right  of  appeal  is  not  restricted  to  the  party  against  whom  the 
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judgment  is  rendered,  and  both  parties  may  appeal  from  the  same 
judgment.  Both  appeals  will  be  heard  together  and  a  single  judg- 
ment rendered.     Jwies  v.  Owen,  6  Hun,  339. 

Where  a  party  is  sued  by  a  fictitious  name,  and  a  judgment  is 
rendered  against  him  by  such  name,  he  may,  notwithstanding,  bring  an 
appeal  in  his  true  name.  MoOabe  v.  Doe,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  64.  But 
one  who  is  not  a  party  to  an  action,  but  a  mere  stranger  to  it,  cannot 
bring  an  appeal.  K  B.  v.  E.  Q.  B.,  8  Abb.  44  ;  Matter  of  Bristol, 
16  id.  397  ;  Martin  v.  Kanoiise,  2  id.  390.  The  legal  representatives 
of  a  deceased  party  to  an  action  will  be  included  in  the  term  "  aggrieved 
party,"  and  they  may,  therefore,  bring  an  appeal  in  those  eases  where 
the  deceased  party  could  have  done  so  had  he  survived.  Beach  v. 
Gregory,  2  Abb.  209 ;  Martin,  v.  Kanouse,  id.  392.  If  a  party  en- 
titled to  take  an  appeal  dies  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  within 
which  the  appeal  may  be  taken,  the  court  may  allow  it  to  be  taken  by 
the  heir,  devisee,  or  personal  representative  of  the  decedent,  at  any 
time  within  four  months  after  his  death.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  785. 
See  id.,  §  3347,  as  amended  in  1882. 

The  party  or  person  appealing  is  designated  as  the  appellant,  and  the 
adverse  party  as  the  respondent.     Id.,  §  1295. 

rrom  what  judgments  au  appeal  lies.  An  appeal  lies  from  judg- 
ments rendered  by  justices  of  the  peace,  by  justices'  courts  in  the  cities, 
by  the  District  Courts  of  the  city  of  New  York,  or  by  the  General  Term 
of  the  Marine  Court  of  that  city.  To  what  court  the  appeal  must  be 
taken  will  be  explained  hereafter. 

The  general  rule  is  that  no  appeal  will  lie  before  the  judgment  in 
the  court  below  is  complete  and  perfect.  As  illustrative  of  this,  it  has 
been  held  that  an  appeal  would  not  lie  from  a  judgment  of  nonsuit, 
where  no  costs  were  awarded  to  the  plaintiff.  Monnell  v.  Weller,  2 
Johns.  8 ;  Ifellis  v.  Turner,  4  Denio,  553  ;  Haulenbeck.  v.  Oillies,  7 
Abb.  421 ;  S.  C,  2  Hilt.  239. 

But  if  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  improperly  granted,  and  it  is  entered 
with  costs  against  the  plaintiff,  an  appeal  will  lie  to  reverse  such  judg- 
ment. Smith  V.  Sutts,  2  Johns.  9.  And  where  a  justice  is  about  to 
nonsuit  a  plaintiff  for  a  defect  in  his  proofs,  the  defendant  cannot  pre- 
vent a  review  of  the  judgment  on  an  appeal  by  asking  to  have  the 
judgment  entered  without  costs ;  and  if  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  entered 
against  the  plaintiff,  with  costs,  an  appeal  lies  from  the  judgment. 
Nellis  V.  Tucker,  5  Denio,  82. 

If  a  County  Court  should  order  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  an  appeal 
would  lie  from  it,  even  though  no  costs  were  awarded  on  the  record. 


918  THE  PEACTIOE  ON  APPEALS, 

From  what  judgment  an  appeal  lies. 

Lovell  V.  Evertson,  11  Johns.  52.  The  reason  assigned  is  that  the 
plaintiff  is  aggrieved  by  being  defeated  of  his  right  of  action,  and  by 
being  deprived  of  his  costs  for  prosecuting  it.  lb.  And  there  is  no 
reason  why  the  same  rule  should  not  prevail  in  relation  to  judgments 
rendered  in  justices'  courts. 

Where  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  rendered  with  costs,  on  account  of 
the  want  of  jurisdiction  by  the  justice  by  reason  of  his  relationship  to 
one  of  the  parties,  such  judgment  may  be  appealed  from,  and  will  be 
reversible.  Edwards  v.  Russell,  21  Wend.  63  ;  Bamdall  v.  Hall, 
Hill  &  Denio,  239  ;  anU,  p.  54. 

When  a  justice  renders  a  judgment  which  is  void  on  account  of  his 
want  of  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  an  appeal  will 
lie  to  reverse  such  judgment.  Striker  v.  Mott,  6  Wend.  465.  In  such 
a  case  it  is  no  answer  to  the  appeal  to  say  that  the  judgment  is  void, 
and  that  it,  therefore,  need  not  be  reversed.  lb.  But  where  a  party 
procures  a  judgment  to  be  rendered  in  his  own  favor,  which  is  void 
for  want  of  jurisdiction,  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  reverse  it  on 
appeal  for  the  irregularity  in  procuring  it.  Eairbanhs  v.  Oorlies, 
3  E.  D.  Smith,  582  ;  S.  C,  1  Abb.  150.  It  is  only  the  party  who  is 
aggrieved  that  is  allowed  to  bring  the  appeal  or  reverse  the  judg- 
ment, lb. 

Where  a  justice  renders  a  judgment  in  an  action  of  which  he  has  no 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  and  an  appeal  is  brought  in  a  case 
in  which  a  new  trial  would  ordinarily  be  proper,  the  County  Court  ought 
to  refuse  to  entertain  the  cause  or  to  render  any  judgment  therein. 
Malone  v.  Olarh,  2  Hill,  658. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  action  should  have  been  a  litigated  one 
to  entitle  the  defendant  to  appeal ;  for  if  the  judgment  against  him  is 
a  final  one,  he  may  appeal  even  though  he  did  not,  at  any  time,  appear 
in  the  action  in  the  court  below,  nor  object  to  the  introduction  of 
illegal  evidence.  Ante,  757.  So  where  there  is  no  jurisdiction  over 
the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  him 
in  his  absence,  he  may  appeal  from  the  judgment  and  reverse  it. 
Willins  V.  Wheeler,  28  Barb.  669 ;  Eitoh  v.  Devlin,  15  id.  47.  So 
where  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  a  defendant,  in  his  absence,  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  the  t'me  allowed  for  appearance,  on  the  false 
statement  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  did  not  intend  to  appear, 
an  appeal  hes  to  reverse  such  judgment.  Beach  v.  McQann,  1  Hilt. 
256. 

When  a  judgment  is  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  a  civil 
action  of  which  lie  has  jurisdiction,  an  appeal  lies  from  it  without  any 
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reference  to  the  nature  of  the  action,  whether  it  arose  upon  contract  or 
for  a  tort.  And  this  rule  includes  every  class  of  civil  actions  of  which 
a  justice  may  take  cognizance.  It  does  not  make  any  difference 
whether  the  judgment  was  entered  upon  an  issue  of  law  or  upon 
an  issue  of  fact,  for  an  appeal  lies  in  either  case. 

An  appeal  may  be  taken  from  an  order  determining  a  claim  to  sur- 
plus moneys  remaining  after  the  sale  of  animals  seized  in  special  pro- 
ceedings against  estrays ;  vol.  1,  p.  70,  §  3095  ;  or  from  an  order  deter- 
mining a  demand  for  the  return  of  the  possession  of  such  animals ;  id., 
p.  72,  §  3102 ;  or  from  a  final  order  made  upon  a  petition  in  such  pro- 
ceedings ;  id.,  p.  73,  §  3104 ;  or  from  a  final  order  made  in  summary  pro- 
ceedings to  recover  real  property.  Id.,  p.  165,  §  2260;  Spraker^.  Cook, 
16  N.  Y.  567,  574 ;  Deuel  v.  Rust,  24  Barb.  438  ;  Williams  v.  Bige- 
low,  11  How.  83.  So  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
■in  an  action  to  enforce  a  lien  under  the  mechanics'  lien  law,  is  also 
appealable.  People  v.  Judge  of  Mensselaer  Co.,  13  How.  398,  401,  and 
cases  there  cited. 

Appeal  to  what  court.  The  Code  provides  that  where  the  judg- 
ment to  be  reviewed  was  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  city 
of  Buffalo,  the  appeal  must  be  to  the  Superior  Court  of  that  city ;  and 
in  every  other  case  it  must  be  to  the  County  Court  of  the  county  where 
the  judgment  was  rendered.  Yol.  1,  p.  54,  §  3045.  It  also  provides  that 
an  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  in  the  District  Court  of  the  city 
of  New  York  may  be  taken  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  that 
city  and  county.     Id.,  p.  90,  §  3213. 

Time  within  which  to  appeal.  As  a  general  rule  an  appeal  from 
a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  must  be  taken  within 
twenty  days  after  the  entry  of  the  judgment  in  the  justice's  docket. 
Id,  p.  55,  §  3046.  To  this  rule  there  are  two  exceptions.  If  the  de- 
fendant appeals  from  a  judgment  rendered  in  an  action  wherein  he  did 
not  appear,  and  the  summons  was  not  personally  served  upon  him,  the 
appeal  may  be  taken  within  twenty  days  after  personal  service  upon  him, 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  of  written  notice  of  tlie  entry  of  the  judgment, 
but  not  after  the  expiration  of  five  years  from  the  entry^  of  judgment. 
lb.  So  if  the  party  entitled  to  take  the  appeal  has  died  before  the 
expiration  of  the  time  within  which  the  appeal  may  be  taken,  the  court 
may  allow  it  to  be  taken  by  the  heir,  devisee,  or  personal  representative 
of  the  decedent,  at  any  time  within  four  months  after  his  death.  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  §  785.  This  section  of  the  Code  was  made  appli- 
cable to  all  courts  by  the  amendment  of  section  3347  of  that  act 
in  1882. 
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An  appeal  from  an  order  determining  a  claim  to  surplus  moneys,  in 
special  proceediDgs  against  estrays  must  be  taken  within  ten  days  after 
the  making  of  the  order.  Yol.  1,  p.  70,  §  3095.  An  appeal  from  an 
order  determining  a  demand  for  the  return  of  the  possession  of  the 
estrays  may  be  made  at  any  time  before  the  final  order  in  the  special 
proceeding  is  made.  Id.,  p.  72,  §  3102.  And  an  appeal  from  the  final 
order  made  in  such  proceedings  may  be  taken  within  ten  days  after 
such  order  is  made.  Id.,  p.  73,  §  3104.  An  appeal  from  a  final  order  in 
a  summary  proceeding  to  recover  the  possession  of  land  must  be  taken 
within  the  same  time  as  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace.     Id.,  p.  165,  §  2260. 

An  appeal  must  be  brought  within  the  time  allowed  for  that  purpose, 
or  the  right  to  appeal  will  be  lost.  Figaniere  v.  Jacleson,  2  Abb.  286 ; 
S.  C,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  477 ;  Seymov/r  v.  Judd,  2  IST.  Y.  464.  When  a 
statute  fixes  a  time  within  which  an  appeal  may  be  taken,  the  court  has 
no  power  to  extend  that  time  and  allow  an  appeal  to  be  taken  after 
that  time  has  expired.  Salles  v.  Butler,  27  N.  Y.  638.  The  service 
of  a  notice  of  appeal  after  the  expiration  of  the  statutory  time  is  wholly 
ineffectual  to  give  the  party  serving  it  any  standing  in  the  appellate 
court.  Yowng  v.  Whitcomh,  46  Barb.  616.  And  an  appearance  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  moving  to  dismiss  the  appeal  will  not  cure  the  defect. 
Seymour  v.  Jvdd,  2  N.  Y.  464.  But  if  a  written  admission  of  due 
service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  is  given,  this  will  be  a  waiver  of  the 
objection  that  the  notice  was  not  served  in  due  time.  Struver  v.  Ocean 
Ins.  Co.,  9  Abb.  23.  And  if  the  appellant  reasonably  and  in  good 
faith  serves  the  notice  of  appeal  upon  either  the  justice  or  the  respond- 
ent, but  omits,  through  mistake,  inadvertence  or  excusable  neglect,  to 
serve  it  upon  the  other,  the  appellate  court,  upon  proof  by  aflSdavit  of 
the  facts,  may  in  its  discretion  permit  the  omission  to  be  supplied 
upon  such  terras  as  justice  requires.     Vol.  1,  p.  56,  §  3049. 

"Where  a  judgment  was  rendered  upon  process  which  was  not  person- 
ally served,  and  the  plaintiff  desires  to  limit  the  time  for  appealing,  he 
ought  to  serve  a  notice  upon  the  defendant  for  that  purpose. 

The  notice  ought  to  be  in  writing,  and  to  be  served  by  delivering  a 
copy  thereof  to  the  defendant  personally.  Care  ought  to  be  taken  to 
note  the  time  of  making  such  service,  so  that  due  proof  may  be  made 
of  the  time  when  the  service  was  made. 
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Form  of  notice. 

JUSTICE'S  COUET. 

\ 

John  Doe 

agist. 

Bichard  Roe. 


To  Richard  Rob,  defendant : 

You  will  take  notice  that,  on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1865,  I  recovered 
a  judgment  against  you,  before  Richardson  P.  Clark,  Esq.,  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  of  Johnstown,  Pulton  county,  for  the  sum  of  $150  damages, 
and  $5  costs. 
Dated  July  30, 1865.  JOHN  DOE,  Plaintiff. 

Appeal,  how  taken.  An  appeal  is  taken  by  serving  upon  the  justice 
by  whom  the  judgment  was  rendered,  and  upon  the  respondent,  a 
written  notice  of  appeal  signed  by  the  appellant  or  his  attorney  in  the 
appellate  court.  Vol.  1,  p.  55,  §  3046,  as  amended  in  1882.  The  form 
and  requisites  of  this  notice,  and  the  mode  in  which  it  must  be  served 
will  be  noticed  in  the  next  section. 

In  order  to  perfect  the  appeal,  it  is  necessary  not  only  that  the 
notice  be  served  on  the  justice,  and  on  the  adverse  party,  but  also  that 
the  costs  of  the  action  included  in  the  judgment,  and  the  justice's  fee 
of  $2  for  making  the  return  be  paid  to  the  justice  at  the  time 
of  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  on  him.  Id.,  §  3047 ;  8outha/rd 
V.  Philips,  7  Hun,  18 ;  Eldridge  v.  Underhill,  17  id.  241 ;  Thomas 
V.  Thomas,  18  id.  481.  Under  the  Revised  Statutes  also,  the  non-pay- 
ment of  the  costs  and  fees  in  due  time  deprived  the  appellant  of  his 
right  to  appeal.  Ex  parte  Stevens,  6  Cow.  69  ;  People  v.  Dutchess 
Com.  Pleas,  7  id.  487  ;  People  v.  Saratoga  Com.  Pleas,  1  Wend.  287. 
And  the  amount  must  have  been  paid  in  money,  and  merely  crediting  the 
justice  with  the  amount  of  his  fee  was  held  not  to  be  such  a  payment  as 
would  sustain  an  appeal.  Ex  parte  LaFarge,  6  Cow.  61.  Under  the  Code 
of  1849  the  payment  of  the  justice's  fees  at  the  time  of  taking  the  ap- 
peal, or  at  any  specified  time,  was  not  required,  and  the  appeal  could 
be  made  effectual  if  the  appellant  could  obtain  the  justice's  return, 
although  the  fee  for  making  it  was  not  paid.  Yan  Reusen  v.  Kirh- 
■patrick,  5  How.  422. 

By  an  amendment  of  the  Code  in  1851,  the  appellant  was  required  to 
pay  the  costs  recovered  against  him  in  the  court  below,  and  the  justice's 
fee  for  making  the  return,  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  notice  of 
appeal,  and  this  provision  continiied  to  be  a  part  of  the  old  Code  until 
its  repeal,  and  the  adoption  of  the  present  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 
It  also  forms  a  part  of  section  3047  of  the  present  Code.  Under  the 
116 
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Code  of  Procedure  it  was  held  that  to  render  effectual  an  appeal  to  the 
County  Court  from  a  judgment  of  a  justice's  court,  the  respondent's 
costs  included  therein  must  be  paid,  and  the  justice's  fees  must  be 
paid,  or  relinquished  by  him,  within  twenty  days  from  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment;  and  that  if  they  were  not  so  paid  the  appeal  would 
be  dismissed.  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  18  Hun,  481.  It  was  held  that 
the  payment  of  the  fees  for  making  the  return  was  jurisdictional,  and 
that  without  it  no  appeal  could  be  perfected.  Southard  v.  Philips.  7 
Hun,  18  ;  Eldridge  v.  Underhill,  17  id.  241.  It  was  also  ,held  that 
the  justice  might  waive  payment  of  his  fees  for  the  return,  for  that 
sum  belonged  to  him,  and  he  had  the  right  to  give  it  away  if  he  chose  ; 
but  that  the  costs  included  in  the  judgment  belonged  to  the  respond- 
ent, and  the  justice  could  not  by  any  act  of  his  waive  or  cut  off  the 
respondent's  right  to  their  payment  as  a  condition  to  a  valid  appeal. 
Thom,as  v.  Thomas,  18  Hun,  481.  It  was  also  held  that  payment  of 
such  costs  and  justice's  fee  after  the  time  limited,  and  after  notice  of  a 
motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  would  not  cure  the  defect.  Eldridge  v. 
Und'Crhill,  17  Hun,  241.  Under  the  present,  as  under  the  former 
Code,  the  payment  of  such  costs  and  fee  is  necessaiy  to  perfect  the 
appeal ;  but  a  failure  to  make  such  payment  at  the  time  of  serving  the 
notice  of  appeal,  or  within  twenty  days  after  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment  from  which  the  appeal  is  taken,  is  not  necessarily  fatal  to 
the  appeal,  if  the  notice  of  appeal  was  served  in  due  season  and  in 
good  faith,  and  the  appellant  can  show  by  affidavit  to  the  appellate 
court  that  he  omitted  to  make  such  payment  through  mistake,  inadver- 
tence or  excusable  neglect.  Upon  proof  of  these  facts  by  afi&davit, 
the  appellate  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  permit  the  omission  to  be 
supplied  upon  such  terms  as  justice  requires.  Vol.  1,  p.  55,  §  3049. 
The  remedy  of  the  justice  in  case  the  appellant  fails  to  pay  his  fees  for 
making  the  return  is  to  make  no  return.  The  remedy  of  the  respond- 
ent for  the  failure  of  the  appellant  to  make  payment  of  such  fees  or 
the  costs  included  in  the  judgment  is  to  move  to  dismiss  the  appeal, 
limiting  his  appearance  in  the  action  to  the  purposes  of  that  motion. 
See  Griswold  v.  Van  Deusen,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  178  ;  Van  Heusen  v. 
Kirhpatrich,  5  How.  422  ;  Southard  v.  Philips,  7  Hun,  18  ;  Eldridge 
V.  Vnderhill,  17  id.  241 ;  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  18  id.  481.  The  remedy 
of  the  appellant  in  either  case  is  to  apply  to  the  appellate  court  upon 
an  affidavit  setting  up  all  the  facts,  and  upon  notice  to  the  respondent, 
for  an  order  permitting  him  to  make  the  payment  nuno pro  tune,  un 
der  section  3049  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

The  costs  which  may  properly  be  included  in  the  judgment  consist 
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of  the  fees  allowed  by  law  for  services  necessarily  rendered  in  the  action 
at  the  request  of  the  party  entitled  to  costs,  or  paid  by  him  as  pre- 
scribed by  law,  and  such  other  expenses  as  a  party  is  entitled  to  include 
in  his  costs  by  express  provision  of  law.  Vol.  1,  p.  62,  §  3074.  Pay- 
ment of  these  fees  may  be  required  before  the  services  are  rendered,  and 
should  be  paid  at  the  close  of  the  trial  if  not  sooner  demanded.  A 
justice  of  the  peace  should  insist  upon  the  payment  by  each  party  of 
the  costs  chargeable  to  him,  if  for  no  other  reason  than  to  escape  the 
imputation  of  so  shaping  his  judgment  that  he  may  secure  his  costs. 
The  theory  of  the  Code  is  that  the  successful  party  may  collect  by  exe- 
cution from  the  adverse  party  the  moneys  which  he  has  actually  dis- 
bursed upon  the  trial  up  to  the  statutory  limit.  He  may  have  paid 
these  costs  before  judgnient,  so  that  if  collected  they  would  belong  to 
him,  yet  if  he  appeals,  as  he  may,  from  the  judgment  in  his  favor,  the 
letter  of  the  statute  requires  him  to  pay  them  again  at  the  time  of 
serving  his  notice  of  appeal.  The  only  exception  made  by  the  statute 
to  the  requirement  that  the  appellant  shall  pay  the  costs  included  in 
the  judgment  at  the  time  of  serving  the  notice  is  in  case  the  justice  is 
dead.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  a  payment  before  service  of  the 
notice  of  appeal  will  be  held  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute. 
The  costs  paid  to  the  justice  by  the  appellant  belong  to  the  prevailing 
party  before  the  justice  and  should  be  paid  to  him,  without  awaiting 
the  result  of  the  appeal.  Sherwood  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  23  Daily 
Eeg.,  No.  121. 

In  certain  cases,  the  appellant,  to  render  his  appeal  effectual,  must, 
at  the  time  of  serving  the  notice  of  appeal,  give  the  undertaking  re- 
quired by  section  3050  of  the  Code.  This  is  necessary  to  render  an 
appeal  effectual  when  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court  is  demanded 
in  the  notice  of  appeal.  Vol.  1,  p.  61,  §  3069.  Under  the  old  Code 
it  was  held  that  where  the  appellant  was  entitled  to  a  new  trial  in 
the  appellate  court  he  must  give  security  in  order  to  perfect  his  ap- 
peal ;  and  that  without  it  the  County  Court  obtained  no  jurisdiction. 
Kuntz  V.  Licht,  8  Hun,  14.  It  was  also  held  that  although  the  ap- 
pellant might  have  demanded  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  yet  if 
he  took  his  appeal  upon  questions  of  law  only,,  no  undertaking  need 
be  given ;  and  that  an  undertaking  was  required  only  where  a  new 
trial  was  to  be  had  in  the  appellate  court  or  a  stay  of  execution  on 
the  judgment  was  desired.  HalUnheck  v.  Oompcmy  ^.E",  17  Hun,  234. 
Under  the  present  Code  an  undertaking  is  necessary  to  perfect  an 
appeal  for  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  or  to  stay  an  execution 
upon  the  judgment  appealed  from ;   and    the   statute  requires  that 
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a  copy  of  the  undertakiug,  with  notice  of  the  delivery  thereof,  must 
be  served  with  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  in  the  like  manner.  Vol.  1, 
p.  56,  §  3050.  But  if  the  appellant  omits,  through  mistake,  inadvert- 
ence, or  excusable  neglect,  to  serve  his  undertaking  with  the  notice 
of  trial,  the  appellate  court  may,  upon  proper  proof  of  the  facts, 
permit  the  omission  to  be  supplied,  upon  such  terms  as  justice  requires. 
Id.,  p.  55,  §  3049.  If  the  undertaking  is  not  given  at  the  proper 
time,  or  at  such  other  time  as  the  court  may  direct  upon  a  motion  for 
leave  to  give  the  undertaking  nunc  pro  tunc,  the  appeal  may  be  dis- 
missed upon  a  motion  for  that  purpose.  The  requirements  of  the 
Code  as  to  security  to  be  furnished  by  the  appellant  will  be  noticed 
hereafter. 

When  an  appeal  is  founded  upon  an  error  in  fact  in  the  proceedings, 
not  afEecting  the  merits  of  the  action,  and  not  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  justice,  it  may  be  necessary  to  serve  upon  the  adverse  party 
aiSdavits  establishing  the  error.  So  where  an  appeal  is  taken  by  a  de- 
fendant who  failed  to  appear  before  the  justice  either  on  the  return  day 
of  the  summons  or  on  the  adjourned  day,  it  may  be  necessary  to  serve 
affidavits  showing  that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done,  and  excusing 
the  default.  But  the  service  of  these  affidavits  is  no  part  of  the  pro- 
ceeding necessary  to  take  an  appeal.  It  is  a  proceeding  on  the  appeal, 
like  the  service  of  a  notice  of  argument. 

An  appeal  from  an  order  determining  a  demand  for  the  return  of  the 
possession  of  an  animal  seized  as  an  estray  in  the  same  manner  as  an  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  of  the  justice  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel, 
and  the  proceeding  upon  the  appeal  are  the  same  except  that  the  appeal 
is  not  effectual  for  any  purpose  unless  the  appellant  procures  from  the 
county  judge  an  order  directing  a  stay  of  proceedings  upon  the  petition, 
and  a  stay  of  the  execution  of  the  order  appealed  from,  and  files  it  with 
the  justice  within  the  time  allowed  for  the  appeal.  This  order  may  be 
granted  or  refused  in  the  discretion  of  the  coimty  judge,  or  granted 
upon  such  terms,  as  to  security  or  otherwise,  as  he  thinks  proper,  and 
may  be  vacated  or  modified  either  absolutely,  or,  unless  further  security 
is  given,  in  his  discretion.  The  appeal  may  be  taken  at  any  time  be- 
fore the  final  order  in  the  special  proceeding  is  made ;  and  the  order 
directing  the  stay  may  be  obtained  at  any  time  before  such  final  order 
is  made.  Id.,  pp.  72,  73,  §§  3102,  3103.  The  appeal  may  be  taken 
by  the  person  making  the  demand,  or  by  either  party  to  the  special 
proceeding.  lb. 

An  appeal  from  a  final  order  made  upon  the  petition  in  a  special 
proceeding  against  estrays  may  be  taken  by  the  petitioner,  or  by  the 
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person  answering  within  ten  days  after  the  order  is  made,  in  like 
manner  as  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  justice  in  an  action  to 
recover  a  sum  of  money  equal  to  the  value  of  the  animal  or  animals, 
and  the  proceedings  thereupon  are  the  same,  except  that  if  the  appeal 
is  taken  by  the  person  answering  the  petition,  it  is  not  effectual  for 
any  purpose  unless  the  appellant  files  with  the  notice  of  appeal  an  order 
of  the  county  judge,  or  if  he  is  absent  from  the  county,  an  order  of  a 
justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  reciting  that  the  appeal  has  been  per- 
fected, and  that  security  has  been  given  thereupon  and  directing  a 
stay  of  proceedings  upon  the  final  order  appealed  from,  and  that  the 
possession  of  the  animal  or  animals  seized  be  delivered  to  the  appel- 
lant. Vol.  1,  p.  73,  §§  3104,  3105.  The  security  required  before  this 
order  can  be  made  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

An  appeal  may  be  taken  from  a  final  order  made  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace  in  a  special  proceeding  to  recover  real  property,  within  the  same 
time  and  in  the  same  manner  as  an  appeal  taken  from  a  judgment 
rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace.  Id.,  p.  165,  §  2260.  The  mode 
of  staying  the  issuing  or  execution  of  the  warrant  pending  the  appeal 
will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

§  2.  Notice  of-  appeal.  A  notice  of  appeal  must  be  in  writing,  and 
since  the  amendment  of  section  3046  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
in  1882,  must  be  subscribed  either  by  the  appellant  or  by  his  attorney 
in  the  appellate  court.  See  Outhrecht  v.  Prospect  Park,  etc.,  E.  R. 
Co. ,  28  Hun,  497.  This  amendment  removes  the  doubt,  formerly  existing 
as  to  the  power  of  an  attorney  for  the  appellant  to  sign  a  notice  of  appeal, 
as  such  attorney,  where  there  was  nothing  in  the  case  showing  his  au- 
thority to  appear  for  the  appellant.  See  Andreios  v.  Long,  19  Hun, 
303;  Burrows  Y.Norton,  2  id.  550;  S.  C,  48  How.  132;  Hall  v. 
Sawyer,  47  Barb.  116;  Bishop  v.  Van  Vechten,  62  How.  261.  If 
the  appellant  desires  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  and  is  entitled 
to  it  as  a  matter  of  right,  he  should  demand  it  in  the  notice  of  appeal. 
Vol.  1,  p.  60,  §  3068. 

Under  the  old  Code,  the  appellant  was  required  to  state  in  his  notice 
of  appeal  the  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal  was  f  ouiided ;  Code  of 
Procedure,  §  353  ;  and  to  state  in  what  particular  or  particulars  he 
claimed  that  the  judgment  should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him ; 
and  if  he  claimed  that  the  amount  of  the  judgment  was  less  favorable 
to  him  than  it  should  have  been,  he  was  required  to  state  what  should 
have  been  its  amount ;  and  if  he  did  not  state  in  the  notice  of  appeal 
in  what  particular  or  particulars  he  claimed  the  judgment  should  have 
been  more  favorable  to  him,  he  was  not  entitled  to  costs,  unless  tlie 
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judgment  appealed  from  was  wholly  reversed.  Id.,  §  371.  None  of 
these  provisions  are  retained  in  the  present  Code  ;  and  the  appellant  is 
not  required  by  that  act  to  state  in  his  notice  of  appeal  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  appeal  is  founded,  nor  in  what  particular  or  particulars 
he  claims  that  the  judgment  should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him. 
This  change  in  the  practice  has  rendered  it  unnecessary  to  review  or 
even  to  cite  the  numerous  conflicting  decisions  which  arose  under  the 
former  statute  as  to  the  mode  of  alleging  error  in  the  notice  of  appeal. 

It  has  been  the  uniform  practice  to  entitle  the  notice  of  appeal  in 
the  justice's  court  rather  than  in  the  appellate  court.  But  in  a  de- 
cision of  the  Oneida  County  Court  it  was  held  that  the  notice  of  appeal 
is  a  mandate  of  the  County  Court,  is  properly  entitled  therein,  and 
governed  by  the  same  general  principles  as  other  proceedings  in  a 
court  of  record.  Bishop  v.  Van  Veohten,  62  How.  261  ;  S.  C,  2  Mc- 
Carty's  Civil  Pro.  Eep.  28.  The  Code  does  not  authorize  or  permit  any 
change  in  the  title  of  the  action  or  special  proceeding  until  "  after  an 
appeal  is  taken."  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  1295.  And  it  can  hardly  be 
said  that  an  appeal  has  been  taken  before  the  notice  of  appeal  has  been 
served. 

The  notice  of  appeal  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Notice  of  appeal. 
JUSTICE'S  COUET. 

Andrew  McLeod 

(igxk. 
Patrick  Burns. 

To  Petee  PsTEKSOiir,  Esq.,  Justice  of  the  Peace,  and  Andkbw  McLbod, 
Plaintiff : 
Gentlemen  :  Take  notice,  that  the  above-named  defendant,  Patrick 
Burns,  hereby  appeals  to  the  County  Court  of  the  county  of  Mont- 
gomery from  a  judgment  rendered  against  him  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
in  this  action  by  said  justice,  within  the  county  aforesaid,  on  the  2l8t 
day  of  August,' 1882,  for  damages,  $104,  and  costs,  $7.  *The  appellant 
demands  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court.* 
Dated  at  Fonda  the  23(^  day  of  August,  1882. 

Yours,  etc., 
{Signature  of  appellamt  or  his  attorney.) 

If  a  new  trial  is  not  desired  in  the  appellate  court  the  demand  in- 
cluded between  the  *  *  should  be  omitted  ;  and  if  the  appeal  is  brought 
by  one  of  several  defendants  the  notice  ought  to  state  the  name  of  the 
appealing  party,  as,  for  example,  "  take  notice,  that  the  defendant,  Y. 
Z.,  hereby  appeals,"  etc.     If  the  notice  of  appeal  is  signed  by  the  ap- 
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pellant's  attorney  it  will  be  prudent,  if  not  necessary,  to  add  his  oflSce 
and  post-ofiBce  address. 

The  form  above  given  may  be  easily  modified  so  as  .to  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  a  notice  of  appeal  from  an  order  made  in  special  pro- 
ceeding. 

Amendment  of  the  notice.  Under  the  liberal  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 3049  of  the  Code,  the  appellate  court  may  allow  an  amendment 
to  be  made  upon  such  terms  as  justice  requires  where  the  appellant  has 
omitted  to  do  any  act  necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal.  Any  act  on  the 
part  of  the  appellant  which  constitutes  a  step  in  the  proceeding  to  ap- 
peal and  which  evinces  his  intention  in  good  faith  to  perfect  and  prose- 
cute the  appeal  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  an  amendment.  Gu^recht 
V.  Prospect  Pa/rk^  etc.,  B.  P.  Co.,  28  Hun,  497.  And  see  Burrows 
V.  Norton,  2  id.  550 ;  Shermam,  v.  Wells,  14  How.  522 ;  Jackson  v. 
Fassitb,  33  Barb.  645.  The  omission  of  an  actual  subscription  of  the 
notice  may  be  cured  by  amendment.  Outhrecht  v.  Prospect  Parle, 
etc.,  R.  B.  Co.,  28  Hun,  497.  Whether  the  County  Court  has  power  to 
amend  a  notice  of  appeal  by  adding  a  demand  for  a  new  trial  in  that 
court  is  not  yet  settled.  It  wiU  be  seen  hereafter  that  the  court  rtiay, 
in  case  of  a  demand  for  new  trial  to  which  the  party  is  not  entitled, 
disregard  the  demand,  and  hear  the  appeal  upon  the  return.  It  would 
be  clearly  error  to  permit  the  appellant  to  change  the  nature  of  his  ap- 
peal by  adding  a  demand  for  a  new  trial  when  the  effect  of  the  amend- 
ment will  be  to  deprive  the  respondent  of  his  right  to  make  an  offer 
of  judgment.  See  Arnos  v.  Bradley,  15  N.  T.Week.  Dig.  262.  And  it 
seems  that  the  court  wiU  not  permit  an  amendment  of  a  notice  of  ap- 
peal when  the  effect  of  the  amendment  would  be  to  permit  the  appel- 
lant to  take  a  new  appeal,  after  the  statutory  time  had  expired,  which 
would  call  for  a  new  return  and  bring  up  a  new  record.  See  Lamdle 
V.  Shdby,  24  Hun,  642 ;  S.  C,  90  K'T.  546. 

Service  of  the  notice.  Tlie  notice  of  appeal  must  be  served  upon 
the  justice  by  whom  the  judgment  was  rendered,  and  upon  the  respond- 
ent. Yol.  1,  p.  55,  §  3046.  Duplicate  notices  must,  therefore,  be 
prepared  for  this  purpose,  and  a  copy  made  for  office  use.  Service  of 
the  notice  of  appeal  upon  the  justice  must  be  made  by  delivering  it  to 
him  personally,  or  to  his  clerk  appointed  pursuant  to  law  ;  but  if  the 
justice  is  dead,  or  if  neither  he  nor  his  clerk  can,  after  reasonable  dili- 
gence, be  foimd  within  the  county,  service  of  the  notice  upon  the  jus- 
tice may  be  made  by  delivering  it  to  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court. 
Id.,  §  3047.  Unless  the  justice  is  dead  the  appellant  must,  at  the  time 
of  serving  the  notice,  pay  to  the  person  to  whom  it  is  delivered  the 
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costs  of  the  action  included  in  the  judgment,  and  the  sum  of  $2  as  the 
fee  of  the  justice  for  making  the  return.  lb.     See  cmte,  921. 

Service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  upon  ther  respondent  may  be  made 
by  delivermg  it,  in  any  pai*t  of  the  State,  to  the  respondent  personally  ; 
or  if  he  is  a  resident  of  the  county,  by  leaving  it  at  his  residence  witli 
a  person  of  suitable  age  and  discretion ;  or  if  he  is  not  a  resident  of 
the  county,  and  the  person  who  appeared  as  his  attorney  upon  the 
trial  is  a  resident  of  the  county,  it  may  be  served  upon  the  attorney, 
either  personally  or  by  leaving  it  at  his  residence  with  a  person  of  suita- 
ble age  and  discretion.  If  service  within  the  county  cannot  be  made, 
with  due  diligence,  upon  the  respondent  personally,  or  in  the  manner 
above  stated,  it  may  be  served  upon  him  by  delivering  it  to  the  clerk 
of  the  appellate  court.     Vol.  1,  p.  55,  §  3048. 

Notice  to  one  partner  is  notice  to  both ;  and  if  a  notice  of  appeal  is 
served  upon  one  of  two  or  more  respondents,  who  are  partners,  the 
service  will  be  suificient.  Miller  v.  Perrine,  1  Hun,  620 ;  S.  C,  4  N. 
T.  Sup.  Ct.  (T.  &  C.)  36. 

Where  the  respondent  is  a  resident  of  the  county,  it  must  be  shown 
that  due  diligence  was  used,  and  that  the  respondent  could  not  be 
found  in  the  county,  or  a  service  upon  his  attorney  or  agent  will  be 
insuflBcient.  Dxiffy  v.  Morgan,  2  Sandf .  631.  In  this  case  it  was  held 
that  due  diligence  had  not  been  shown.  But  see  Loescher  v.  Nord- 
meyer,  13  How.  146  ;  S.  C,  3  Abb.  244. 

To  render  the  service  of  a  notice  of  appeal  eflEectual,  the  notice  must 
be  delivered  absolutely,  and  if  it  is  delivered  to  the  attorney  of  the 
respondent,  and  then  immediately  received  back  with  an  understand- 
ing that  efforts  will  be  made  to  serve  it  upon  the  respondent,  the  ser- 
vice upon  such  attorney  will  be  a  nullity,  even  though  the  respondent 
should  prove  to  be  a  non-resident  of  the  county.  £hrU  v.  Chapman, 
3  E.  D.  Smith,  216. 

Where  there  is  a  regular  clerk  of  a  court,  the  service  of  a  notice  of 
appeal  upon  him  is  as  valid  as  a  service  upon  the  justice  who  holds  the 
court;  and  the -service  upon  the  clerk  dispenses  with  any  service  upon 
the  justice.  Irwin  v.  Muir,  13  How.  409  ;  S.  C,  4  Abb.  133.  And 
the  rule  is  the  same  although  there  may  be  several  justices  of  the 
court.  lb. 

When  the  appellant  has  seasonnt)ly  and  in  good  faith  served  the  no- 
tice of  appeal  upon  either  the  justice  or  the  respondent,  but  has  omit- 
ted, through  mistake,  inadvertence  or  excusable  neglect,  to  serve  it 
upon  the  other,  he  may  obtain  leave  to  supply  the  omission  on  a  proper 
application  to  the  appellate  court.     Yol.  1,  p.  55,  §  3049. 
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§  3.  Security  on  appeal.  Whether  an  appellant  shall  furnish  se- 
curity upon  taking  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  or  an  order  of  a  justice 
of  the  peace  may  depend  upon  the  nature  of  the  appeal,  the  nature  of 
the  proceeding  or  determination  to  be  reviewed,  or  in  some  cases  upon 
the  discretion  of  the  appellate  court.  When  the  appeal  is  taken  from 
a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  a  new  trial  is  de- 
manded in  the  appellate  court,  the  appellant  must  furnish  security,  in 
order  to  render  his  appeal  effectual.  The  security  furnished  must  be 
in  the  form  of  the  undertaking  required  to  stay  execution  upon  a  judg- 
ment.    Id.,  p.  61,  §  3069  ;  ante,  923. 

In  other  cases  no  security  need  be  furnished  by  the  appellant  on 
taking  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
in  an  action,  unless  he  desires  to  stay  execution  upon  the  judgment. 
So  when  an  appeal  is  taken  from  a  final  order  made  in  a  special 
proceeding  to  recover  real  property,  an  undertaking  is  necessary  only 
when  the  appellant  desires  to  stay  the  issuing  or  execution  of  the  war- 
rant. Yol.  1,  p.  165.  The  mode  of  giving  security  upon  an  appeal  in 
the  several  cases  noticed  will  now  be  considered. 

On  au  appeal  from  an  order  determining  a  demand  for  the  return  of 
the  possession  of  an  animal  seized  in  a  special  proceeding  against  es- 
trays,  the  question  whether  the  appellant  shall  give  security  or  not  is 
left  to  the  discretion  of  the  county  judge.  Id.,  p.  73,  §  3103.  On 
an  appeal  from  a  final  order  in  such  proceedings  by  the  person  an- 
swering the  appellant  must  give  an  undertaking  such  as  is  required  for 
the  purpose  of  perfecting  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  and  staying  the 
execution  thereof  ;  and  also  an  undertaking,  in  the  same  or  another  in- 
strument, to  the  effect,  that  if  the  final  order  appealed  from  is  afiirmed, 
or  if  the  appeal  is  dismissed,  the  appellant  will  pay  all  sums  which  the 
justice  awards  against  him  upon  the  hearing,  after  the  determination 
of  the  appeal,  not  exceeding  the  amount  specified  in  the  instrument. 
Id.,  §3105. 

§  4.  Staying  proceedings  on  appeal.  If  the  appellant  desires  a 
stay  of  execution  upon  a  judgment  appealed  from,  he  must  give  a 
written  undertaking,  executed  by  one  or  more  sureties,  approved  by 
the  justice  who  rendered  the  judgment,  or  by  a  judge  of  the  appellate 
court,  to  the  effect,  that  if  the  appeal  is  dismissed,  or  if  judgment  is 
rendered  against  the  appellant  in  the  appellate  court,  and  an  execution 
issued  thereupon  is  returned  wholly  or  partly  unsatisfied,  the  sureties 
will  pay  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  or  the  portion  thereof  remain- 
ing unsatisfied,  not  exceeding  a  sum  specified  in  the  undertaking,  which 
must  be  at  least  $100,  and  not  less  than  twice  the  amount  of  the  judgment ; 

m 
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or  if  the  judgment  in  the  justice's  court  is  for  the  recorery  of  a  chat- 
tel, that  the  sureties  will  pay  the  sum  lixed  by  that  judgment  as  the 
value  of  the  chattel,  together  with  the  damages,  if  any,  awarded  for 
the  taking,  withholding  or  detention  thereof.  A  copy  of  the  under- 
taking with  a  notice  of  the  delivery  thereof  must  be  served  with  the 
notice  of  appeal,  and  in  like  manner.     Id.,  p.  56,  §  3050. 

The  appellant  may  or  may  not  join  in  the  execution  of  this  under- 
taking at  his  election.     Id.,  p.  124,  §  811. 

Undertaking  on  an  appeal  from  justice^  8  court.  —  Money  judgment. 
JUSTICE'S   COURT. 


John  Doe,  plaintiff, 

aget. 

Richard  Roe,  defendant. 


Whkebas,  on  the  21st  day  of  August,  1882,  John  Doe,  the  above 
named  plaintiff,  recovered  a  judgment  against  Richard  Roe,  the 
above-named  defendant,  in  a  justice's  court  of  the  county  of  Mont- 
gomery, before  A.  B. ,  Esq. ,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county 
of  Montgomery,  for  $144.35  recovery,  and  $4.95  costs.  And  the  said 
Richard  Koe,  feeling  aggrieved  thereby,  intends  to  appeal  from  the 
said  judgment  to  the  County  Court  of  the  county  of  Montgomery : 

Now,  therefore,  we,  C.  D,  and  E.  F.,  of  the  town  of  Mohawk, 
in  the  county  of  Montgomery,  do  hereby  jointly  and  severally  under- 
take that  if  the  appeal  is  dismissed,  or  if  judgment  is  rendered  against 
the  appellant  in  the  appellate  court,  and  an  execution  issued  there- 
upon is  returned  wholly  or  partially  unsatisfied,  the  said  sureties  will 
pay  *  the  amount  of  the  judgment  or  the  portion  thereof  remaining 
unsatisfied,  not  exceeding  $300. 

Dated  the  Mth  day  ^  August,  1882. 

(Signature  of  sureties^ 

{Add  justification,  acknowledgment  and  approval.) 

When  the  judgment  appealed  from  is  for  the  recovery  of  a  chattel, 
the  recitals  in  the  above  form  should  be  modified  according  to  the 
facts,  and  the  condition  of  the  undertaking  should  be  modified  by  add- 
ing after  the  *  "the  sum  fixed  by  that  judgment  as  the  value  of  the 
chattel,  together  with  the  damages  awarded  for  the  taking,  withholding 
or  detention  thereof." 

The  notice  of  the  delivery  of  the  undertaking  is  usually  indorsed 
upon  the  undertaking,  and  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 
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Notice  of  delivery  to  justice  : 
To  John  Dob,  plaintif  and  respondent  : 

Take  uotice,  that  the  within  is  a  copy  of  an  undertaking  duly  given, 
and  delivered  to  the  justice  who  rendered  the  judgment. 
Dated  this  24^A  dm/  of  August,  1882. 

Yours,  etc., 

^        ,,  ^        '^•^^■■,  Appellant's  attorneys. 

Umce  and  post-office  address,  Fonda,  N.  Y. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  section  3050  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure expressly  requires  the  approval  of  the  undertaking  by  the  jus- 
tice who  rendered  the  judgment,  or  by  a  judge  of  the  appellate  court ; 
and  also  declares  that  section  1335  of  that  act  applies  to  such  an  under- 
taking. Vol.  1,  p.  56.  Section  1335,  was  amended  in  1882  by  pre- 
fixing to  the  original  section  the  words  "  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
undertaking  should  be  approved."  Probably  by  inadvertence,  no 
corresponding  change  was  made  in  section  3050,  and  the  sections 
as  they  now  stand  are  in  direct  conflict.  A  case  is,  therefore,  presented 
of  a  provision  of  the  Code,  not  contained  in  chapter  19,  made  appli- 
cable  to  proceedings  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  which  is  repugnant  to 
a  special  provision  of  law  regulating  proceedings  before  him;  and 
applying  the  rule  laid  down  in  section  3134  of  that  act,  id.,  p.  83, 
the  repugnant  matter,  added  by  the  amendment  of  1882,  is  not  to  be 
deemed  included  in  the  provisions  of  section  1335  made  applicable  in 
the  undertaking  mentioned  in  section  3050.  The  undertaking  must, 
therefore,  be  approved. 

iJy  deliverind  the  undertaking  to  the  justice  or  his  clerk,  and  serv- 
ing a  copy  and  notice  of  such  delivery  upon  the  respondent,  the 
appellant  will  stay  the  issuing  of  an  execution  upon  the  judgment.  But 
if  the  execution  has  already  been  issued,  the  appellant  must  procure 
and  serve  upon  the  officer  holding  the  execution  a  copy  of  the  under- 
taking, either  certified  by  the  justice  or  his  clerk,  or  accompanied  by 
an  affidavit  that  it  is  a  copy,  and  that  the  priginal  has  been  duly  filed. 
This  will  stay  further  proceedings  upon  the  execution.  Id,,  p.  56,  § 
3051. 

Form  of  certificate. 

I,  A,  B.,  the  justice  before  whom  the  judgment  in  the  within- 
entitled  action  was  rendered,  do  hereby  certify  that  an  appeal  has  been 
taken  from  said  judgment ;  that  an  undertaking,  conditioned  as 
required  by  law,  dmv  executed  and  approved,  has  been  given  bj^  the 
appellant,  and  duly  filed  by  me ;  and  that  I  have  compared  the  within 
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copy  undertaking  with  the  original  so  filed,  and  that  it  is  a  correct 
transcript  therefrom,  and  of  the  whole  of  said  original. 
Dated  this  24<A  day  of  August,  1882. 

A.  B.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  original  undertaking  is  usually  delivered  to  the  court  below  or 
to  the  clei'k,  where  there  is  one ;  but  where  such  service  cannot  be  made 
by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  justice,  his  removal  from  the  country 
or  from  any  other  cause,  the  undertaking  must  then  he  filed  with  the 
clerk  of  the  appellate  court.  Id.,  p.  56,  §  3052.  Notice  of  such 
filing  must  then  be  given  to  the  respondent  or  his  attorney,  in  the  same 
manner  that  notices  of  appeal  are  served.  lb. 

Fcmn  of  notice. 
{Title  of  the  cause) 
To  John  Doe,  flaintvff: 

You  will  take  notice  that  the  undertaking  executed  for  the  purpose 
of  staying  execution  in  the  above-entitled  action,  on  the  appeal  therein 
to  the  Montgomery  County  Court,  was  duly  filed  with  S.  J.,  Esq.,  clerk 
of  Montgomery  county  on  the  24:th  day  of  August,  1882. 

{Signature  of  appellant  or  attorney.) 

The  filing  of  the  undertaking  with  the  clerk  in  such  case  has  the 
same  effect  as  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  justice ;  and  a  copy  thereof, 
certified  by  the  county  clerk,  served  upon  the  ofiicer  holding  an  exe- 
cution, has  the  same  effect   as  if  it  was  certified  by  the  justice.     lb. 

Where  an  appellant  desires  a  stay  of  execution  upon  the  judgment 
in  the  court  below,  he  must  be  careful  to  execute  and  deliver  a  proper 
undertaking  in  the  manner' prescribed  by  statute,  for,  until  this  is  done, 
there  will  not  be  any  stay  of  proceedings  on  the  judgment  by  the 
court  below.  Conway  v.  Hitchins,  9  Barb.  378 ;  OnderdonTc  v.  Em- 
mons, 2  Hilt.  504 :  S.  C,  17  How.  545  ;  9  Abb.  187. 

If  a  levy  has  been  made  by  an  officer,  under  an  execution,  before 
the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  undertaking  required  by  law,  the 
service  of  a  duly  certified  copy  thereof  upon  the  officer  will  arrest  the 
proceedings  in  the  state  they  may  be  at  the  time  of  the  service,  but 
the  levy  is  not  thereby  discharged,  nor  can  the  appellant  require  that 
the  goods  levied  upon  shall  be  returned  to  him  before  the  appeal  is 
disposed  of.  Smith  v.  Allen,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  259  ;  Bathbone  v.  Moms, 
9  Abb.  213 ;  In  Matter  of  Berry,  26  Barb.  55.  And  see  Bowman 
V.  Cornell,  39  id.,  71. 

But  the  levy  must  be  one  which  was  made  in  good  faith,  and  be- 
fore security  was  given  and  approved.     And    where  an  execation 
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was  handed  to  an  officer,  but  before  a  levy  was  made,  the  appellant 
served  a  proper  undertaking  upon  the  justice,  and  a  copy  thereof  upon 
the  plaintiff,  but  not  upon  the  constable,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  directed 
the  officer  to  make  a  levy,  which  was  done,  the  court  set  the  levy  aside 
as  fraudulent.  Jones  v.  McOa/rl,  7  Abb.  418.  And  whenever  an  exe- 
cution is  issued  and  levied  upon  the  appellant's  property,  after  the 
service  of  a  proper  undertaking,  the  execution  and  levy  will  be  set 
aside.  Jackson  v.  Smith,  16  Abb.  201.  If  an  undertaking  is  defect- 
ive, the  appellate  court  has  power  to  allow  an  amendment,  and  will 
grant  an  order  for  that  purpose  in  a  proper  case.  Wood  v.  Kelly,  2 
Hilt.  334.  And  see  Teall  v.  Van  Wyok,  10  Barb.  376.  So  the  court 
may,  in  such  a  case,  allow  the  filing  of  a  further  undertaking.  Stern- 
haus  V.  Schmidt,  5  Abb.  66.  The  appellate  court  has  no  power  to 
stay  proceedings  upon  the  judgment  below,  on  any  other  grounds  than 
those  prescribed  by  the  statute.  Hawkins  v.  Mayor  of  Nexo  York,  5 
Abb.  344. 

On  an  appeal  from  an  order  determining  a  demand  for  the  return  of 
the  possession  of  an  animal  seized  in  a  special  proceeding  against 
estrays,  the  appellant  must  procure  from  the  county  judge  an  order  di- 
recting a  stay  of  the  proceedings  upon  the  petition,  and  a  stay  of  the 
execution  of  the  order  appealed  from,  and  file  it  with  the  justice 
within  the  time  allowed  for  an  appeal.  This  is  essential  to  render  the 
appeal  effectual  for  any  purpose.  The  order  may  be  granted  or  refused 
in  the  discretion  of  the  county  judge,  or  granted  upon  such  terms,  as  to 
security  or  otherwise,  as  he  thinks  proper ;  and  it  may  be  vacated  or 
modified,  either  absolutely  or  in  his  discretion,  as  he  thinks  proper. 
Vol.  1,  p.  73,  §  3103.  The  Code  makes  no  special  provision  as  to  the 
mode  of  applying  to  the  county  judge  for  an  order  staying  proceed- 
ings upon  the  petition,  and  staying  the  execution  of  the  order  appealed 
from.  The  appellant  should,  in  some  manner,  show  to  the  county 
judge  that  a  special  proceeding  is  pending  before  the  justice ;  the  ob- 
ject of  that  proceeding  ;  the  proceedings  had  therein  before  the  justice ; 
the  demand  of  the  possession  of  the  animals  seized  ;  the  proceedings 
of  the  appellant  at  the  time  of  making  the  demand  ;  the  order  made 
by  the  justice  thereupon  ;  and  every  fact  tending  to  show  that  the  de- 
cision of  the  justice  is  erroneous.  As  the  granting  of  the  order  is  dis- 
cretionary with  the  county  judge,  and  is  absolutely  necessary  to  per- 
fect the  appeal,  facts  should  be  presented  on  the  application  for  the 
order,  showing  at  least  a  prima  facie  case  for  the  review  of  the 
determination'of  the  justice.  These  facts  may  be  presented  by  affidavit 
or  bv  an  affidavit  acconii>anied  by  a  transcript  of  so  much  of  the  pro- 
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ceedings  before  the  justice  as  may  be  necessary  to  present  tlie  supposed 
error.     Upon  the '  facts,  so  presented,  the  county  judge  will  make  an 
'order  granting  or  refusing  the   stay,   as  in  his    judgment   justice 
demands. 

When  a  person,  who  has  answered  the  petition,  determines  to  appeal 
from  a  final  order  made  in  a  special  proceeding  against  estrays,  one  of 
the  first  steps  toward  the  appeal  is  the  preparation  of  the  undertaking 
or  undertakings  prescribed  by  section  3105  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure. "When  only  one  undertaking  is  given  it  may  be  in  the  follow- 
ing form  : 

JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Petition  of 
C.  D.,  for  the  sale  of  certain 
animals  seized  as  estrays,  and  I- Before  A.  B.,  Esq.,  Justwe  of  the  Peace. 
for  the  application  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sale. 


Whereas,  on  the  25th  day  of  August,  1882,  a  final  order  was  made 
by  said  justice  in  the  above-entitled  proceeding  to  the  effect  that  {state 
the  siibstance  of  the  order)  ;  and 

Whereas,  the  said  E.  F.  intends  to  appeal  from  said  order  to  the 
County  Court  of  the  county  of  Montgomery : 

Now,  therefore,  we  do  jointly  and  severally  undertake  that  if  such  ap- 
peal is  dismissed,  or,  if  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  appellant  in  the 
appellate  court,  the  said  sureties  will  pay  the  amount  of  the  judgment 
or  the  portion  thereof  remaining  unsatisfied,  not  exceeding  $100  ;  and 
also  that  if  the  final  order  appealed  from  is  aflarmed,  or,  if  the  appeal 
is  dismissed,  the  appellant  will  pay  all  sums  which  the  justice  awards 
against  him  upon  the  hearing,  after  the  determination  of  the  appeal  as 
prescribed  in  section  3106  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  not  exceed- 
ing the  sum  of  dollars. 

{Signatures.) 

{Add  achnowledgment  and  justification.) 

The  sum  to  be  inserted  in  the  blank  left  in  the  preceding  form 
must  be  fixed  by  the  judge  to  whom  application  is  made  for  the  order 
directing  the  stay.     Vol.  1,  p.  73,  §  3105. 

Order  staying  proceedings,  etc. 

{Title  of  proceeding. ) 

It  appearing  that  E.  F.  intends  to  appeal  to  the  County  Court  of 
the  county  of  Montffomeiy  from  a  final  order  made  in  the  above-enti- 
tled proceeding  on  the  25th  day  of  August,  1882,  by  A.  B.,  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  the  town  of  Mohawk  in  said  county,  and  said  appeal 
having  been  perfected,  and  security  having  been  given  thereupon  as 
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prescribed  by  section  3105  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedm-e,  on  motion 
of  Y.  &  v.,  attorneys  for  said  appellants,  it  is 

Ordered,  That  the  proceedings  upon  said  final  order  be  and  are 
hereby  stayed  nntil  further  order  of  said  County  Court,  and  that  the 
animals  seized  in  said  proceeding  be  delivered  to  said  appellant. 

Dated  August  27,  1882. 

Z.  W.,  Coimty  Judge  of  Montgomery  Co. 

This  order  must  be  filed  with  the  justice  with  the  notice  of  appeal, 
and  the  appellant  is  thereupon  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of 
the  animals  seized.     Id.,  pp.  73,  74,  §  3105. 

When  the  appellant  desires  to  stay  the  issuing  and  execution  of  a 
warrant  pending  an  appeal  taken  from  a  final  order  in  a  special  pro- 
ceeding to  recover  the  possession  of  lands,  which  establishes  that  the 
lessee  or  tenant  holds  over  after  default  in  the  payment  of  rent,  he 
must,  except  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  apply  to  the  county 
judge  for  an  order  directing  such  stay.  Such  order  can  be  made  only 
upon  the  appellants  giving  the  security  required  to  perfect  the  appeal, 
and  stay  the  execution  of  the  order  appealed  from,  and  also  an  under- 
taking to  the  petitioner  in  a  sum,  and  with  sureties  approved  by  the 
county  judge,  to  the  effect,  that  if,  upon  the  appeal,  a  final  determina- 
tion is  rendered  against  him,  he  will  pay  all  rent  accruing  or  to  accrue  upon 
the  premises,  or  if  there  is  no  lease  thereof,  the  value  of  the  use  and 
occupation  of  the  premises,  subsequent  to  the  institution  of  the  special 
proceeding.     Id.,  p.  165,  §  2262. 

Undertaking  it/  tenant  on  appeal. 
JUSTICE'S  COUBT. 

Intlie  Matter  of  the  Petition  of  )  gefo^e  ^    -Q     j]gq      a  Justice  of  the 
C.  D.,  for  the  removal  of  E.  >■        „  j 

F.  from  certain  premiaes.  I       X^eace,  etc. 

Whereas,  the  above-named  E.  F.  has  appealed  from  a  final  order 
made  by  said  justice  in  the  above-entitled  proceeding,  on  the  25tli  day 
of  August,  1882,  awarding  the  possession  of  the  .premises  described  in 
said  petition  to  the  petitioner  : 

Now,  therefore,  we,  G.  H.  and  I.  J.,  of  the  town  of  Mohawk,  in 
the  county  of  Montgomery,  do  jointly  and  severally  undertake  in  the 
sum  of  {the  amount  peed  hy  the  county  judge)  dollars,  that  if  the  said 
appeal  is  dismissed,  or  if  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  appellant  in 
the  appellate  court,  and  "an  execution  issued  thereupon  is  returned 
wholly  or  partly  unsatisfied,  the  said  sureties  will  pay  the  amount  of 
the  judgment  or  the  portion  thereof  remaining  unsatisfied ;  and  also 
that  if  upon  said  appeal  a  final  determination  is  rendered  against  the 
appellant,  he  will  pay*  all  rent  accruingor  to  accrue  upon  said  premises ; 
subsequent  to  the  institution  of  this  special  proceeding. 

{Date)  {Signatures.) 


936  THE  PRACTICE  ON  APPEALS. 

Proceedings  by  respondent  on  receipt  of  notice  and  undertaking. 

The  iindertaking  must  be  acknowledged,  and  have  the  usual  affidavit 
of  justification  attached,  and  must  be  approved  by  the  county  judge  to 
whom  the  application  is  made  for  the  stay  of  proceedings.  The  ap- 
pellant need  not  join  in  the  undertaking;  and  one  surety  will  be  suffi- 
cient unless  the  county  judge  requires  two  or  more  sureties. 

Upon  the  execution  of  this  undertaking,  and  its  approval  by  the 
county  judge,  an  order  may  be  made  staying  the  issuing  and  execution 
of  the  warrant  for  the  removal  of  the  tenant.  The  order  may  be  in 
the  following  form  : 

Order  staying  issuing  of  warrant  against  tenant. 

{Title  of  the  proceeding.) 

An  appeal  having  been  taken  from  a  final  order  made  by  said  justice 
in  the  above  entitled  proceeding  on  the  25th  day  of  August,  1882, 
awarding  delivery  of  possession  to  the  premises  described  in  the  peti- 
tion to  said  petitioner,  and  determining  that  the  said  E,  F.  holds  over 
after  default  in  the  payment  of  rent,  and  the  said  E.  F.,  having  given 
the  security  prescribed  by  section  2262  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, and  the  same  having  been  duly  approved,  on  motion  of  T.  & 
v.,  attorneys  for  said  appellant,  it  is 

Ordered,  That  the  issuing  and  execution  of  the  warrant  for  the 
removal  of  the  appellant  from  said  premises  be  and  are  hereby  stayed 
until  the  determination  of  said  appeal. 

{Daie)  {Signature  of  coimly  judge.) 

The  sureties  in  an  undertaking  conditioned  as  required  to  stay  an 
execation  upon  appeal  remain  liable  for  the  ultimate  disposition  of 
the  case,  notwithstanding  an  intermediate  judgment  in  favor  of  their 
principal.  Thus  if  an  appeal  to  the  County  Court  results  in  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  respondent,  which  judgment  is  reversed  by  the 
General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  cause  is  then  transferred 
to  the  Supreme  Court,  because  of  the  disqualification  of  the  county 
judge,  and  there  tried,  resulting  in  a  judgment  for  the  respondent,  the 
sureties  in  the  undertaking  given  on  the  appeal  to  the  County  Court 
will  be  liable  for  the  amount  of  the  final  judgment,  if  the  execution 
issued  thereon  is  returned  unsatisfied.  Humerton  v.  Soy,  65  N.  T. 
380.  In  the  absence  of  collusion  or  fraud  the  return  of  the  sheriff 
will  be  conclusive  upon  the  sureties.  lb. 

§  5.  Proceedings  by  respondent  on  receipt  of  notice  and  under- 
taking. After  the  appellant  has  perfected  his  appeal,  he  has  ordi- 
narily no  further  duties  to  perform  in  the  cause  until  the  justice  has 
filed  his  return,  or  the  time  limited  for  filing  the  return  has  elapsed 
and  the  justice  is  in  default.  But  it  is  not  so  with  the  respondent. 
If  the  appellant  has  given  an  undertaking  to  stay  execution  on  the 
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judgment,  the  respondent  should  at  once  inquire  whether  the  sureties 
in  the  undertaking  are  pecuniarily  responsible,  and  able  to  answer  to 
him  for  such  costs  as  may  accrue  not  only  upon  the  appeal  then  pend- 
ing, but  also  upon  such  further  appeals  as  may  be  taken  thereafter.  If 
the  sureties  are  hot  clearly  responsible  the  attorney  for  the  respondent 
should  serve  upon  the  appellant's  attorney  a  written  notice  that  he  ex- 
cepts to  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties.  This  must  be  done  within  ten 
days  after  service  of  a  copy  of  the  undertaking,  and  the  notice  that  it 
has  been  filed  or  delivered  to  the  justice.  The  eflEect  of  this  notice  is 
to  compel  the  sureties  in  the  iindertaking  given  on  taking  the  appeal, 
or  other  sureties  in  a  new  undertaking  to  the  same  eflEect,  to  justify 
before  the  justice  or  county  judge  within  ten  days  thereafter,  or  in  de- 
fault of  such  justification,  to  deprive  the  appellant  of  the  benefit  of  the 
undertaking  given.  When  such  notice  has  been  served,  the  appellant's 
attorney  must,  within  five  days  thereafter,  give  to  the  attorney  for  the 
respondent  at  least  five  days'  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  justifica- 
tion. As  the  justification  must  take  place  within  ten  days  from  the 
service  of  the  notice  that  the  i-espondent  excepts  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  sureties,  the  notice  of  justification  must  be  served  at  least  five  days 
before  that  time  or  it  will  be  too  late.  At  the  time  and  place  specified 
in  the  notice  the  sureties  in  the  original  undertaking,  or  the  sureties  in 
the  new  undertaking,  must  appear  and  justify.  The  proceedings  upon 
the  justification  are  the  same  as  upon  tlie  justification  of  sureties  in  an 
undertaking  given  by  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  in  an  action  to  i-ecover 
a  chattel.  These  proceedings  have  been  discussed  in  a  preceding  chap- 
ter, and  the  forms  there  given  may  readily  be  adapted  to  similar  pro- 
ceedings on  appeal.  See  ante,  215.  If  the  justice  or  county  judge 
finds  the  sureties  sufficient,  he  must  indorse  his  allowance  of  them 
upon  the  undertaking,  or  a  copy  thereof,  and  notice  of  the  allowance 
must  be  served  upon  the  attorney  for  the  respondent.  If  the  appel- 
lant fails  to  procure  the  allowance  of  the  sureties,  the  effect  is  the  same 
as  if  no  undertaking  had  been  given.  Vol.  l,.p.  56,  §  1335.  The  re- 
spondent may  then  issue  an  execution  upon  his  judgment,  if  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  was  in  his  favor ;  and,  if  the  appeal  was  taken 
for  anew  trial  in  tlie  appellate  court,  may  move  for  a  dismissal  of  the 
ajjpeal  for  want  of  the  undertaking  required  to  render  it  effectual.  If 
the  appellant  commits  a  fraud  upon  the  court  by  procuring  the  allow- 
ance  of  an  imdertaking  executed  by  an  insolvent  siirety,  knowing  him 
to  be  insolvent,  the  appeal  may  be  dismissed.  Elson  v.  Murray,  27 
Hun,  536. 

When  the  judgment  appealed  from  was  rendered  for  a  sum  of  money 
"118 
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only,  and  a  new  trial  is  demanded  in  the  appellate  court,  the  respond- 
ent should  at  once  make  a  careful  examination  of  the  whole  case  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the  judgment  was  too  favorable 
to  him,  and  whether,  upon  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  it  is  pos- 
sible, or  even  probable,  that  the  verdict,  report  or  decision  will  be  more 
favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  verdict  or  decision  in  the  court  be- 
low bjthe  sum  of  $10.  This  examination  should  be  made  carefully  and 
impartially,  for  the  liability  of  the  respondent  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
appeal  may  depend  upon  the  correct  determination  of  these  questions 
apd  his  proceedings  thereon.  If  it  should  appear  upon  such  exam- 
ination that  it  is  probable  that  the  verdict,  report  or  decision  of  the 
ap])ellate  court  will  be  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  decis- 
ion of  the  court  below,  the  respondent  should  promptly  serve  upon  the 
appellant,  or  his  attorney,  a  written  offer  to  allow  judgment  to  be  ren- 
dered in  the  appellate  court,  in  favor  of  the  proper  party  for  a  specified 
sum.  See  vol.  1,  p.  61,  §  3070.  If  the  notice  of  appeal  was  signed  by 
the  appellant  in  person,  and  he  has  not  subsequently  appeared  in  the 
cause  by  an  attorney,  the  offer  should  be  served  upon  the  appellant, 
otherwise  upon  the  attorney  who  signed  the  notice  of  appeal,  or  who 
has  subsequently  appeared  for  the  appellant.  See  Purvis  v.  Gray,  39 
How.  1  ;  Code  of  Civ.  Pro.,  §§  799,  802. 

The  statute  provides  that  the  respondent  may  serve  the  offer  "  within 
fifteen  days  after  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  upon  him,  and  before 
the  return  is  filed."  Vol.  1,  p.  61,  §  3070.  This  language  is  very  ob- 
scure. The  statute  permits  the  justice  to  file  his  return  after  ten  and 
within  thirty  days  from  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  and  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  included  in  the  judgment  and  his  fee  for  making  the 
return.  Id.,  p.  57,  §  3053.  He  may  lawfully  file  his  return  upon 
the  eleventh  day  after  the  day  of  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  upon 
him,  but  not  before  that  day.  If  he  files  his  return  upon  the  eleventh 
day,  the  respondent  cannot  take  the  full  fifteen  days  in  which  to  serve 
his  offer,  if  the  statute  is  to  be  construed  literally,  unless  the  notice  of 
appeal  was  served  upon  the  respondent  before  service  was  made  upon 
the  justice.  The  apparent  intent  of  the  statute  is  to  allow  the  respond- 
ent ten  days  in  any  event  in  which  to  serve  his  offer,  and  five  days 
additional  time,  if  the  return  is  not  sooner  filed.  But  the  law  does 
not  require  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  to  be  made  upon  the  justice 
and  upon  the  respondent  upon  the  same  day,  and  the  appellant,  by  an 
intentional  delay  in  serving  the  notice  upon  the  latter,  may  procure  the 
lawful  filing  of  the  return  before  the  respondent  has  any  intimation 
that  an  appeal  will  be  taken.     The  remedy  of  the  respondent  in  such 
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case  is  to  apply  to  the  appellate  court  under  section  783  of  the  Code 
for  an  order  permitting  him  to  serve  the  offer  within  such  time  as 
the  court  may  direct. 

Form,  of  offer  of  j%idgment. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


Andrew  McBeth,  respondent, 
agat. 
James  McDuff,  appellant. 


The  above  named  respondent  hereby  offers  to  allow  judgment  to  be 
rendered  in  his  favor  in  tliis  action  in  the  Connty  Court  of  Fulton 
county  for  the  sum  of  $100. 

Dated  Septemher  2,  1882. 

ANDREW  McBETH,  Respondent. 

To  James  McDpff,  Appellant. 

If  the  appellant  concludes  to  accept  the  offer  he  must  serve  upon 

the  respondent  or  his  attorney,  within  five  days  after  the  service  of  the 

offer,  a  written  notice  of  acceptance,  and  must  file  it  with  an  affidavit 

of  service  of  the  notice,  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court,  who 

thereupon  must  enter  judgment  accordingly.  Id.,  p.  61,  §  3070. 

Notice  of  acceptance. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


Andrew  McBeth,  respondent. 


James  McDuff,  appellant. 

SiE.  Take  notice  that  I  hereby  accept  the  offer  of  the  respondent,  dated 
the  2d  day  of  September,  1882,  to  allow  judgment  to  be  rendered  in 
his  favor  in  this  action  in  the  County  Court  of  Fulton  county,  for  the 
sum  of  $100. 

Dated  September  5,  1882. 

"i  ours  etc. 

JAMES  McDUFF,  Appellant. 
To  Y.  Z.,  Attorney  for  the  Respondent;  or 
To  Andrew  McBeth,  Respondent. 

If  the  offer  is  made  and  not  accepted,  it  cannot  be  proved  upon  the 
trial.  If  the  offer  is  not  made,  and  the  verdict,  report,  or  decision 
upon  the  appeal  is  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  by  the  sum  ot  $10 
than  the  verdict  or  decision  in  the  court  below  ;  or  if  the  offer  is  made 
and  not  accepted,  and  the  verdict,  report,  or  decision  upon  the  appeal 
is  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  by  the  sum  of  $10  than  the  amonnt 
of  the  offer,  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  recover  costs  upon  the  appeal ; 
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otherwise,  the  respondent  is  entitled  to  recov^er  costs,  vol.  1,  p.  61, 
§  3070,  unless  he  fails  to  recover  any  judgment  in  the  action.  See 
Quick  V.  Wixon,  27  Hun,  592.  If  the  offer  is  accepted,  the  appellant 
is  entitled  to  recover  his  costs  in  the  court  below,  and  his  disbursements 
upon  the  appeal,  including  the  costs  and  fee,  if  any,  paid  to  the  justice 
upon  taking  the  appeal.  But  neither  party  is  entitled  to  the  costs 
upon  the  appeal.     Vol.  1,  p.  61,  §  3070. 

The  form  of  a  judgment  upon  the  acceptance  of  an  offer  by  the  re- 
spondent, and  the  mode  of  taxing  costs  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

If  the  case  is  one  where  the  appellant  is  not  entitled  to  or  has  not  de- 
manded a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  as  provided  in  section  3068 
of  the  Code,  the  respondent  may,  within  twenty  days  of  the  service  on 
him  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  serve  upon  the  appellant  or  his  attorney  a 
written  stipulation  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  may  be  reversed 
with  $5  costs  and  disbursements  of  the  appeal,  and  thereafter 
no  further  steps  can  be  taken  in  the  appeal  except  to  enter  judgment 
in  pursuance  of  the  stipulation  for  its  enforcement.  Code  of  Civil  Pro., 
§  3062,  as  amended  by  Laws  of  1883,  chap.  390. 

The  effect  of  this  stipulation  is  to  effectually  put  an  end  to  the  ap- 
peal and  the  liability  to  costs  subsequent  to  the  service  of  the  stipulation. 
When  this  mode  of  procedure  will  be  to  the  interest  of  the  respondent 
will  depend  on  the  circumstances  of  each  case. 

Stipulation  ^or  reversal. 

{Title  of  the  cause.) 

It  is  hereby  stipulated  by  the  respondent  in  the  above-entitled  appeal 
that  the  judgment  from  which  said  appeal  is  taken  may  be  reversed 
with  $5  costs  and  disbursements  of  the  appeal. 

{Date)  {Signature  of  respondent.) 

§  6.  Return  on  appeaL  Whenever  a  notice  of  appeal  is  served 
upon  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  the  costs  included  in  the  judgment 
appealed  from  with  his  fee  for  making  a  return  are  paid  to  him,  he 
should  at  once  enter  in  his  docket-book  the  time  of  such  service,  and  the 
amount  paid  to  him  by  the  appellant.  Vol.  1,  p.  85,  §  3140.  This 
entry  will  be  his  guide  in  fixing  the  time  within  which  to  make  his  re- 
turn. The  statute  requires  him  to  make  his  return  after  ten  and 
within  thirty  days  from  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  and  the  pay- 
ment of  such  costs  and  fee.  Id.,  p.  57,  §  3053.  The  justice  should 
make  and  file  his  return  within  the  thirty  days  allowed  for  that  pui- 
pose,  though  a  return  filed  by  him  after  that  time  will  be  as  valid  as  if 
filed  within  the  time  limited.     See  Ex  parte  Kellogg,  3  Cow.  372.    He 
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should  not  file  the  return  within  ten  days  after  the  service  of  the  notice 
of  appeal  upon  him,  as  by  so  doing  he  may  prejudice  the  right  of  the 
respondent  to  make  an  offer  to  allow  judgment  to  be  rendered  in  the 
appellate  court  for  a  specified  sum.  See  vol.  1,  p.  61,  §  3070.  On  the 
other  hand  if  he  delays  the  filing  of  the  return  beyond  the  time  limited 
he  is  liable  to  attachment.  Id. ,  p.  57,  §  3055.  The  fact  that  the 
justice  has  gone  out  of  office  since  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  ap- 
pealed from,  or  has  removed  to  another  county  of  the  State,  will  not  free 
him  from  the  duty  of  making  the  return,  or  from  liability  to  attach- 
ment for  an  omission  of  that  duty.  Id.,  §§  3054,  3055.  If  the 
justice  dies,  becomes  a  lunatic,  absconds,  removes  from  the  State, 
or  otherwise  becomes  unable  to  make  a  return,  the  appellate  court  may 
receive  affidavits,  or  examine  witnesses  as  to  the  evidence  and  other  pro- 
ceedings taken,  and  the  judgment  rendered  before  the  justice,  and  may 
determine  the  appeal  as  if  a  return  had  been  duly  made.  Id.,  §  3056. 

Form  and  contents  of  the  return.  Except  where  the  appellant  is 
entitled  to  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  and  has  demanded  it  in 
his  notice  of  appeal,  the  return  must  contain  all  the  proceedings  before 
the  justice,  including  the  evidence  and  the  judgment.  Id.,  §  3053. 
The  justice  should  return  all  the  evidence  in  the  case ;  and  if  the 
return  sets  forth  the  evidence  in  detail,  it  will  be  presumed  that  he 
has  done  so,  unless  the  contrary  distinctly  appears.  Orcutt  v.  OaMU, 
24  N.  T.  578 ;  Mance  v.  Cayuga  and  Susquehanna  R.  R.  Qo.,  26  id 
428. 

The  statute  expressly  requires  that  the  justice  shall  return  all  the 
proceedings.  It  should  appear  from  the  return  how  the  action  was 
commenced,  whether  by  a  voluntary  joining  of  issue  without  a  sum- 
mons; or  by  the  service  of  a  summons,  and  if  by  the  latter, 
when  the  summons  was  issued,  served  and  returned ;  the  time 
and  place  of  joining  issue ;  the  nature  of  the  pleadings  ;  the  vari- 
ous adjournments ;  the  time  and  place  of  trial ;  the  evidence  given 
and  the  disposition  of  the  various  questions  and  objections  aris- 
ing during  such  trial ;  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  if  any ;  the  judg- 
ment and  the  time  of  its  rendition  ;  and  the  time  when  the  appeal 
papers  were  served.  The  return  is  intended  to  be  a  complete  and  au- 
thentic report  of  all  the  material  proceedings  in  the  court  below ;  and  no 
return  will  be  such  as  the  law  demands  unless  it  complies  with  this  re- 
quirement of  the  law. 

A  return  will  be  defective  when  it  does  not  make  any  reference  to 
any  process  issued  in  the  cause,  nor  mention  any  date  of  the  appearance 
to  the  parties,  or  of  the  trial,  but  merely  sets  forth  the  pleadings  and 
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the  evidence,  and  that  a  judgment  was  rendered  on  a  day  specified. 
Peters  v.  Biossy,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  115. 

The  justice  should  return  the  pleadings  or  set  forth  copies  of  them. 
In  Eoulston  v.  Mc  Olellcmd,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  60,  61,  the  court  said: 
"  The  return  in  this  case  does  not  inform  us  of  the  nature  of  the  action, 
what  was  the  ground  of  complaint,  nor  what  was  the  issue  between  the 
parties  ;  and  no  arguments  are  submitted  from  which  we  can  infer  what 
was  the  precise  point  in  contest  before  the  court  below. 

"  The  justice  appears  to  have  rendered  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ant for  the  value  of  certain  goods.  We  might,  with  great  propriety, 
decline  reviewing  that  judgment,  where  nothing  is  before  us  but  the 
evidence  in  the  cause,  upon  which  the  broad  question  is  presented, 
whether  that  evidence  would  warrant  any  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant under  any  supposable  state  of  the  pleadings,  or  upon  any  pos- 
sible issues  between  the  parties.  We  are  not  willing  to  sanction  such 
a  precedent.  The  return  is  grossly  imperfect,  and  a  review  of  a  case 
in  appeal,  without  the  pleadings  before  us,  must,  in  general,  be  to  a 
great  extent  a  review  founded  in  conjecture." 

If  a  return  does  not  state  the  substance  of  the  pleadings,  nor  set 
them  out,  a  copy  of  them  ought  to  be  annexed  to  it  and  referred  to  in 
such  return.  Spring  v.  Baker,  1  Hilt.  526.  And  see  Smith  v.  Van 
Brunt,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  534. 

Where  a  return  shows  that  important  questions  were  raised  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  evidence  in  the  court  below,  but  it  does  not  disclose 
what  disposition  was  made  of  such  questions,  the  appellate  court  may, 
and  iisually  will,  allow  the  appeal  to  stand  over  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
curing a  further  return.  Matthews  v.  Fiestd,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  91. 
And  upon  the  coming  in  of  such  further  return  the  court  will  render 
judgment  upon  the  questions  involved  in  the  appeal,  lb. 

A  return  ought  to  show  what  judgment,  if  any,  was  rendered  in  the 
court  below,  and  if  it  omits  to  do  this,  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed. 
Woodside  v.  Pender,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  390.  This,  however,  need  not 
be  done  by  any  pai-ticular  phraseology,  for  if  the  court  can  satisfactorily 
determine  what  judgment  was  rendered  this  will  be  suflScient.  Slaman 
V.  BucMey,  29  Barb.  289 ;  am,te,  835,  836. 

The  statutory  provision  that  the  evidence  shall  be  returned  requires 
that  documentary  evidence  used  on  the  trial  below  shall  be  returned  as 
well  as  the  oral  evidence.     Ogden  v.  Sanderson,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  167. 

The  proper  way  to  furnish  such  evidence  is  by  returning  a  true  copy 
of  the  document  with  the  return,  and  referring  therein  to  such  copy  as 
a  part  of  the  retiu'n  filed. 
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Where  a  justice  omits  to  return  material  documentary  evidence,  tlie 
appellate  court  will  not  decide  the  appeal  without  it,  but  will  order  the 
cause  to  stand  over  until  it  can  be  returned.  Taylor  v.  Mayor,  etc., 
of  New  York,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  559 ;  Foley  v.  Alger,  id.  719.  But  where 
it  is  entirely  clear  that  the  omitted  paper  would  not  have  any  effect  upon 
the  decision  of  the  appellate  court,  that  court  will  not  order  the  cause 
to  stand  over  for  its  return,  nor  even  order  it  to  be  returned  on  appli- 
cation for  an  amended  return  to  that  effect.  Keeler  v.  Adams,  3 
Caines,  84.  Where  a  paper  or  a  document  is  annexed  to  a  return,  and 
is  not  included  in  it,  there  must  be  some  reference  in  the  return  to 
such  paper  or  document,  or  it  will  not  be  considered  as  a  part  of  it. 
Sjoring  v.  Baker,  1  Hilt.  526.  But  where  the  return  refers  explicitly 
to  a  paper  as  a  part  of  the  proceedings,  and  it  is  returned  with  the 
return,  it  will  be  eonadered  as  a  part  of  the  return,  although  not  an- 
nexed to  it.  Stolp  v.  Van  Cortland,  3  Wend.  492.  All  material  facts 
ought  to  be  stated  in  the  body  of  the  return,  and  it  is  not  a  proper 
practice  to  add  them  by  way  of  a  postscript  or  memorandum.  Logue 
V.  Gillidky  1  E.  D.  Smith,  398. 

Where  a  justice  omits  to  return  papers  or  documents  which  were 
introduced  as  evidence  in  the  court  below,  the  return  is  imperfect,  and 
the  parties  ought  not  to  bring  the  cause  ou  for  argument,  but  procure 
a  further  return.  McAllister  v.  Sexton,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  41.  The  re- 
turn ought  to  contain  within  itself  a  complete  history  of  the  entire 
proceedings  in  the  court  below,  without  reference  to  any  extrinsic 
papers.  And  where  an  affidavit  was  formerly  used  as  the  foundation 
for  a  certiorari,  it  was  held  that  the  justice's  return  was  not  sufficient 
when  it  adopted  such  affidavit,  and  stated  that  the  facts  therein  con- 
tained were  substantially  true.  Mann  v.  Swift,  3  Cow.  61.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  justice  to  take  full  minutes  of  the  evidence  and  proceed- 
ings, as  has  already  been  seen,  ante,  705,  706,  752;  and  he  will  not  be 
excused  from  returning  such  evidence  and  proceedings  on  the  ground 
that  he  omitted  to  take  minutes.     Schuyler  v    Warner,  1  Cow.  59. 

The  return  ought  also  to  show  that  the  justice  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action, 
when  the  defendant  did  not  appear  in  the  action  below,  and  in  such  a 
case  if  the  action  is  commenced  by  summons,  but  the  return  does  not 
rfiow  that  the  summons  stated  any  jplojCe  of  appearance,  or  that  the  con- 
stable's return  stated  any  time  of  the  service  of  the  process,  the  judg- 
ment will  be  reversed,    Stewart  v.  Smith,  17  Wend.  517. 

A  return  ought  also  to  show  that  the  proceedings  below  were 
regular,   and   that    there,  was    a  compliance  with  statutory  require- 
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ments  in  matters  of  practice;  and  if  it  should  clearly  appear 
that  a  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury,  and  that  they  retired  to  deliberate 
without  a  constable  being  sworn  to  attend  them,  the  judgment  would 
be  reversed.  Douglass  v.  Blackman,  14  Barb.  381 ;  Hatch  v.  Ma/nn, 
9  Wend.  262 ;  anU,  736. 

A  justice's  return  need  not  be  under  seal ;  it  is  as  valid  without  it  as 
with  it,  and  the  justice  will  be  as  liable  for  a  false  return  as  though  it 
had  been  sealed.     Scott  v.  Rushman,  1  Cow.  212. 

A  justice  is  not  required  to  make  any  return  in  relation  to  matters 
which  did  not  occur  within  his  knowledge,  as  in  the  case  of  the  mis- 
conduct of  a  jury  after  they  have  retired  to  deliberate  upon  their  verdict. 
Anonymous,  3  Caines,  106.  Such  matters  are  to  be  assigned  as  error 
in  fact,  and  decided  upon  affidavits  or  such  other  evidence  as  may  be 
required.  The  practice  as  to  error  in  fact  will  be  fully  explained  in  a 
subsequent  place. 

The  law  does  not  permit  a  justice  to  make  a  motion  to  quash  an  ap- 
peal for  irregularities.  It  is  his  duty  to  obey  the  notice  by  returning 
what  can  be  legally  required  of  him,  and  by  omitting  what  he  is  not 
bound  by  law  to  return.      Van  Patten  v.  Ouderhirk,  2  Johns.  Cas.  108. 

A  recital  in  a  return  that  an  action  was  commenced  on  a  particular 
day  is  not  sufficient  proof  that  it  was  commenced  in  time  to  save  the 
demand  sued  on  from  the  statute  of  limitations.  Cornell  v.  Moulton,  3 
Denio,  12 ;  McOraw  v.  Walker,  2  Hilt.  404.  Such  a  fact  must  be 
proved  before  the  justice  like  any  other  fact,  and  the  evidence  of  it 
returned.  lb.  In  the  absence  of  such  proof  showing  when  the  summons 
was  issued  or  actually  delivered  for  service,  the  legal  intendment  will 
be  that  the  action  was  commenced  on  the  day  of  the  service  of  the  sum- 
mons, lb. 

When  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court, 
and  has  demanded  it  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  the  justice  must  return  the 
summons  together  with  each  warrant  of  attachment,  order  of  arrest,  or 
requisition  to  replevy,  or  execution  gi-anted  by  him  in  the  action,  with 
proof  of  the  service  thereof  ;  the  pleadings,  or  copies  thereof ;  the  pro- 
ceedings upon  the  trial ;  and  the  judgment;  with  a  brief  statement  of 
the  amount  and  nature  of  the  claims  litigated  by  the  parties.  But  he 
need  not  return  the  evidence,  or  any  part  thereof,  unless  he  is  required 
so  to  do  by  the  special  order  of  the  appellate  court.  Vol.  1,  p.  57,  §  3053. 

In  all  cases  the  justice  must  annex  to  his  return  the  notice  of  appeal, 
and  the  undertaking,  if  any  has  been  delivered  to  him  or  his  clerk,  and 
file  the  return  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court.  lb. 

Questions  in  regard  to  the  regularity  of  process,  its  service  and  re- 
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turn,  in  relation  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice,  and  whether  the 
proper  parties  have  been  brought  in,  and  a  multitude  of  other  import- 
ant questions  must  be  raised  in  the  justice's  court,  and  if  not  there 
raised,  are  waived ;  but  if  raised,  and  an  appeal  is  taken,  for  a  new  trial 
or  otherwise,  the  appellate  court  must  review  the  action  of  the  court 
below  upon  them.  It  is,  therefore,  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  state  in 
his  return  what  questions  were  raised  before  him,  his  rulings  in  regard 
thereto,  and  the  appellate  court  must,  if  so  required,  proceed  to  pass 
upon  all  such  questions,  although  they  are  frivolous.  Mason  v.  Reed, 
8  Hun,  618. 

The  number  of  cases  appealed  is  so  great  that  the  convenience  of 
parties  cannot  be  more  effectually  consulted  than  by  furnishing  appro- 
priate precedents  as  a  guide  in  making  a  return.  But  it  is  of  especial 
importance  to  recollect  that  the  form  of  the  return  is  conclusively  gov- 
erned by  the  nature  of  the  pleadings  or  judgment  in  the  action  ap- 
pealed from. 

The  justice  must  be  careful  to  make  such  a  return  as  the  particular 
case  requires. 

In  the  forms  given,  the  first  is  one  which  is  appropriate  in  those 
cases  in  which  the  case  is  heard  and  decided  upon  the  return  itself. 
The  second  form  is  applicable  to  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  had  in 
the  County  Court. 

Form  of  return  where  the  evidence  is  returned,  cmd  a  new  trial  is  not 
had  in  the  Covmty  Court. 

IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Doe 

agst. 

Richard  Roe. 


Before    Riohaedson    P.  Clakk,  Justice. 
Return  on  appeal. 


To  the  County  Court  of  Fulton  county : 

In  pursuance  of  the  notice  of  appeal  hereto  annexed,  which  was 
served  on  me  on  the  1st  day  of  August,  1865,  and  in  obedience  to  the 
statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  I,  Richardson  P.  Clark,  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the  county  of  Fulton, 
do  hereby  certify  and  return  to  the  said  court,  that,  on  the  1st  day  of 
July,  1865,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  John  Doe,  I  issued  a  sum- 
mons, dated  on  that  day,  directed  to  any  constable  of  Fulton  county, 
commanding  him  to  summon  Richard  Roe  to  appear  before  me,  at  my 
office  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  on  the  10th  day  of  July,  1865,  at 
10  o'clock,  A.  M.,  to  answer  the  complaint  of  John  Doe  in  a  civil  ac- 
tion. 

That  on  or  before  the  return  day  of  said  summons,  it  was  duly  re- 
turned to  me  bv  James  Pierson,  a  constable  of  said  county,  with  a 
119 
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return  signed  by  him,  that  the  same  was  personally  served  on  the  said 
Eichard  Roe  on  the  said  1st  day  of  July,  1865. 

That  on  the  10th  day  of  July  aforesaid,  at  the  time  and  place  speci- 
fied for  the  return  of  said  summons,  the  parties  appeared,  the  plaintiff 
in  person,  and  the  defendant  by  his  attorney,  Mclntyre  Eraser,  and 
joined  issue. 

The  plaintiff  complained  upon  a  promissory  note,  dated  May  1, 
1864,  purporting  to  have  been  made  by  the  defendant^  and  payable  to 
the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $100,  on  demand. 

The  defendant  answered  the  complaint  by  denying  each  and  every 
allegation  therein  contained ;  and  also  by  alleging  that  said  note  had 
been  fully  paid.  He  also  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  him 
for  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered  to  such  plaintiff 
at  his  request,  and  claimed  to  recover  judgment  for  a  balance  of  $100. 

(  Where  the  pleadings  are  in  writing,  insert  copies  of  them.) 

Issue  having  been  thus  joined,  the  cause  was  adjourned,  on  motion 
and  oath  of  the  defendant,  to  the  15th  day  of  July,  1865,  at  10  a.  m., 
at  my  office. 

At  the  time  and  place  last  mentioned,  the  parties  appeared  in  person 
{or  by  attorney),  and  at  the  request  of  the  defendant  {or plaintiff'}  I  is- 
sued a  venire  to  James  Pierson,  a  constable  of  Johnstown,  which  ve- 
nire was  returnable  forthwith,  and  the  said  constable  afterward,  and  on 
the  same  day,  returned  the  said  venire  with  a  panel  containing  th& 
names  of  twelve  jurors,  summoned  by  him  for  the  jury  aforesaid.  All 
the  jurors  so  summoned  appeared,  and  the  following  were  duly  drawn 
and  sworn  as  jurors  to  try  the  action,  viz. :  {Here  insert  the  jurors^' 
names.) 

On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  called  A.  B.  as  a  witness  who,  being  duly 
sworn,  testified :  {here  set  out  the  evidence  i/nfull,  either  on  the  direct 
or  the  cross-examination^ 

The  plaintiff  then  called  C.  D.  as  a  witness,  who  testified ;  {set  out 
the  evidence^ 

The  plaintiff  then  rested  his  case,  and  the  defendant  moved  for  a 
nonsuit  on  the  following  grounds :  {state  the  grownds  explicitly  and 

fully.) 

The  motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  denied,  and  the  defendant  excepted  to 
my  decision. 

The  defendant  then  called  E.  F.  as  a  witness,  and  offered  to  prove 
by  him  —  {state  what  was  offered).  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  evi- 
dence, on  the  ground  — {state  the  grounds),  and  I  excluded  the  evidence,, 
to  which  ruling  and  decision  the  defendant  duly  excepted. 

The  defendant  then  called  Gr.  H.  as  a  witness,  who  testified :  {set 
out  the  evidence  fully) 

The  plaintiff  then  recalled  A.  B.,  who  testified  :  {state  the  evidence.) 

Neither  party  offered  any  further  evidence,  and  the  foregoing  is  all 
the  evidence  given  on  the  trial  of  said  action. 

The  counsel  for  the  respective  parties  then  summed  up  the  cause  to 
the  jury,  after  which  I  charged  the  jury  as  follows  :  {state  the  charge.) 
After  such  charge  the  cause  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  who  retired  for 
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deliberation,  under  the  charge  of  a  constable,  duly  sworn  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  after  due  deliberation  they  agreed  upon  their  verdict  and 
returned  into  court,  and  after  being  called  by  me  and  severally  answer- 
ing to  their  names,  and  the  plaintiff  then  being  called  and  answering, 
the  said  jury  publicly  delivered  their  verdict  in  open  court,  by  which 
they  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintifE  for  $150  damages  (or  otherwise,  as 
the  finding  may  he). 

Whereupon,  I,  the  said  justice,  did  immediately,  and  on  the  same 
day,  render  judgment  in  favor  of  the  said  plaintifE,  and  against  the  said 
defendant,  for  the  said  $150  damages,  and  $5  costs  of  the  action. 

{If  the  cause  was  Pried  hy  the  justice,  without  a  jury,  state  the  fact, 
a/nd  the  time  and  mam/nerr  of  rendering  judgment.) 

I  also  certify,  that  when  the  notice  of  appeal  before  referred  to  was 
served  tiponme,  the  above  costs  included  in  the  said  judgment,  namely, 
$5,  and  $2,  the  costs  of  this  return,  were  paid  to  me  by  the  said 
defendant. 

All  of  which  I  send,  together  with  the  process,  pleadings,  proceed- 
ings and  judgment,  as  I  am  required  by  law  and  the  notice  of  appeal 
to  do. 

Dated  Johkstown,  August  2,  1865. 

RICHARDSOJSr  P.  CLAEK,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Fwrn  of  return  where  evidence  is  not  returned,  hut  a  new  trial  is  had 

m  th^  Cotmty  Court. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Doe  I  Before  Richaedson  P.  Olabk,  Justice.    Heturn 

'H/^*-  f     on  appeal. 

Richard  Doe. 


To  the  County  Court  of  Fulton,  County: 

An  appeal  having  been  taken  in  this  action  by  the  defendant  {or  the 
plavnUff),  I,  Richardson  P.  Clark,  the  justice  before  whom  the  same 
was  tried,  in  pursuance  of  the  notice  of  appeal  hereto  annexed,  and  in 
obedience  to  the  statute  in  such  cases  made  and  provided,  do  hereby 
certify  and  return  that  the  following  proceedings  were  had  by  and  be- 
fore me. 

On  the  1st  day  of  July,  1865,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  I  issued 
a  summons  in  his  favor  and  against  the  defendant,  of  which  the  follow- 
ing is  a  copy:  {set  out  a  copy  of  the  summons.)  Said  summons  was,  on 
or  before  the  return  day  thereof,  returned  to  me  with  a  written  return 
thereon,  made  by  James  Pierson,  a  constable  of  Johnstown,  which  re- 
turn was  as  follows  :  {set  out  a  copy). 

On  the  return  day  of  the  process,  and  at  the  time  and  place  specified 
for  the  return  thereof,  and  for  the  appearance  of  the  parties,  the  said 
parties  personally  appeared. 

The  plaintiff  complained  as  follows :  {set  out  a  copy  of  the  com- 
plaint.) To  which  the  defendant  answered  as  f oUows  :  {set  out  a  copy 
of  the  answer.)    The  cause  was  then  adjourned,  by  consent  of  the  par- 
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ties,  to  the  20th  day  of  July,  1865,  at  10  o'clock,  a.  m.,  at  my  oflSce  in 
Johnstown,  at  which  time  and  place  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury  com- 
posed of  the  following  named  jurors:  {name  them.)  The  plaintifE 
claimed  to  recover  for  goods,  wares  and  merdiandise  sold  to  the 
defendant,  to  the  amount  or  value  of  $150.  The  defendant  denied  the 
right  of  the  plaintifE  to  recover  the  amount  so  claimed,  on  the  ground 
that  the  goods  had  been  fully  paid  for  ;  and  he  also  claimed  to  have  a 
set-off  against  the  plaintiff  to  the  amount  of  $100,  for  which  he  claimed 
to  be  entitled  to  recover  judgment.  Both  parties  introduced  evidence 
upon  the  claims  so  made  by  them,  and  after  hearing  the  proofs  and  alle- 

fations  of  the  respective  parties,  the  jury,  on  the  said  20th  day  of 
uly,  1865,  found  a  verdict  in  favor  oi  the  plaintiff  and  against  the 
defendant,  for  the  sum  of  $75  damages. 

That  on  the  said  20th  day  of  July,  1865,  I  immediately  rendered 
judgment  upon  such  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the 
defendant  for 

Damages $75  00 

Costs 6  00 


$80  00 


On  the  22d  day  of  July,  1865,  the  defendant  served  the  annexed 
notice  of  appeal  upon  me,  and  at  the  same  time  he  paid  to  me  $5,  the 
costs  entered  in  the  judgment,  together  with  $2  costs  or  fees  for  mak- 
ing my  return. 

That  at  the  same  time  the  defendant '^delivered  to  me  an  undertak- 
ing, a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed,  with  a  copy  of  the  approval 
indorsed  thereon. 

Dated  Johnstown,  August  3,  1865. 

RICHARDSON  P.  CLARK,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Who  to  draw  the  return.  The  statute  makes  it  the  duty  of  the 
justice  to  draw  his  return  and  to  file  it  in  the  appellate  court.  It  is 
evident  that  the  intention  of  the  statute  is  that  the  act  shall  be  per- 
formed by  the  justice  himself,  and  this  is  ordinarily  done  in  practice. 
The  act  of  making  a  return,  however,  is  a  ministerial,  and  not  a  judi- 
cial one,  and  for  this  reason  a  justice  may  employ  an  amanuensis  to 
draw  the  return.  This,  however,  ought  never  to  be  done  unless  in 
those  cases  in  which  there  is  an  imperative  necessity  for  it  ;  and,  even  in 
those  cases,  the  justice  ought  not  to  employ  the  attorney  of  either  the 
appellant  or  of  the  respondent,  but  he  should  select  some  impartial 
third  person  for  the  purpose.  There  are  several  cases  reported  upon 
this  question,  but  they  were  decided  in  relation  to  the  practice  under 
the  old  system,  and  although  good  authorities  as  to  the  principles  in- 
volved, it  will  be  observed  that  none  of  those  cases  do  more  than  to 
tolerate  the  employment  of  the  attorney  of  one  of  the  parties  in  some 
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particular  instances.  No  case  requires  the  employment  of  such  an  at- 
torney, and  it  ought  never  to  be  done.  In  Fox  v.  Johnson,  3  Cow.  20, 
the  return  was  set  aside  on  motion  of  the  respondent,  upon  affidavits 
showing  that  it  was  all  drawn  by  the  attorney  for  the  appellant,  at  the 
request  of  the  justice  himself.  The  court,  in  speaking  of  the  act  of 
the  justice  in  this  respect,  said :  "  He  should  have  employed  some  one 
other  than  the  attorney  for  the  plaintifE.  The  practice  of  resorting  to 
the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  (appellant)  is  a  dangerous  one. 
It  is  liable  to  great  abuse,  being  in  the  hands  of  one  who  is  interested 
to  reverse  the  judgment.  The  rights  of  the  defendant  in  error  are  con- 
cluded by  the  return,  who  must  submit  or  be  put  to  the  expense  and 
delay  of  an  action  if  the  return  be  false."  See,  also,  Hudd  v.  Baker,  7 
Johns.  548.  In  the  subsequent  case  of  Philips  v.  Caswell,  4  Cow. 
505,  it  appeared  that  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  (appellant) 
wrote  the  entire  return ;  but  it  also  appeared  that  the  justice  volun- 
tarily went  to  the  attorney's  office  and  desired  him  to  write  it,  and  that 
the  justice  dictated  the  whole  of  the  facts.  The  court  refused  to  set 
this  return  aside  on  motion,  for  the  reason  that  the  attorney  was  a 
mere  amanuensis. 

In  the  still  later  case  of  Hunter  v.  Ora/oes,  4  Cow.  637,  the  court 
refused  to  set  a  return  aside  where  it  had  been  drawn  by  the  attorney 
for  the  respondent,  and  where  it  did  not  appear  that  any  improper  in- 
fluence was  exerted  over  the  justice. 

In  a  still  later  case  it  appeared  that  the  attorney  for  the  respondent 
made  a  draft  of  a  return  for  the  justice,  which  he  took  home  with  him, 
and  "  corrected,  altered  and  fixed  "  it  so  as  to  cause  it  to  correspond 
with  his  minutes  and  his  recollection,  and  then  caused  it  so  corrected 
to  be  copied  and  filed  as  his  return ;  it  was  held  that  it  ought  not  to  be 
set  aside,  since  no  wrong  or  abuse  was  shown.  Smith  v.  Johnson,  30 
How.  374. 

Conclusiveness  of  the  return.  The  return  made  by  the  justice  is 
the  record  of  the  evidence  and  proceedings  in  the  court  below,  and, 
being  an  official  act,  it  is  held  to  be  conclusive  as  to  what  occurred 
there.  Smith  v.  Johnson,  30  How.  374  ;  Barber  v.  Stettheimer,  13 
Hun,  198.  The  operation  of  this  rule  is  to  exclude  all  extrinsic  evi- 
dence which  may  be  offered  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  the  re- 
turn, or  of  adding  to  or  diminishing  the  facts  stated  in  it.  There  are 
some  cases  in  which  a  return  is  required  to  be  made,  and  yet  extrinsic 
evidence  is  admissible  in  determining  some  of  the  questions  involved 
in  the  appeal.  But  even  when  such  evidence  is  admitted,  it  is  not 
done  in  violation  of  the  rule  already  stated.     The  return  is  still  conclu- 
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sive  as  to  the  matters  stated  in  it,  but  the  allegations  of  errors  are 
founded  upon  matters  which  arc  not  properly  a  subject  to  be  included 
in  the  return.  When  error  in  fact  is  assigned,  or  when  a  default  has 
been  taken  and  a  new  trial  is  the  relief  sought,  it  will  be  proper  to  use 
affidavits  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  true  facts  in  the  case.  And 
even  oral  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  same  purpose.  Yol.  1,  p.  57, 
§  3057.  There  are  some  cases,  also,  in  which  no  return  is  made,  and 
the  facts  are  proved  by  other  evidence.  But  when  a  return  is  made, 
and  relief  is  sought  in  relation  to  matters  which  are  properly  a  subject 
of  returu  by  the  justice,  his  return  as  to  those  facts  or  matters  is  en- 
tirely conclusive.  This  is  illustrated  by  numerous  cases,  a  few 
of   which  will   be  noticed. 

In  the  first  place  the  return  cannot  be  contradicted  by  showing  that 
it  is  untrue,  or  that  it  states  more  than  really  occurred.  If  a  justice's 
return  states  that  four  defendants  were  impleaded  as  defendants,  and 
that  they  joined  issue  in  the  action,  evidence  will  not  be  admissible  on 
the  trial  in  the  County  Court  to  show  that  only  two  of  the  defendants 
were  brought  into  court.     Bates  v.  Conkling,  10  "Wend.  389. 

A  return  is  so  far  conclusive  that  it  cannot  be  contradicted  by  an  as- 
signment of  errors,  even  when  the  errors  assigned  relate  to  a  question 
of  jurisdiction,  if  the  return  affirmatively  states  that  jurisdiction  ex- 
ists.    Haines  v.  Judges  of  Westchester^  20  "Wend.  625. 

"Where  the  return  states  the  manner  in  which  the  cause  was  tried,  the 
questions  made,  the  ofEers  proposed,  and  the  proceedings  had,  it  is  con- 
clusive as  to  these  matters,  and  affidavits  are  not  admissible  to  contra- 
dict the  retiirn.  Spenoe  v.  Beck,  1  Hilt.  276  ;  Beebe  v.  Roberts,  3  E. 
D.  Smith,  195.  The  aggrieved  party  should  move  to  correct  the  mat- 
ters by  an  amended  return.  lb.  And  see  Hawson  v.  Adams,  17  Johns. 
130.  ' 

Where  the  return  is  defective  and  does  not  state  the  facts  relied 
upon  as  showing  error,  the  remedy  is  by  procuring  an  amended  return 
which  will  show  them. 

Where  important  matter  is  omitted  in  the  return,  the  party  ag- 
grieved should  cause  it  to  be  amended,  and  affidavits  may  be  used  as 
the  foundation  of  an  order  directing  a  more  full  and  specific  return. 
LynsTcy  v.  Pendegrast,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  43. 

Such  a  motion  is  the  only  remedy  for  correcting  the  return,  and  if 
the  party  proceeds  to  argument  without  procuring  an  amendment  he 
will  be  boimd  by  the  facts  stated  in  the  return.  Capewell  v.  Ormsby, 
2  E.  D.  Smith,  'l80. 

If  exceptions  were  taken  to  rulings  made  by  the  court  below,  and  these 


THE  PEACTIOE  ON  APPEALS.  951 

Compelling  a  return. 

are  not  stated  in  the  return,  an  amended  return  must  be  procured 
•which  sets  them  out,  for  affidavits  are  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  their  existence.  Hylcmd  v.  Sherman,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  235  ; 
Hawson  v.  Grow,  4  id.,  18. 

It  is  of  no  consequence  how  many  erroneous  rulings  or  decisions  a 
justice  may  make,  if  they  do  not  appear  in  the  return,  since  the  court 
will  not  look  into  affidavits  for  the  proof  of  their  existence,  and  if  a 
party  neglects  to  procure  an  amended  or  further  return  which  shows 
them,  the  judgment  will  be  affirmed.  Trust  v.  Delaplaine,  3  E.  D. 
Smith,  219  ;  Eilpatrich  v.  Carr,  3  Abb.  117. 

Where  the  alleged  error  consists  in  the  disallowance  of  questions 
proposed  in  the  court  below,  by  the  appellant,  he  should  be  careful  to 
see  that  the  questions  and  rulings  are  set  out  in  the  return,  or  he 
will  lose  the  benefit  of  them.  Peck  v.  Richmond,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
381,  383. 

Compelling  a  return.  The  law  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  justice  to 
make  a  return  to  the  appellate  court,  and  to  file  it  with  the  clerk 
within  thirty  days  from  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  and  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  included  in  the  judgment,  and  the  fee  for  making 
the  return.  If  he  neglects  this  duty  the  appellate  court  may  compel 
him  to  make  and  file  a  return,  by  attachment.  Vol.  1,  p.  57.  The 
power  of  the  appellate  court  to  proceed  against  a  justice,  by  attachment, 
in  such  case,  existed  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  under  the  former 
Code.  The  power  to  punish  him  by  fine  and  imprisonment  for  his 
neglect  of  duty  is  conferred  upon  the  appellate  court,  in  general  terms, 
by  subdivision  8  of  section  14  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  The 
proceeding  by  attachment  against  the  justice  for  his  neglect  of  duty  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding  to  punish  a  contempt  of  court,  other  than 
a  criminal  contempt,  and  the  practice  in  such  proceeding  is,  therefore, 
regulated  by  title  3  of  chapter  17  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  See 
Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  2266. 

In  proceedings  to  punish  for  contempt,  under  the  title  of  the  Code 
above  mentioned,  the  court  or  judge  authorized  to  punish  for  the 
offense  must,  in  a  case  of  this  nature,  upon  being  satisfied  by  affidavit 
of  the  commission  of  the  offense,  either 

First,  Make  an  order  requiring  the  accused  to  show  cause  before  it 
or  him,  at  the  time  and  place  therein  specified,  why  the  accused  should 
not  be  punished  for  the  alleged  offense ;  or 

Secondly,  Issue  a  warrant  of  attachment,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  a 
particular  county  or  generally  to  the  sheriff  of  any  county  where  the 
accused  may  be  found,  commanding  him  to  arrest  the  accused  and  bring 
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liim  before  the  court  or  judge,  either  forthwith,  or  at  a  time  and  place 
therein  specified,  to  answer  for  the  alleged  offense.  Code  of  Civil 
Pro.,  §  2269.  Probably,  under  the  general  power  to  punish  for  con- 
tempt, conferred  by  section  14:  of  the  Code,  the  appellate  court  has 
authority  to  proceed  against  the  justice,  either  by  order  to  show  cause 
or  by  an  attachment.  But  as  the  latter  mode  of  procedure  is  specified 
in  the  section  expressly  conferring  power  upon  the  appellate  court  to 
compel  the  justice  to  make  and  file  a  return,  that  form  of  procedure  will 
be  the  safest  to  adopt.  See  vol.  1,  p.  5Y,  §  3055.  The  two  forms  of 
proceeding  differ-  materially  in  their  nature.  The  order  to  show  cause 
is  equivalent  to  a  notice  of  motion,  and  the  subseqiient  proceedings 
thereupon  are  taken  in  the  action,  as  upon  a  motion  made  therein.  A 
warrant  of  attachment  is  a  mandate  whereby  an  original  special  pro- 
ceeding is  instituted  against  the  accused,  in  behalf  of  the  people,  upon 
the  relation  of  the  complainant.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  2273.  The  prac- 
tice in  this  special  proceeding  only  will  be  here  discussed,  as  want  of 
space  renders  the  consideration  of  both  forms  of  procedure  impracti- 
cable, even  if  the  proceeding,  by  way  of  motion  in  the  cause,  is  author- 
ized in  this  particular  case. 

The  first  step  in  the  proceeding  to  compel  the  making  and  filing  of 
a  return  is  to  draw  an  affidavit  showing  the  neglect  of  this  duty  by  the 
justice.     This  affidavit  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Affida/oit  that  no  return  has  heen  made. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COUET. 

John  Doe,   respondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  appellant. 


Fulton  Cotoitt,  ss.: 

Eichard  Eoe,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  appellant  above 
named;  that  on  the  20th  day  of  June,  1882,  John  Smith,  then 
and  now  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  said 
county,  in  an  action  then  pending  before  him,  in  which  John  Doe 
was  plaintiff  and  deponent  was  defendant,  rendered  a  judgment  against 
deponent  for  damages,  $109.24,  and  costs,  $4.36,  and  entered  the  same 
in  his  docket-book.  That  on  the  30th  day  of  June,  1882,  deponent 
took  an  appeal  from  said  judgment  to  the  Fulton  County  Court,  by 
serving  upon  said  justice  personally,  and  upon  the  respondent,  a  notice 
of  appeal,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy :  {set  out  a  copy  of  the 
notice  of  appeal)  That  at  the  time  of  serving  said  notice  deponent 
paid  to  said  justice  the  sum  of  $4.36,  the  amount  of  the  costs  included 
in  said  judgment,  and  $2  as  the  fee  of  the  justice  for  making  the 
return ;  '(if  the  notice  of  appeal  demands  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate 
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court,  add:)  and  also  delivered  to  said  justice  an  iiiidertakino- 
executed  by  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  as  sureties,  who  were  duly  approved  by 
said  justice,  of  which  undertaking  and  approval  the  following  is  a 
copy :  {set  out  copy.)  That  a  copy  of  said  undertaking,  with  a  notice  of 
the  delivery  thereof,  was  duly  served,  with  the  notice  of  appeal,  upon 
the  plaintiff,  John  Doe,  who  has  not  excepted  to  the  sufficiency  of  said 
sureties,  {or  vf  notice  of  exception  was  given,  state  that  fact,  and  tJie 
justification  and  allowance.) 

That  more  than  thirty  days  have  elapsed  since  the  service  of  said 
notice  of  appeal  upon  {and  delivery  of  said  undertaking  to)  said 
justice,  and  the  payment  to  him  of  such  costs  and  fee ;  and  that  said 
justice  has  omitted  and  neglected  to  make  and  file  his  return  to  said 
appeal  with  the  clerk  of  said  county  as  required  by  law,  and  that  by 
reason  of  such  neglect  deponent  is  impeded  in  the  prosecution  of  said 
appeal.  RICHARD  ROE. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this  ) 
^Ist  day  of  August,  1882.  \ 

A .  B.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  next  step  in  the  proceeding  is  to  apjDly  to  the  court  for  the 
attachment.  The  appellate  court  is  always  open  for  this  purpose. 
Vol.  1,  p.  57,  §  3035.  The  apphcation  may  be  made  without  notice  to 
the  justice. 

Order  for  an  attachment. 

At  a  term  of  the  County  Court  of  Fulton  county  held  at  the  office  of 
the  county  judge  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  in  sai'd  county,  on  the 
21st  day  of  August,  1882  : 
Present  —  Hon.  A .  B.,  County  Judge. 

PULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 

John  Doe,  respondent, 

agat. 
Richard  Roe,  appellant. 


On  reading  and  filing  the  afiidavit  of  Richard  Roe,  by  which  it  ap- 
pears that  the  said  Richard  Roe  has  taken  an  appeal  to  this  court  from 
a  Judgment  rendered  against  him  by  John  Smith,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  said  county,  on  the  20th  day  of  June, 
1882,  in  an  action  pending  before  said  justice,  in  which  John  Doe  was 
plaintiff,  and  Riehai'd  Roe  was  defendant ;  that  more  than  thirty 
days  have  elapsed  since  the  service  of  the  notice  of  said  appeal  upon 
said  justice  and  the  payment  to  him  of  his  fees  for  making  a  return 
and  the  costs  inclnded  in  said  judgment ;  and  that  said  justice  has  re- 
fused, omitted  or  neglected  to  make  a  return  to  said  appeal,  as  required 
by  law,  on  motion  of  Y.  Z.,  attorney  for  said  appellant,  it  is 

Ordered,  That  an  attachment,  as  for  a  contempt,  be  issued  against 
the  said  justice,  returnable  at  the  next  term  of  this  court  to  be  held  at 
the  court-house  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  in  said  county,  on  the 
120 


954  THE  PKACTICE  ON  APPEALS. 

Compelling  a,  return. 

second  Monday  in  September,  1882.  And  it  is  further  ordered  that 
the  said  John  Smith  be  held  to  bail  on  said  attachment  in  the  sum  of 
$200. 

After  procuring  the  order  for  an  attachment  the  next  step  is  to  make 
out  the  warrant  and  deliver  it  to  the  sheriff  for  service.  If  the 
justice  is  still  a  resident  of  the  county  in  which  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered, the  attachment  will  be  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  that  county.  If 
the  justice  has  removed  to  another  county  of  the  State,  the  attachment 
will  be  directed  generally  to  the  sheriff  of  any  county  where  the  accused 
may  be  found.     See  vol.  1,  p.  57,  §  3055 ;  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  2269. 

Form,  of  attachment. 

In  the  name  of  the  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  the  sherif  of 
tJie  county  of  Fulton,  greeting  : 

"We  command  you  to  arrest  John  Smith  if  he  can  be  found  in  your 
bailiwick,  and  bring  him  before  our  County  Court  at  the  next  term 
thereof  to  be  held  at  the  court-house  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  in 
said  county,  on  the  2d  Monday  in  September,  1882,  there  to  answer 
to  us  for  the  offense  whic^  it  is  alleged  that  he  hath  committed  in  re- 
fusing, neglecting  or  omitting  to  make  retiirn  to  an  appeal  taken  to  our 
said  court  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  him  on  the  20th  day  of  June, 
1882,  in  an  action  brotight  before  him,  in  which  John  Doe  was  plaint- 
iff, and  Richard  Roe  was  defendant ,  and  have  yoti  then  there  this 
writ. 

Witness,  A.  B.,  County  Judge  of  Fulton  county  this  'ilst  day  of 
August,  1882. 

y.  Z.,  Attorney.  W.  S.  McKIE,  Clerk. 

The  court  may  in  its  discretion  by  an  indorsement  upon  the  warrant 
of  attachment  fix  the  sum  in  which  the  justice  may  give  an  under- 
taking for  his  appearance  to  answer.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  2275.  If 
the  indorsement  is  made,  the  justice  may  obtain  his  discharge  from  ar- 
rest by  giving  the  undertaking  prescribed  by  section  2277  of  the  Code. 

A  copy  of  the  warrant,  and  of  the  affidavit  tipon  which  it  is  issued 
must  be  served  upon  the  justice  when  he  is  arrested.  §  Id.,  2274. 
If  there  is  no  indorsement  of  the  warrant  fixing  the  sum  in  which 
the  justice  may  give  bail  for  his  appearance,  or  if  the  justice  does 
not  give  the  undertaking,  tlie  sheriff  must  keep  the  accused  in  his 
custody  until  the  further  direction  of  the  court.  The  sheriff  need  not, 
in  any  case,  confine  the  accused  in  prison,  or  otherwise  restrain  hiin  of 
his  liberty,  except  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  to  do  so  in  order  to  secure 
his  personal  attendance.  Id. ,  §  2276. 

When  the  justice  is  produced  or  appears  before  the  court  on  the  I'e- 
turn  of  the  warrant  the  court  must  cause  interrogatories  to  be  filed,  speci- 
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fying  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  offense  charged  against  him, 
unless  he  admits  the  offense  charged.  Id.,  §  2280.  This  will  be  done 
by  an  order  directing  interrogatories  to  be  filed.  It  should  be  remem- 
bered that  up  to  the  time  an  appeal  is  taken  to  another  court,  all  papers 
are  to  be  entitled  in  the  court  below.  After  the  appeal  is  taken  the 
papers  are  to  be  entitled  in  the  appellate  court.  Id.,  §  1295.  An  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  of  a  justice  is  taken  by  the  service  of  the 
notice  of  appeal  upon  the  justice  and  respondent ;  and  consequently 
all  papers  in  that  appeal,  after  the  service  of  the  notice,  are  entitled  in 
the  appellate  court.  But  the  service  of  the  warrant  of  attachment 
commences  an  original  special  proceeding  against  the  accused,  in  behalf 
of  the  people,  upon  the  relation  of  the  complainant ;  and  all  papers  in 
that  proceeding  subsecLuent  to  the  warrant  must  be  entitled  therein. 
See  id.,  §  2273. 

Order  to  file  interrogatories. 

At  a  term  of  the  County  Court  of  Fulton  county  held  at  the  court- 
house in  the- village  of  Johnstown,  in  said  county,  on  the  10th  day 
of  September,  1882  : 

Present  — A.  B.,  County  Judge. 

FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  on  the  relation  of  Rich- 
ard Roe, 

agsl. 

John  Smith. 

The  defendant  John  Smith,  being  charged  with  contempt  of  court 
in  refusing,  neglecting  or  omitting  to  make  a  return  to  this  court  upon 
an  appeal  duly  taken  thereto  by  Richard  Roe,  from  a  judgment  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  John  Doe,  by  the  said  John  Smith  as  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  etc.,  and  a  warrant  of  attachment  having  issued  against  him  for 
contempt,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  returnable  on 
the  10th  day  of  September,  1882, whereupon  the  said  sheriff  has  returned 
that  he  had  attached  the  said  defendant,  and  had  let  him  at  large  on 
bail  {or,  that  he  had  attached  the  defendant  and  had  htm  m  custody 
lefore  the  court),  and  the  said  defendant,  now  being,  by  virtue  of  such 
attachment,  personally  before  the  court,  and  denying  that  he  is  guilty 
of  the  misconduct  charged,  as  aforesaid,  against  him,  it  is,  on  motion 
of  H.  E.  S.,  attorney  for  the  plaintiff: 

Ordered,  That  the  said  plaintiff  do  forthwith  {or  w%th%n  tendaysy  Me 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  this  court  interrogatories,  specifying  the 
facts  and  circumstances  alleged  against  the  defendant ;  and  that  he 
serve  a  copy  thereof  upon  the  said  defendant  (or  the  attorney  of  the  de- 
/^rfanO,  and  that  the  said  defendant  put  in  written  answers  to  such 
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interrogatories,  upon  oath,  and  file  the  same  with  said  clerk,  within 
twenty-four  hours  after  the  time  when  such  interrogatories  are  served 
on  him. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to  A.  M.,  Esq.,  connselor 
at  law,  residing  in  Johnstown,  in  said  county,  to  examine  the  said  John 
Smith,  on  oath,  upon  the  said  interrogatories,  and  to  take  such  further 
proofs  as  either  party  may  produce  before  him  in  relation  to  tlie  alleged 
misconduct,  and  that  he  report  such  answers  and  proofs  to  this  court. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  said  defendant  attend  before  the 
said  referee,  in  the  custody  of  the  said  sheriff,  and  that  the  said  sherifiE 
detain  the  said  defendant  in  his  custody  until  the  further  order  of  this 
court. 

After  procuring  this  order,  filing  and  serving  a  copy  of  it,  the  next 
step  will  be  to  draw  and  file  interrogatories  to  be  administered  to  the 
defendant.     These  interrogatories  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Form  of  interrogatories. 
{Title  as  in  last  form.) 

Interrogatories  to  be  administered  to  John  Smith  above  named,  for  his 
refusal,  neglect  or  omission  to  make  and  file  a  return  to  an  appeal 
taken  to  this  court,  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  him  in  favor  of 
John  Doe  and  against  Richard  Roe.  ' 

First  interrogatory.  Were  you  or  were  you  not  on  the  20th  day  of 
June,  1882,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  Fulton 
county,  N.  Y.'? 

Second  interrogatory.  Did  you  on  that  day,  as  such  justice,  render  a 
judgment  in  a  civil  action,  in  favor  of  the  said  John  Doe  and  against 
the  said  Richard  Roe,  for  the  sum  of  $109.24  damages  and  $4.36  costs  ? 
Third  interrogatory.  Did  the  said  Richard  Roe,  on  the  30th  day 
of  June,  1882,  serve  upon  you  a  notice  of  appeal  from  said  judgment 
to  this  court,  and  did  he,  at  the  same  time,  pay  to  you  the  costs  entered 
in  said  judgment,  and  did  he  also,  at  the  same  time,  pay  to  you  the 
sum  of  $2,  for  making  your  return  thereto ;  and,  further,  did  he, 
at  the  same  time,  deliver  to  you  an  undertaking  with  sureties  for 
the  stay  of  execution  in  said  action,  and  did  you  approve  in  writing  the 
sufficiency  of  the  undertaking  and  of  the  said  sureties? 

Fourth  interrogatory.  Have  you  at  any  time  made  and  filed  any  re- 
turn to  said  appeal,  and  if  not,  why  have  you  refused,  neglected  or 
omitted  to  do  so  ? 

Answer  to  interrogatories. 
Title  as  in  order  for  interrogatories,  ante,  955.) 

The  answer  and  examination  of  John  Smith,  above  named,  to  the  in 
terrogatories  exhibited  by  the  plaintiff  for  his  examination  pursuant 
to  an  order  of  this  court,  dated  the  day  of        ,  1882. 

First.  To  the  first  interrogatory  this  examinant  answers  and  says, 

that  he  was  such  justice  at  the  time  mentioned. 
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Second.  He  further  answers  the  second  interrogatory  and  says,  that 
he  rendered  a  judgment  such  as  is  there  described. 

Third.  He  further  answers  the  third  interrogatory  and  says,  that  a 
notice  of  appeal  was  served  upon  him  at  the  time  mentioned,  and  that 
an  undertaking  was  given  by  said  Richard  Roe  with  sureties,  and  that 
such  undertaking  and  sureties  were  approved  in  writing  by  this  exam- 
inant.  But  he  says  that  his  fee  of  $2  for  making  his  return 
was  not  paid  to  him  at  the  time  of  serving  the  notice  of  appeal,  and 
that  the  said  sum  has  never  since  been  paid  or  tendered  to  him. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  )  JOHN  SMITH. 

this         day  of  ,  1882.      \ 

A.  M.,  Referee. 

Order  discharging  attoGhment. 
{Title  and  ca/pUon  as  in  order  for  interrogatories.,  ante,  955.) 

On  reading  and  filing  the  answer  of  John  Smith,  to  the  interroga- 
tories filed  against  him  in  this  cause,  and  on  motion  of  J.  M.  D.,  of 
counsel  for  the  said  John  Smith,  it  is 

Ordered.,  That  the  attachment  issued  in  this  cause  be  and  the  same 
is  hereby  discharged. 

Order  convicting  defendamt  for  contertvpt. 
{Title  and  caption  as  in  ordsrfor  interrogatories.,  amte,  955.) 
A  writ  of  attachment  having  heretofore  issued  out  of  this  court 
against  the  defendant,  John  Smith,  for  his  contempt  in  refusing,  neg- 
lecting or  omitting  to  make  his  return  to  an  appeal  duly  brought  by 
Richard  Roe,  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  said  John  Smith  in  favor 
of  John  Doe  and  against  said  Richard  Roe,  which  attachment  was 
directed  to  the  sherifE  of  Fulton  county,  and  returnable  on  the 
day  of  ,  1882  ;  and  the  said  sheriff  having  returned  that  he  had 

attached  the  said  John  Smith,  and  had  let  him  at  large  on  bail  (or  that 
he  had  attached  the  said  John  Smith,  and  had  him  in  custody  before 
this  court),  and  the  said  John  Smith  having  appeared  personally  before 
the  court,  and  interrogatories,  specifying  the  facts  and  circumstances 
alleged  against  the  said  John  Smith,  having,  by  order  of  the  court,  been 
filed,  and  a  copy  thereof  having  been  served  on  the  said  defendant  {or 
on  H.  E.  S.,  Esq.,  his  attornef),  and  it  having  been  referred  to  A.  M., 
Esq.,  to  examine  the  said  John  Smith  on  oath  upon  such  interrogator- 
ies, and  to  take  such  further  proofs  as  either  party  might  produce  before 
him  in  relation  to  said  alleged  contempt ;  and  the  said  referee  having 
made  his  report,  and  it  appearing  to  the  court  from  such  report  and 
the  answers  and  proofs  thereto,  and  the  original  affidavits  on  which 
said  attachment  issued,  that  the  said  John  Smith  is  guilty  of  the  con- 
tempt charged  against  him,  and  that  such  misconduct  was  calculated  to 
or  did  actually  defeat,  impair,  impede  or  prejudice  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff  above  named.  Now,  on  motion  of  H.  E.  S.,  Esq.,  attorney 
for  the  plaintiff,  it  is 
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Ordered,  That  a  fine  of  dollars  be  and  the  same  is  hereby 

imposed  upon  the  said  John  Smith  for  his  misconduct. 

And  it  is  also  further  ordered,  that  the  said  John  Smith  be  and  he 
is  hereby  directed  to  stand  committed  to  the  common  jail  of  the  county 
of  Fulton,  there  to  remain  charged  upon  said  contempt  until  he  shall 
make  return  to  said  appeal,  and  until  the  fine  imposed  as  aforesaid  shall 
be  fully  paid,  unless  he  shall  be  sooner  discharged  by  the  court,  and 
that  a  warrant  issue  to  carry  this  order  into  efiect. 

WarrO''n-t  of  commitmenL 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York.,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
Fulton,  greeting : 

Whereas,  in  a  special  proceeding  brought  in  the  County  Court  of 
the  county  of  Fulton,  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  New  York,  on  the 
relation  of  Eichard  Koe,  against  John  Smith,  an  order  was  made  by 
said  court,  at  a  term  thereof,  held  at  the  court-house  in  the  village  of 
Johnstown,  in  said  county,  on  the  day  of  _  _    ,  1882,  that  the 

said  John  Smith  be  committed  to  the  common  jail  of  said  county, 
there  to  remain  charged  with  the  contempt  mentioned  in  said  order,  until 
he  shall  make  return  to  an  appeal  to  this  court  from  a  judgment  rendered 
by  him  on  the  20th  day  of  June,  1882,  iu  favor  of  John  Doe,  in  an 
action  then  pending  before  him,  in  which  the  said  John  Doe  was  plaint- 
iff and  Eichard  Eoe  was  defendant,  and  until  he  shall  have  paid  the 
fine  imposed  upon  him  for  his  misconduct,  amounting  to  dollars, 

and  that  a  warrant  issue  to  carry  the  said  order  into  effect. 

Now,  therefore,  we  command  you  that  you  take  the  body  of  the  said 
John  Smith,  and  him  safely  and  closely  keep  in  your  custody  in  the 
common  jail  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  until  he  shall  have  made  his  re- 
turn to  said  appeal,  and  until  he  shall  have  fully  paid  the  fine  imposed 
as  aforesaid,  to-wit,  the  sum  of  dollars,  and  also  the  costs  and 

expenses  aforesaid,  amounting  to  dollars,  with  your  fees  hereon, 

or  until  he  shall  be  discharged  by  the  further  order  of  the  court.  And 
you  are  to  return  this  writ,  and  to  make  and  return  to  our  said  court 
a  certificate,  under  your  hand,  of  the  manner  in  which  you  shall  have 
executed  the  same. 

Witness,  J.  S.,  county  judge  of  Fulton  County  Court,  at  Johnstown, 
the  day  of  ,  1882. 

W.  S.  MoKIE,  Clerk. 

H.  E.  S.,  Attorney. 

This  warrant  should  be  indorsed  thus:  "By  the  court.  W.  S- 
McKiE,  Gierke 

This  proceeding  by  attachment  for  not  making  a  return  is  a  matter 
entirely  between  the  appellant  and  the  justice,  and  for  that  reason 
none  of  the  notices,  orders  or  other  papers  in  the  matter  need  be  served 
upon  the  respondent.  When  a  return  is  not  made,  the  respondent's 
remedy  is  by  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal ;  and  when  an  appellant 
neglects  or  refuses  to  procure  a  return,  or  at  least  to  attempt  to  do  so 
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within  a  reasonable  time,  the  court  may  dismiss  the  appeal  for  such 
neglect ;  and  this  is  especially  the  rule  when  the  appellant  refuses  to 
make  an  effort  to  procure  a  return  after  a  proper  request,  or  after  due 
notice  by  the  respondent  to  procure  it. 

The  court,  however,  will  not  dismiss  an  appeal  until  a  reasonable 
time  has  been  allowed  for  making  a  return.  And,  if  any  reasonable 
excuse  exists  for  the  delay,  a  considerable  length  of  time  will  be  allowed 
for  the  purpose  of  making  and  filing  such  return.  And  where  an  ap- 
pellant moves  promptly  and  diligently  in  procuring  a  return,  but  the 
matter  is  delayed  without  his  procurement  or  fault,  the  court  will  refuse 
to  dismiss  the  appeal  for  any  such  delays. 

Amended  or  further  return.  The  power  of  the  County  Court  to 
compel  a  return  has  just  been  explained.  But  when  a  return  has  been 
voluntarily  made,  it  may  be  omissive  or  in  some  other  respect  defect- 
ive, and  in  that  case  the  court  possesses  the  same  power  to  compel  a 
further  or  amended  return  that  it  has  to  compel  an  original  one.  Vol. 
1,  p.  57,  §  3055.  There  is  one  important  point  to  be  observed  in  rela- 
tion to  the  practice  in  procuring  a  further  or  amended  return ;  and  that 
is  that  the  appellate  court  is  to  be  deemed  always  open  for  that  pur- 
pose. And,  therefore,  an  application  for  an  attachment,  or  an  order 
granting  one,  may  be  granted  at  any  time,  on  reasonable  notice,  when 
any  notice  is  necessary.  The  forms  of  proceedings  for  contempts  are 
alike,  whether  the  attachment  is  sought  for  a  neglect  to  make  any  re- 
turn, or  for  a  refusal  or  omission  to  make  an  amended  return  when 
that  has  been  ordered. 

Vigilance  in  protecting  a  party's  legal  rights  is  as  important  here  as 
elsewhere  in  legal  proceedings.  And  when  a  return  has  been  made  and 
filed  in  th&  clerk's  office,  it  is  the  duty  of  both  parties  to  promptly  ex- 
amine it  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  it  is  omissive  or  de- 
fective in  any  particular.  If  it  is  found  to  be  complete  and  satisfac- 
tory, nothing  remains  to  be  done  but  to  bring  the  cause  on  for  a  hearing 
and  determination  ;  but  if  it  is  found  to  be  defective,  the  party  desiring 
to  have  it  amended  should  promptly  make  a  motion  for  that  pui*pose, 
and,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  court  is  always  open  for  this  pur- 
pose. Either  party  is  entitled  to  an  amended  or  further  return  when 
that  is  required,  and  therefore  either  party  may  apply  for  it  by  motion. 
When  the  application  is  made  to  the  County  Court,  it  may  be  made 
at  any  reasonable  time  before  the  cause  is  argued,  unless  some  rule  of 
that  court  requires  the  application  to  be  made  within  some  prescribed 
time.  But  when  the  county  judge  is  incapacitated  from  hearing  the 
cause,  and  he  certifies  it  into  the  Supreme  Court,  the  notice  for  the  ap- 
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plication  must  be  given  within  twenty  days  after  the  date  of  the 
county  judge's  certificate,  or  it  will  be  too  late.  Rule  48  of  Supreme 
Court. 

The  statute  requires  the  original  return  to  be  filed,  and  for  that  rea- 
son no  motion  for  an  amended  return  need  be  made  until  that  has  been 
done.  And  the  court  would  not,  probably,  before  that  time,  enter- 
tain a  motion  for  an  amended  return.  Fish  v.  Ferris,  3  E.  D.  Smith, 
568,  569. 

There  may  be  instances  in  which  it  will  be  apparent  from  the  face  of 
the  return  that  it  is  defective,  and  in  that  case  the  court  may  order  a 
further  or  amended  return,  without  other  proof,  upon  the  mere  pro- 
duction of  the  original  return.  But  it  is  almost  invariably  the  case 
that  proof  of  the  defects  or  omissions  must  be  made  by  affidavits. 
Such  affidavits  are  always  a  sufficient  foundation  for  a  motion  for  an 
amended  return,  if  they  contain  facts  sufficient  to  authorize  or  require 
such  amendment  to  be  made.  Lynshy  v.  Pendegrast,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
43. 

As  a  general  rule,  a  motion  for  an  amended  return  ought  to  be  made 
before  the  cause  is  broiight  to  argument ;  and  if  a  party  should  bring 
the  case  to  a  hearing  upon  his  own  notice,  before  procuring  an  amended 
return,  the  court  might  refuse  to  entertain  the  motion  at  that  stage  of 
the  action.  But  notwithstanding  that,  the  mere  fact  of  noticing  the 
cause  and  bringing  it  on  for  argument  does  not,  in  any  manner,  deprive 
the  court  of  the  power  of  ordering  the  cause  to  stand  over  for  the  pur- 
pose of  hearing  an  application  for  an  amendment  of  the  return,  and 
where  it  is  evident  that  justice  will  be  promoted  by  suspending  the  ar- 
gument and  ordering  the  cause  to  stand  over  for  an  amendment  of  the 
return,  the  courts  will  sometimes  pursue  that  course.  Foley  v.  Alger, 
4  E.  D.  Smith,  719 ;  Matthews  v.  Fiestel,  2  id.  91.  Such  a  practice  is 
not,  however,  to  be  encouraged,  since  it  encourages  neligence ;  and  the 
proper  corrective  is  to  require  the  payment  of  costs  for  the  favor  es- 
pecially, when  it  is  evident  that  the  omission  to  move  in  due  season  was. 
the  result  of  inexcusable  negligence. 

The  power  to  order  an  amended  return  is  not  limited,  and  therefore 
the  County  Court  may  order  such  a  return  as  frequently  as  the  case  may 
require  it,  and  until  the  return  is  as  complete  as  either  party  may  be 
entitled  to  have  it  upon  the  proofs  made. 

In  those  cases  which  are  heard  and  decided  upon  the  facts  appear- 
ing on  the  face  of  the  return,  it  will  be  best,  as  a  general  rule,  to  allow 
amendments  liberally,  when  the  facts  proved  will  authorize  such  a 
course. 
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Magistrates  sometimes  omit  matters  which  seem  to  them  unim- 
portant, while  one  of  the  parties  may  deem  them  of  great  value  as  a 
part  of  the  case.  Such  omissions  are,  usually,  unintentional ;  but  there 
are  cases  in  which  the  aggrieved  party  believes  that  design  had  quite 
as  much  influence  in  producing  the  result  as  any  other  cause.  Such 
suspicions  may  be  well  or  ill  founded,  but  however  that  may  be,  the 
applicant  is  entitled  to  be  fully  heard  upon  the  merits  of  the  question 
whether  the  return  is  really  omissive  in  material  particulars. 

A  party  who  believes,  or  knows,  that  a  return  is  defective,  ought 
not  to  bring  it  on  for  a  hearing ;  for,  as  we  have  already  seen,  atite, 
949,  the  return  is  conclusive  as  to  the  facts  stated ;  and  it  will  also  be 
presumed  to  contain  aU  that  transpired  below,  unless  the  contrary  ap- 
pears from  the  return  itself,  ante,  941 ;  and  if  the  party  brings  the 
cause  to  a  hearing  upon  such  a  return,  he  will  be  compelled  to  abide 
by  what  it  contains,  unless  the  court  should  order  it  to  stand  over  for 
amendment,  which,  in  some  cases,  is  done  for  the  furtherance  of  jus- 
tice.    Ante,  943. 

When  an  application  is  made  for  an  amended  return,  the  court  ought 
to  examine  the  matters  in  respect  to  which  a  further  or  amended  re- 
turn is  sought,  and  the  application  should  be  refused  in  respect  to 
whatever  is  irrelevant,  or  is  not  material  and  important  to  the  questions 
presented  for  review.     Onderdonk  v.  Ranlett,  3  Hill,  323,  329. 

"Where  it  is  evident  that  the  judgment  mnst  be  reversed,  even  though 
an  amendment  were  ordered,  the  motion  for  an  amended  return  will 
be  denied.  A  motion  for  an  order  for  an  amended  return  will  be 
denied  when  it  is  evident  from  the  return  that  the  judgment  must  be 
reversed,  even  if  the  amendment  were  ordered.  Wightman  v,  Cla^jp, 
2  Cow.  517.  So,  where  a  motion  is  made  by  a  respondent  for  amend- 
ment, the  motion  will  be  denied  where  it  appears  by  the  appellant's 
affidavits,  and  by  the  balance  of  proof,  that  the  amendment  sought  is 
incorrect  in  point  of  fact.  lb. 

The  court  will  not  order  the  return  of  a  notice,  or  other  paper,  which 
cannot  affect  the  decision  upon  the  appeal.  Keeler  v.  Adams,  3  Caines, 
84.  And  an  affidavit,  which  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  an 
amended  return,  mnst  state  wherein  the  errors  consist,  so  that  the  court 
may  see  whether  they  are  material  or  not.     Leonard  v.  Svmderlin,  3 

Caines,  136. 

An  appellate  court  does  not  compel  a  justice  to  return  any  particular 
fact  as  true  or  false,  but  merely  whether  alleged  facts  are  true  or  un- 
true. In  one  case.  Palmer  v.  Peck,  2  Cow.  461,  it  was  moved  that  a 
iustice  should  amend  his  return,  by  stating  certain  things  and  omitting 
•'  121 
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or  denying  others,  but  the  court  denied  the  motion,  and  said :  "  We 
never  direct  the  justice  to  return  that  such  a  thing  is  true  or  otherwise^ 
but  merely  order  him  to  supply  defects  by  stating  whether  the  matters 
to  which  he  is  legally  called  upon  to  return,  and  to  which  he  has 
omitted  to  answer,  be  true  or  false." 

Where  an  order  for  an  amended  return  is  granted  by  a  County  Court, 
the  return  is  not  complete  or  perfect  until  such  amended  return  has 
been  made  and  filed,  and  the  cause  cannot  properly  be  placed  upon  the 
calendar  before  that  time.  People  v.  County  Judge  of  Clinton  Co., 
13  How.  277.  And  if,  in  such  a  case,  the  County  Court  dismisses 
the  appeal  for  want  of  prosecution,  before  the  amended  return  has  been 
filed,  the  proceeding  will  be  irregular  and  void,  and  a  mcmdarnius  will 
be  issued  by  the  Supreme  Court  compelling  the  County  Court  to  rein- 
state the  case  and  proceed  to  render  a  judgment.  lb. 

Where  a  return  is  silent  in  relation  to  the  matters  relied  upon  as  the 
grounds  of  reversing  the  judgment  rendered  below,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  appellant  to  procure  an  amended  return  which  will  show  the  alleged 
errors.  Baum  v.  Tarpenny,  3  Hill,  75 ;  Warriiig  v.  Loomis,  4  Barb. 
486 ;  Stafford  v.  Williams,  4  Denio,  182,  183 ;  Capewell  v.  Ortnshy, 
2  E.  D.  Smith,  180 ;  Rawson  v.  Grow,  4  id.  18. 

Where  evidence  was  ruled  out  in  the  court  below,  and  neither  the  evi- 
dence nor  its  substance  appears  in  the  return,  the  appellate  court  will  not 
inquire  into  its  relevancy,  but  will  assume  that  the  decision  of  the  court 
below  was  correct.  Berry  v.  Mayhew,  1  Daly,  54 ;  Dadnese  v.  Allen, 
4  Jones  &  Sp.  98;  S.  C,  45  How.  430 ;  14  Abb.  (N.  S.)  363. 

The  statute  does  not  prescribe  any  time  within  which  an  amended 
return  must  be  made  and  filed  ;  and  for  that  reason  the  order  requir- 
ing an  amended  return  should  specify  the  time  within  which  it  must 
be  done.  And  if  the  justice  fails  to  comply  with  such  order,  he  wiU 
be  liable  to  attachment  in  the  same  manner  as  for  a  neglect  or  refusal 
to  make  and  file  the  original  return. 

On  a  motion  for  an  amended  return,  it  is  not  necessary  to  serve  any 
notice  of  the  motion,  or  any  copies  of  the  moving  affidavits  upon  the 
justice.  It  is  sufficient  to  serve  those  upon  the  opposite  party.  But 
when  an  order  for  an  amended  return  has  been  obtained,  a  copy  of  such 
order  must  be  served  upon  the  justice.  This  must  be  done  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  justice  to  know  precisely  in  what  particulars 
he  is  reqtiired  to  amend  his  previous  return.  Full  information  ought 
to  be  given  to  the  justice  of  those  matters  or  defects  which  are  com- 
plained of  as  omissions,  imperfections  or  errors  in  the  return. 

If  a  return  is  defective  on  account  of  some  mistake  made  by  the 
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justice,  either  in  omitting  or  in  erroneously  stating  material  matters,  he 
may  apply  to  the  County  Court  for  leave  to  correct  or  amend  his  return. 
And,  in  one  case,  a  justice  was  permitted  to  make  the  application  even 
after  the  cause  had  been  noticed  for  argument,  upon  his  affidavit  that 
a  gross  imposition  had  been  practiced  upon  him.  Simpson  v.  Carter, 
5  Johns.  350.  In  such  a  case  the  cause  will  be  ordered  to  stand  (3ver 
for  the  purpose  of  allowing  the  justice  to  make  an  application  to  the 
court  for  leave  to  amend  or  correct  his  return.  lb.  Notice  of  the  mo- 
tion, and  copies  of  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  motion  is  founded, 
must  be  served  upon  the  attorney  for  the  appellant.  lb.  If  the  error 
was  caused  by  the  acts  of  the  respondent's  attorney,  there  is  the  same 
reason  for  requiring  a  similar  practice  upon  the  justice's  application. 
After  the  original  return  has  been  filed,  the  justice  is  not  at  liberty  to 
volunteer  an  amended  or  supplementary  return,  but  must  obtain  leave 
of  the  appellate  court  for  that  purpose.  Barker  v.  Weister,  Superior 
Court,  Buffalo,  cited  2  Clint.  Dig.  19Y0. 

Where  the  court  thought  that  its  decision  might  depend  upon  the 
construction  of  a  lease  which  was  read  in  evidence  below,  but  not  set 
forth  in  the  return,  the  court,  of  its  own  motion,  ordered  the  justice  to 
amend  the  return  by  setting  forth  a  copy  of  the  lease.  Mowland  v. 
Miller,  Superior  Court,  Buffalo,  cited  2  Clint.  Dig.  1970.  In  such  a 
case,  if  the  argument  had  commenced,  the  court  would  suspend  the 
hearing  until  the  amended  return  was  made  and  filed.  Since  the  County 
Court  is  always  open  for  the  purpose  of  applications  for  an  amended  re- 
turn, such  applications  ought  to  be  made  promptly  after  the  error  or 
defect  is  discovered  by  the  justice. 

In  one  case,  Budd  v.  Baker,  7  Johns.  548,  a  justice  signed  a  return 
which  had  been  drawn  by  the  appellant's  agent  or  attorney  ;  the  justice 
subsequently  made  a  supplementary  return  declaring  the  first  one  in- 
correct, and  he  afterward  made  a  still  further  return  in  which  he  de- 
clared that  the  supplementary  return  was  also  erroneous,  and  that  the 
original  return  was  most  nearly  correct,  |nd  upon  a  motion  for  leave  to 
file  the  returns,  the  court  rejected  both  of  the  supplementary  returns. 

If  the  return  of  a  justice  is  evasive,  and  his  conduct  is  disingenuous, 
the  court  will  order  him  to  amend  it,  and  require  him  to  pay  the  costs 
of  the  application,  upon  a  proper  motion  for  that  purpose,  if  a  proper 
notice  of  tlie  application  is  given  to  him.  Bird  v.  Silsbie,  1  Cow.  582. 

On  a  motion  for  an  order  requiring  a  justice  to  amend  his  return, 
one  party  read  a  certificate  from  the  justice  corroborative  of  the  moving 
papers ;  but  the  other  party  read  an  affidavit  made  by  the  justice  contra- 
dictory to  the  certificate,  and  explanatory  of  the  manner  in  which  it 
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was  given,  and  it  was  held  that  the  affidavit  ought  to  outweigh  the  cer- 
tificate.    Keeler  v.  Adams,  3  Gaines,  84. 

Form  of  additional  return  made  hy  jusiice  volunta/riVy. 
To  tlie  County  Court  of  Fulton  county ; 

In  pursuance  of  the  notice  of  appeal  heretofore  served  upon  me, 
and  now  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  Fulton  county,  and  in 
obedience  to  the  law,  I  do  hereby  make  a  further  return  in  the  action 
in  which  John  Doe  is  plaintiff  and  Ricliard  Roe  defendant,  and  do 
certify  and  return  that  I  accidentally  omitted  to  state  the  evidence  of 
A.  B.,  a  witness  sworn  in  behalf  of  the  said  John  Doe,  on  the  said 
trial  before  me ;  and  that  said  A.  B.  testified  on  the  trial  as  follows  : 
{state  the  evidence  in  the  usual  manner.)  I  do  further  certify  and  re- 
ttirn  that  after  the  evidence  had  been  closed  and  the  cause  summed  up 
by  the  counsel  for  the  respective  parties,  I  charged  the  jury  as  follows  : 
{state  the  substantial  parts  of  the  charge  given.) 

Dated  Johnstown,  August  7,  1865. 

RICHARDSON  P.  CLARK,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

In  such  an  additional  return  the  essential  point  is  to  supply  the  de- 
fects or  to  correct  the  errors  in  the  return  previously  made  in  the 
cause.  In  doing  this,  care  should  be  taken  to  return  fully  and  particu- 
larly all  such  matters  as  are  necessary  to  constitute  a  fuU  return. 

In  most  of  the  cases  in  which  an  amended  return  is  sought,  the 
motion  is  founded  upon  affidavits  made  or  furnished  by  the  party  who 
desires  an  amendment  of  the  return.  The  essential  features  of  such 
an  affidavit  are  that  it  sets  forth  truly,  fully  and  particularly  the  points, 
matters  or  things  in  which  it  is  claimed  that  the  original  return  is  de- 
fective. A  general  form  for  an  affidavit  will  be  here  given  ;  but  the 
particulars  in  which  a  return  may  be  defective  are  so  numerous  that 
scarcely  any  two  cases  will  be  similar  in  the  facts  forming  a  ground  of 
the  motion.  For  this  reason  any  form  which  may  be  given  will 
merely  serve  as  an  outline,  which  must  be  filled  up  according  to  the 
circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 

Oeneralform  of  affidavit  for  an  amended  retmm. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 

John  Doe,  respondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  appellant. 


Fulton  County,  ss.  : 

Richard  Roe  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  appellant  in  the 
above  entitled  cause  ;  that  Richardson  P.  Clark,  the  justice  who  tried 
the  said  cause  in  the  court  below,  has  made  and  filed  a  return  in  obedi- 
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enoe  to  the  notice  of  appeal  served  upon  him,  which  return  was  filed  in 
the  Fulton  county  clerk's  office  on  the        day  of  ,  1865.     And 

deponent  says  that  said  return  is  omissive  and  defective  in  several  ma- 
terial particulars,  and  among  other  things  it  omits  to  state  that  this 
deponent  duly  made  an  application  to  adjourn  the  trial  of  the  said 
cause  while  the  same  was  pending  before'  said  justice;  that  this  de- 
ponent made  due  proof  and  ofEered  sufficient  security  to  entitle  him  to 
an  adjournment  of  the  same,  and  that  said  justice  improperly  refused 
to  grant  the  adjournment  sought.  And  deponent  further  says,  that 
on  the  application  for  such  adjournment  he  was  duly  sworn  by  the  said 
justice,  and  testified  to  the  following  facts :  (state fully  suoh facts  as 
were  suoorn  to,  but  omitted  in  the  return  ;  )  that  this  deponent  also 
proved  by  Lucius  J.  Smith  the  following  facts :  (state  t/ie  facts  ;  )  that 
this  deponent  also  offered  to  give  such  a  bond  as  may  be  by  law  re- 
quired for  an  adjournment  in  such  an  action,  and  that  he  offered 
Lucius  J.  Smith  and  Francis  Burdick  as  sureties  in  said  bond,  which 
sureties  were  abundantly  responsible  and  were  legally  capable  of  be- 
coming such  sureties.  And  deponent  further  says,  that  said  justice  re- 
jected both  of  said  sureties,  and  denied  the  application  for  an  adjourn- 
ment, and  that  such  decision  is  one  of  the  grounds  upon  which  this  ap- 
peal is  founded,  and  is  so  stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me, )  E.ICHAED  ROE. 

this  ^th  day  of  Aiigust,  1865,     f 

Petek  W.  Plantz,  Justice. 

Such  an  affidavit  ought  to  be  folioed  as  in  the  practice  in  courts  of 
record.  After  completing  it,  the  proper  copies  must  be  made  for  ser- 
vice upon  the  opposite  party,  and  for  proving  service  thereof.  If  other 
affidavits  are  required  besides  those  made  by  the  party,  let  them  be  pre- 
pared and  copies  of  them  made  for  service.  After  the  affidavits  are 
completed,  the  next  step  will  be  to  draw  a  notice  of  the  motion  for 
such  amended  return.  This  notice  is  brief,  and  may  be  in  the  follow- 
ing form : 

Form  of  notice  of  motion,  etc. 

(Title  as  in  affidavit,  ante,  964.) 

Sir  —  Please  to  take  notice,  that  upon  the  return  on  this  appeal^ 
now  on  file  in  the  Fulton  county  clerk's  office,  and  upon  affidavits,  with 
copies  of  wliich  you  are  herewith  served,  a  motion  will  be  made  in  the 
Fulton  County  Court,  before  the  Hon.  John  Stewart,  county  judge  of 
Fulton  county,  at  his  office  in  Johnstown,  on  the        day  of  , 

1865,  at  ten  o'clock,  a.  m.,  for  an  order,  requiring  Eichardson  P.  Clarkj 
the  justice  who  tried  the  cause  in  the  court  below,  to  make  a  further 
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and  amended  return,  on  this  appeal,  or  for  such  other  or  further  rule, 
order  or  relief,  as  the  court  may  deem  proper  to  grant. 
Dated  August  29,  1865.  Yours,  etc., 

SMITH  &  CAEROLL, 
Attorneys  for  appellcmt,  Johnstown,  If.  T. 
To  Wells  &  Dudley,  Esqs., 

Attorneys  for  respondent. 

Such  a  motion  may  be  made  at  any  time,  since  the  County  Court  is 
always  open  for  such  motions.  But  in  giving  notice  of  motion,  care 
should  be  taken  to  give  as  much  time  as  is  required  in  ordinary  motions 
in  courts  of  record.  When  the  affidavits  and  notices  are  complete, 
serve  them  in  the  usual  manner.  But  no  copies  of  the  affidavit  or  of 
the  notice  of  the  motion  need  be  served  on  the  justice  who  made  the 
return,  unless  it  is  in  a  case  in  which  it  is  sought  to  subject  him  to  costs 
for  an  evasive  return,  or  some  similar  case.     Ante,  962. 

At  the  time  appointed  for  the  motion,  the  moving  party  must  attend 
at  the  place  named  in  the  notice  of  motion,  prepared  with  proof  of 
the  service  of  copies  of  the  affidavits  and  of  the  notice  of  motion. 
If  no  opposition  is  made,  the  court  will  usually  grant  the  motion  as  of 
course,  if  the  matter  sought  by  the  amended  return  is  material. 

If  the  opposite  party  concludes  to  oppose  the  motion,  it  will  usually 
be  upon  the  following  grounds :  1st.  That  the  moving  papers  are 
insufficient,  or  that  they  have  not  been  properly  served  ;  2d.  If  suffi- 
cient and  properly  served,  that  the  facts  are  not  truly  or  fully  stated 
in  the  moving  affidavits ;  or,  3d.  That  the  matters  are  not  material, 
or  that  the  facts,  if  returned  as  claimed,  would  not  change  the  result 
of  the  appeal.  The  grounds  of  opposing  such  a  motion  are  as  numer- 
ous as  there  are  tenable  objections  to  urge  against  the  motion  ;  and  the 
nature  of  the  objections  will  be  matter  of  fact  or  of  law,  as  the  circum- 
stances of  the  particular  case  may  demand.  If  there  is  a  dispute  as  to 
the  truth  of  the  matters  stated  in  the  moving  affidavits,  the  proper  way 
to  raise  tlie  question  is  by  preparing  counter  affidavits,  and  reading  them 
on  the  hearing  of  the  motion. 

Draw  the  affidavits  in  the  usual  form,  and  state  the  facts  as  they  may 
be  in  the  particular  case,  or  so  as  to  present  such  facts  as  are  deemed 
important  in  the  disposition  of  the  motion.  No  copies  of  the  affidavit 
need  be  served  on  the  opposite  party  ;  it  will  be  sufficient  to  produce 
and  read  them  at  the  hearing  of  the  motion.  But  the  original  affi- 
davits used  by  both  parties  ought  to  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court, 
unless  the  county  judge  retams  them  for  the  purposes  of  the  motion, 
in  whicli  case  he  will  either  file  them,  or  direct  it  to  be  done. 
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After  reading  the  affidavits,  and  such  portions  of  the  return  as  may 
be  material,  the  motion  is  argued  in  the  usual  manner. 

The  moving  party  ought  to  be  prepared  with  a  draft  of  an  order 
such  as  he  deems  himself  to  be  entitled  to  ;  and  this  ought  to  be  pre- 
sented to  the  court  at  the  argument.  Such  orders  are  frequently 
modified  by  the  court,  after  hearing  the  arguments  of  both  parties,  and 
such  an  order  as  is  proper  is  then  granted.  After  the  order  is  granted 
it  ought  to  be  filed  with  the  county  clerk,  and  copies  of  it  served  upon 
the  opposite  party  and  upon  the  justice  who  tried  the  action  and  made 
the  return.     The  order  may  be  drawn  in  the  following  form : 

Order  for  amended  return. 

At  a  term  of  the  County  Court  held  at  the  office  of  the  Hon.  John- 
Stewart,  eountv  judge,  etc. ,  etc.,  at  Johnstown,  on  the  8th  day  of 
August,  1865 :  " 
Present  —  Hon.  John  Stewaet,  County  Judge. 

FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  respondent, 

•  agst. 
Richard  Roe,  appellant. 


On  reading  and  filing  affidavits  and  notice  of  motion  and  proof  of 
the  service  of  the  same,  and  after  hearing  Horace  E.  Smith,  Esq.,  for 
the  motion,  and  John  Wells,  Esq.,  appearing  and  opposing,  it  is 

Ordered,  That  Richardson  P.  Clark,  Esq.,  who  tried  this  cause,  amend 
the  return  filed  therein,  and  therein  state  whether  or  not  the  said  Richard 
Roe,  on  the  day  this  cause  was  tried  before  him,  did  or  did  not  ask  or 
move  for  a  further  adjournment  of  the  cause  on  account  of  the  absence 
of  a  material  witness  for  him,  by  the  name  of  Peter  Smith,  who  resided 
in  the  county  of  Fulton,  or  how  otherwise  ;  and  whether  the  said  Rich- 
ard Roe  was  not  sworn,  and  testified  to  the  said  justice  that  since  the  last 
adjournment  he  had  procured  two  subpoenas  for  the  said  Peter  Smith, 
and  had  endeavored  to  serve  hun  therewith  ;  that  one  of  the  said  sub- 
poenas he  had  given  to  Alexander  Stewart,  and  had  hired  him  to  go  to 
the  residence  of  the  said  witness  and  subpoena  him,  and  that  he  had 
been  informed  by  said  Stewart  that  he  had  subpoenaed  said  witness  to 
attend  this  trial  at  the  day,  but  that  said  witness  was  sick  and  confined 
to  his  bed  and  could  not  come,  or  how  otherwise ;  and  whether  or  not 
said  Richard  Roe  further  testified  in  said  application  that  Peter  Smith 
was  a  material  witness  for  him  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  and  that  he 
could  not  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  of  this  cause  without  his  testimony, 
and  that  he  expected  the  said  Alexander  Stewart  every  moment  in 
court,  and  that  he  would  then  prove  by  him  that  said  Peter  Smith  had 
been  subpoenaed  and  was  sick  and  unable  to  attend  court,  or  how  other- 
wise ;  and  wliether  or  not  the  said  justice  refused  to  wait  a  few  moments 
for  the  said  Alexander  Stewart  to  come  into  court,  and  also  refused  to 
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grant  said  Richard  Roe  a  further  adjournment  on  his  said  application, 
or  how  otherwise ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  said  Richardson  P. 
Clark  make  said  amended  return  and  file  the  same  with  the  clerk  of 
Fulton  county  within  ten  days  after  the  service  upon  him  of  a  copy  of 
this  rule  or  order,  or  that  he  show  cause  before  the  Hon.  John  Stewart, 
at  his  office  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  on  the         day  of  , 

1865,  at  ten  o'clock,  a.  m.,  why  an  attachment  should  not  issue  against 
him. 

MORTIMER  WADE,  CUtK 

In  drawing  an  order  for  an  amended  return,  the  attorney  who  ob- 
tains it  ought  to  be  careful  to  state  with  particularity  every  point  or 
fact  as  to  which  he  seeks  information  in  the  amended  return.  A  copy 
of  the  order  ought  then  to  be  served  upon  the  opposite  party  and  upon 
the  justice,  with  a  notice  indorsed  thereon,  in  the  following  form,  or 
some  other  similar  one  : 

Form  of  notice  of  order. 

SiE  —  Take  notice  that  the  within  is  a  copy  of  an  order  filed  in  this 
cause.  Tours,  etc.,    ,        SMITH  &  CARROLL, 

Attorneys  for  Appellant,  Jolvnstown,  N.  Y. 
To  RioHAED  P.  Claek,  Esq.,  and  to 
"Wells  &  Dudley,  Esqs., 

Attorneys  for  Respondent. 

Upon  the  receipt  of  a  copy  of  this  order  and  notice,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  justice  to  comply  with  its  terms  within  the  time  prescribed  therein, 
unless  he  has  some  legal  excuse  for  not  complying  with  it.  And  in 
that  case  he  must  appear  and  show  cause  before  the  county  judge  at 
the  time  specified  therefor  in  the  order.  Usually  there  is  no  legal 
reason  for  not  complying  with  the  order  by  making  and  filing  an 
amended  return.  And  the  justice  may  comply  with  the  order  by  mak- 
ing his  amended  return  in  a  form  like  the  following : 

Form  of  amended  return. 
FULTON  COUTSTTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  respondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  appellant. 


To  the  County  Court  of  the  county  of  Fulton ; 

The  undersigned,  in  obedience  to  the  rule,  or  order,  hereto  annexed, 
returns  :  that  the  said  Richard  Roe,  on  the  day  the  cause  in  said  rule 
or  t)rder  mentioned  was  tried  before  me,  did  ask  or  move  for  a  further 
adjournment,  on  account  of  the  absence  of  a  material  witness,  as  he- 
alleged,  by  the  name  of  Peter  Smith,  who,  he  alleged,  resided  in  the 
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QOiinty  of  Fnlton,  but  be  did  not  produce  or  ofEer  any  evidence  that  the 
said  Smith  had  been  subpoenaed  to  attend  said  trial  as  a  witness. 

The  undersigned  furtner  returns  that  the  said  Richard  Roe  was 
sworn,  and  testified  to  the  undersigned  that  since  the  last  adjournment 
of  said  cause,  he  had  procured  two  subpoenas  for  said  Smith,  and 
endeavored  to  serve  him  therewith,  and  that  he  had  given  one  of  the 
said  subpoenas  to  Alexander  Stewart,  and  hired  him  to  go  to  the  resi- 
dence of  said  witness  and  subpoena  hin) ;  and  that  he  had  been  informed 
by  said  Stewart  that  he  liad  subpoenaed  said  witness  to  attend  the  trial 
of  said  caxise  on  said  day,  and  that  he  was  sick  and  confined  to  his  bedj 
and  could  not  come  as  he  was  also  informed  by  said  Stewart ;  and  that 
the  said  Smith  was  a  material  witness  for  him  on  the  trial  of  said  cause, 
and  that  he  could  not  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  thereof  without  his 
teatimonj',  and  that  he  expected  the  said  Alexander  Stewart  in  court 
every  moment,  and  he  would  then  prove  by  him  that  said  Smith  had 
been  subpoenaed  and  was  sick  and  unable  to  attend  said  trial. 

But  the  undersigned  further  says,  that  no  evidence  whatever  was 
offered  to  him  to  show  that  any  subpoena  had  in  fact  been  served  upon 
the  said  Smith  by  the  said  Stewart,  or  by  any  person,  or  that  Smith 
was  sick  or  unable  to  attend,  or  that  said  Stewart  had  ever  been  to  his 
house  to  subpoena  him.  The  imdersigned  denies  that  he  refused  to 
■wait  a  few  moments  for  the  said  Stewart  as  requested  by  said  Roe,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  says  that  at  the  request  of  said  Roe,  he  waited  accord- 
ing to  his  best  recollection  and  belief,  about  half  an  hour  for  said 
Stewart,  who  not  then  liaving  arrived,  the  undersigned  proceeded  to 
the  trial  of  the  said  cause,  and  refused  to  grant  said'  Roe  a  further  ad- 
journment, because  it  was  considered  that  he  had  not  shown  himself  to 
be  legally  entitled  to  such  adjournment. 

Dated  Johnstown,  August  31,  1865. 

RICHARDSON  P.  CLARK,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

§  7.  Preparation  for  trial,  and  proceedings  before  trial.  When 
the  appellant  is  not  entitled  to  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  or 
where  he  has  not  demanded  it  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  either  party  may 
bring  the  appeal  to  a  hearing  in  the  appellate  court,  by  serving  upon 
the  adverse  party,  at  least  eight  days  before  the  term,  a  notice  of  hear- 
ing or  argument,  for  any  term  of  the  appellate  court,  held  after  the 
return  is  filed,  at  which  such  an  appeal  can  be  heard.  Vol.  1,  p.  59, 
§  3062.  The  county  judge  appoints  the  times  and  places  for  holding 
terms  of  his  court.  At  least  two  terms  for  the  trial  of  issues  of  law  or 
of  fact  must  be  appointed  to  be  held  in  each  year.  Eacli  term  must 
be  held  at  the  place  designated  by  statute  for  tliat  purpose,  except  that 
the  county  judge  may,  from  time  to  time,  adjourn  a  term  to  any  place 
witliin  the  coimty  for  the  hearing  and  decisions  of  motions  and  appeals, 
and  trials  and  other  proceedings  without  a  jury,  and  may  appoint  as 
many  terms  as  he  thinks  proper  to  be  held,  either  at  the  court-house, 
122 
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or  elsewhere  in  the  county,  for  the  same  purpose.  Code  of  Civil  Pro., 
§  355.  Notices  of  the  time  and  place  of  holding  these  terms  are  pub- 
lished in  the  State  paper  and  in  at  least  one  newspaper  printed  in  the 
county  where  the  court  is  to  be  held.  Id.,  §  356.  If  the  appeal  is  to 
the  Superior  Court  of  Buffalo,  it  must  be  heard  at  a  General  Term  of 
that  court.  Vol.  1,  p.  59,  §  3062.  The  appointment  of  terms  for  this 
court,  and  the  publication  of  notice  of  the  times  and  place  of  holding 
them,  are  regulated  by  the  Code.     See  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §§  280,  296. 

Notice  of  argument. 
(Title  of  the  cause.) 

SiE  —  Take  notice,  That  the  appeal  herein  will  be  brought  on  for 
argument  before  this  court  at  the  next  term  thereof,  to  be  held  at  the 
court-house  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  on  the  25th  day  of  September, 
1882,  at  tlie  opening  of  the  court  on  that  day,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as 
counsel  can  bo  heard. 
Dated  the  Uth  day  of  September,  1882. 

Yours,  etc., 

Y.Z., 
Attorney  for  Appellant,  Johnstown,  W.  7. 
To  D.  M.,  Esq.,  Attorney  for  Respondent. 

When  the  appeal  is  brought  for  the  pui-pose  of  obtaining  a  new  trial 
in  the  appellate  court,  the  action  is  not  deemed  at  issue  therein  until 
after  the  expiration  of  ten  days  from  the  time  of  filing  the  justice's  re- 
turn. Yol.  1,  p.  61,  §  30Y1.  After  the  action  is  deemed  at  issue  in 
the  appellate  court,  all  the  proceedings  therein  are  the  same  as  if  it 
had  been  commenced  in  that  court,  except  as  otherwise  specially 
prescribed  by  chapter  19  of  the  Code-  lb.  A  notice  of  trial  cannot, 
therefore,  be  served  until  tlie  expiration  of  ten  days  from  the  filing 
of  the  return.  But  at  any  time  after  the  cause  is  at  issue,  and  at  least 
fourteen  days  before  the  commencement  of  the  term,  either  party  may 
serve  a  notice  of  trial.     Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  977. 

Notice  of  trial. 
[Title  of  the  cause.) 

SiE  —  This  action  will  be  brought  to  trial  at  the  next  term  of  this 
court  to  be  held  at  the  court-house  in  the  village  of  Fonda,  in  the 
county  of  Montgomery,  on  the  16th  day  of  October,  1882. 
Dated  the  M  day  of  October,  1882. 

Yours,  etc., 

Y.  &  v.. 
Attorneys  for  Appella/nk. 
To  H.  B.  C,  Esq.,  Attorney  for  Respondent. 
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If  the  cause  is  not,  disposed  of  at  the  term  for  which  the  notice  of 
trial  or  of  argiiment  was  served,  a  new  notice  will  be  required  to  bring 
the  cause  to  trial  or  argument  at  a  subsequent  term.  See  Matthews  v. 
AmoU,  14  Hun,  376 ;  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  977. 

Putting  the  cause  on  the  calendar.  The  party  who  serves  a  notice 
of  trial  or  of  argument  should  also  file  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate 
court  a  note  of  issue  to  guide  him  in  making  up  the  calendar.  The 
note  of  issue  must  be  filed  at  least  twelve  days  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  term.  It  must  state  the  title  of  the  action,  the  names  of 
attorneys,  the  date  of  the  issue,  the  nature  of  the  issue,  whether  of  fact 
or  of  law,  and  if  an  issue  of  fact,  whether  it  is  triable  by  a  jury  or  by 
the  court  without  a  jury.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  977.  Upon  the  filing 
of  the  note  of  issue  the  clerk  will  place  the  cause  upon  the  calendar. 

Note  of  issue. 
rULTOJSr  COUNTY  COURT. 

John  Doe,  respondent,  Y.  &.  Y.,  Attorneys  foT  respondent. 

agst.  Y 

Richard  Eoe,  appellant.  H.  B.  C,  Attorney  for  wpjpellcmt. 


Date  of  issue,  September  2,  1882. 

Issue  of  fact,  triable  by  a  jury  ;  or,  issue  of  law. 

When  the  appeal  is  taken  for  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  and 
the  cause  is  not  disposed  of  at  term  for  which  it  is  noticed,  a  new  note 
of  issue  will,  as  a  general  rule,  be  required  to  place  the  cause  on  the 
calendar  for  a  subsequent  term.  See  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  977.  But 
where  the  appeal  is  not  brought  for  a  new  trial,  and  has  once  been 
placed  upon  the  calendar,  it  must  be  continued  thereupon  without 
further  notice  until  it  is  regularly  disposed  of.  Vol.  1,  p.  59,  §  3062. 
A  new  note  of  issue  need  not  be  served  for  each  successive  term. 
Matthews  v.  ArnoM,  U  Hun,  376.  If,  after  being  regularly  placed 
upon  the  calendar,  neither  party  brings  it  to  a  hearing  before  the  end 
of  the  second  term  thereafter,  at  which  it  might  be  noticed  for  hearing, 
and  heard,  the  court  mnst  dismiss  the  appeal  unless  it  directs  it  to  be 
continued  for  cause  shown.  Vol.  1,  p.  59,  §  3062.  And  see  Matthews 
V.  Ar7iold,  14  Hun,  376. 

Service  of  affidavits  excusing  default.  The  Code  provides  that 
if  the  appeal  is  taken  by  a  defendant  who  failed  to  appear  before  the 
justice,  either  upon  the  return  of  the  summons  or  at  the  time  to  which 
the  trial  of  the  action  was  adjourned,  and  he  shows,  by  affidavit,  or 
otherwise,  tha'  manifest  injustice  has  been  done,  and  renders  a  satis- 
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factory  excuse  for  his  default,  the  appellate  court  may,  in  its  discretion, 
set  aside  the  judgment  appealed  from,  or  stay  proceedings  thereunder, 
and  by  order  direct  a  new  trial  before  the  same  justice,  or  before 
another  justice  of  the  same  county,  designated  in  the  order,  at  such  a 
time  and  place  specified  in  the  order,  upon  such  terras  as  it  deems 
proper.     Vol.  1,  p.  59,  §  3064. 

The  section  cited  applies  only  to  appeals  in  which  the  appellant  is  not 
entitled  to  or  has  not  demanded  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court.  If 
an  issue  of  fact  or  of  law  was  joined  before  the  justice,  and  the  appel- 
lant has  demanded  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  in  a  proper  case, 
he  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial,  as  a  matter  of  right,  whether  he  was  or 
was  not  present  at  the  trial.  Id.,  p.  60,  §  3068.  If,  however,  he 
did  not  appear  before  the  justice  at  the  return  of  the  summons,  and  no 
issue  was  joined,  his  remedy  is  by  an  application  for  a  new  trial  before 
the  justice,  under  section  3064  of  the  Code  above  cited. 

The  proof  excusing  the  default,  and  showing  the  injustice  of  the 
judgment  appealed  from,  may  be  made  by  affidavits,  or  by  oral 
evidence  introdiiced  upon  the  hearing  of  the  appeal.  If  affidavits  are 
used  they  may  be  served  with  the  notice  of  appeal,  or  at  any  time  after- 
ward before  the  hearing,  provided  they  are  served  at  least  eight  days 
before  the  commencement  of  the  term  of  the  County  Court ;  or,  in 
other  words,  if  they  are  served  as  is  reqtiired  in  the  case  of  the  service 
of  the  notice  of  argument. 

The  form  of  the  affidavit  is  similar  to  other  affidavits,  except  that  it 
states  with  particularity  the  excuse  for  the  default,  and  it  shows  clearly 
that  injustice  had  been  done. 

In  entitling  the  affidavits  served  it  will  be  remembered  that  no  ap- 
peal is  pending  until  the  notice  of  appeal  is  served  ;  and  for  that  reason, 
if  the  affidavits  are  made  before  the  notice  of  appeal  is  served,  they 
ought  to  be  entitled  in  the  court  below  ;  while  if  they  are  served  after 
the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  they  ought  to  be  entitled  in  the 
County  Court.  The  title  of  an  action  is  not  changed  by  an  appeal. 
But,  after  an  appeal  is  brought,  all  affidavits  ought  to  be  entitled  in  the 
appellate  court  instead  of  the  court  below.  Clichma/ii  v.  Clickman,  1 
N.  T.  611.  If,  however,  a  mistake  should  be  made  in  that  respect,  the 
court  would  disregard  the  error,  if  the  opposite  party  was  not  misled  in 
consequence.  Bowmom  v.  Sheldon,  5  Sandf.  657.  Or,  if  the  error 
could  not  properly  be  disregarded,  the  court  would  order  the  cause  to 
stand  over  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  new  affidavits  to  be  served  m 
case  there  was  good  reason  for  adopting  such  a  course.  And,  whenever 
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Bubstantial  justice  would  be  promoted  by  such  a  practice,  that  would 
be  the  best  of  reasons  for  pursuing  it. 

If  tlie  affidavits  are  made  and  served  after  the  appeal  is  perfected, 
they  will  be  entitled  in  the  County  Court,  and  they  may  be  in  the  fol- 
lowing general  form : 

Form  of  affidavit  to  excuse  default. 
PULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 

Jolin  Doe,  regpondent,    | 


Richard  Roe,  appellant. 

Fulton  County,  sa. : 

Richard  Roe,  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  is  the  defendant  and 
appellant  named  in  the  above-entitled  action ;  that  on  the  20th  day  of 
July,  1865,  a  judgment  was  rendered  against  this  deponent,  and  in 
favor  of  John  Doe,  the  respondent  and  plaintiff,  by  Richardson  P. 
Clark,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Johnstown,  in  Fulton  county,  for  the  sum 
of  $200,'  damages  and  costs ;  that  this  deponent  failed  to  appear  in  the 
action  before  the  said  justice  in  consequence  of  a  sudden  and  serious 
illness,  which  attacked  the  deponent  on  the  morning  of  the  day  on 
which  the  trial  was  had  ;  that  deponent  was  so  sick  as  to  be  confined  to 
his  bed,  and  to  be  under  the  care  of  a  physician ;  that  in  consequence 
of  such  sickness  this  deponent  was  unable  to  attend  the  trial  before  said 
justice  or  to  go  after  his  counsel  to  attend  the  same,  as  deponent  had 
arranged  to  do  before  his  said  illness ;  that  deponent  had  retained  Mc- 
Intyre  Eraser,  Esq.,  as  his  counsel  to  defend  said  action,  and  had 
promised  to  call  and  notify  him  when  he  was  required  to  attend  the 
cause  in  court,  but  that  in  consequence  of  such  sickness  deponent  was 
unable  to  give  such  notice  to  said  Fraser  as  agreed,  and,  therefore,  said 
Eraser  did  not  attend  the  said  trial,  as  deponent  is  informed  _  and  be- 
Heves ;  that  the  said  judgment  was  rendered  in  the  absence  of  this  de- 
ponent, and  without  any  appearance  by  him  in  the  court  below.  _  And 
deponent  further  says,  that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done  to  him  by 
the  rendition  of  said  judgment,  and  he  alleges  that  the  judgment  was 
rendered  upon  a  claim  made  by  the  plaintiff  for  goods,  wares  and 
merchandise  sold  and  delivered  to  this  deponent ;  that  the  plaintiff  re- 
covered a  judgment  for  $200,  which  is  the  full  value  of  the  goods  sold 
by  plaintiff  to  this  deponent ;  that  no  credit  was  given  to  deponent  for 
payments  made  for  such  goods,  etc. ;  that  on  the  1st  day  of  July,  1865, 
this  deponent  paid  to  said  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $100,  to  be  appHed  on 
said  pur-chase-price ;  that  no  credit  was  given  nor  any  allowance  made 
on  said  trial  on  account  of  said  payment,  but  the  plaintiff  recovered 
judgment  for  the  entire  amount  of  his  claim;  that  by  such  judgment 
manifest  injustice  was  done  to  this  deponent,  in  this,  that  said  judg- 
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ment  ought  not  to  have  been  more  than  $100,  with  costs,  etc.,  instead 
of  the  sum  of  $200,  as  it  now  stands. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  )  RICHAED  EOE. 

this         day  of         1865.  ( 

Petee  W.  Plantz,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

In  a  case  hke  that  supposed  in  the  foregoing  affidavit,  let  the  attorney 
also  make  an  affidavit  showing  his  non-attendance,  and  the  reasons 
therefor,  as  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant. 

As  each  case  has  some  peculiarities  of  its  own,  so  the  affidavits  must 
be  drawn  in  such  a  manner  as  to  correspond  with  the  actual  facts  of 
the  particular  case.  And  it  is  a  safe  general  rule  to  make  as  strong  a 
case  as  possible  in  relation  to  the  excuse  for  the  default,  and  to  show 
that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done.  The  cases  relating  to  those 
points  will  be  fully  noticed  in  a  subsequent  place. 

After  the  affidavits  are  completed  copies  must  be  made  and  served 
upon  the  respondent,  or  his  attorney,  when  he  has  given  notice  of  re- 
tainer. No  affidavits  or  notices  need  be  served  upon  the  justice  who 
tried  the  cause. 

The  affidavit  served  upon  the  respondent  ought  to  be  accompanied  by 
a  notice  stating  the  object  of  the  affidavits  and  that  they  will  be  used 
upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 

This  notice  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Form  of  notice  served  with  affida/oits. 
{Title  as  in  last  affidavit,  ante,  973.) 

Sir  —  Take  notice,  that  the  affidavits,  with  copies  of  which  jou  are 
herewith  served,  will  be  read  on  the  argument  of  the  appeal  in  this 
action,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  new  trial ;  to  excuse  the  default 
of  this  appellant ;  and  to  show  that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done 
to  him  by  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  court  below. 
Dated  Johnstown,  August  9,  1865. 

Yours,  etc., 

A.  MoFARLAN, 

Attorney  for  Ajppettamt. 
To  Martin  McMartin,  Esq., 

Attorney  for  Respondent. 

This  notice  and  the  copies  of  affidavits  ought  to  be  served  at  the 
least  as  early  as  eight  days  before  the  sitting  of  the  court.  And  this 
will  enable  the  respondent  to  controvert  or  explain  any  of  the  facts 
stated  in  the  affidavits,  if  he  desires  to  do  so. 

The  statute  does  not  declare  in  express  terms  that  witnesses  may  be 
orally  examined  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the  default 
is  excused,  and  whether  manifest  injustice  has  been  done  to  the  appel- 
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lant.  But  it  provides  that  a  new  trial  may  be  ordered,  if  it  appears  by 
the  aflBdavits  served  by  the  appellant,  or  otherwise,  that  injustice  has 
been  done,  and  that  a  sufficient  excuse  is  shown.  It  is  difficult  to 
see  how  these  facts  could  appear  unless  oral  evidence  is  allowed  for 
that  purpose,  since  the  fact  of  injustice  and  of  a  reasonable  excuse 
would  not  usually  appear  in  the  return,  and  some  other  evidence  is  in- 
tended than  the  affidavits  of  the  appellant. 

If  either  party  intends  to  call  witnesses  to  be  examined  orally  upon 
these  questions,  it  would  be  proper  to  require  them  to  give  notice  of 
such  intention,  which  would  enable  the  opposite  party  to  produce  wit- 
nesses if  he  desires. 

To  require  such  a  notice  in  this  case  is  the  same  in  principle  as  that 
requiring  the  service  of  copies  of  the  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant. 

The  statute  does  not  in  terms  require  the  service  of  copies  of  the 
affidavits,  or  the  giving  of  any  notice,  but  the  analogies  of  the  practice 
require  it  to  be  done,  and  for  that  reason  the  courts  always  enforce  a 
rule  which  is  so  wise  and  so  just  to  the  parties,  and  so  convenient  to  the 
court. 

The  power  to  order  a  new  trial  is  not  conferred  unless  the  applica- 
tion is  made  by  a  defendant.  The  statute  does  not  apply  to  a  case  in 
which  a  plaintiff  is  nonsuited  in  consequence  of  a  default.  His  remedy 
in  such  a  case  is  by  bringing  a  new  action. 

The  statute  requires  the  defendant  to  render  a  saUsfactory  excuse  for 
his  default.  A  satisfactory  excuse  is  such  as  the  court  can  pro- 
nounce legally  sufficient,  and  such  as  is  reasonable  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.     See  ante,  117. 

Upon  the  whole  proof  offered,  it  is  left  entirely  discretionary  with 
the  appellate  court  whether  to  grant  relief  or  refuse  it.  But,  as  a 
general  rule,  the  court  will  exercise  this  power  liberally  for  the  further- 
ance of  justice,  and  in  doubtful  cases  will  be  inclined  to  order  a  new 
trial,  where  both  parties  can  have  a  full  and  a  fair  hearing. 

There  are  several  cases  which  decide  what  constitutes  a  satisfactory 
excuse.  In  Camp  v.  Stewa/rt,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  88,  it  appeared  from  the 
affidavits  of  the  defendant  that  he  was  under  the  necessity  of  leaving 
town ;  that  he  had  prepared  his  defense  with  all  proper  instructions, 
and  had  given  the  matter  in  charge  of  a  young  man  who  was  specially 
enjoined  to  deliver  them  to  the  defendant's  attorney,  with  a  request 
that  he  would  attend  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons ;  and  that  the 
yoimg  m&n  forgot  to  do  it,  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  excuse. 
So,  where  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  delivered  the  summons  to  his 
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attorney,  with  a  request  that  he  would  appear  and  answer,  which  he 
promised  to  do,  but  that  such  attorney  was  under  the  necessity  of 
leaving  town,  and  he,  therefore,  intrusted  the  summons  to  another 
attorney,  who  promised  to  appear  ;  that  the  latter,  owing  to  the  loss  of 
a  key,  was  unable  to  procure  the  summons,  and  he,  therefore,  went  to 
a  wrong  court,  and  before  his  arrival  at  the  proper  court,  a  judgment 
had  been  taken  by  default,  and  this  was  considered  a  sufficient  excuse. 
Lent  V.  Jones,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  52. 

So,  where  the  affidavit  showed  that  the  defendant  had  retained  an 
attorney  to  appear  in  the  action ;  that  he  left  his  residence  for  the  court- 
room, and  in  time  to  reach  it  at  the  hour  when  the  summons  was  re- 
turnable ;  that  the  attorney  was  met  in  the  street  by  a  client,  who  en- 
gaged him  in  a  conversation  upon  a  special  matter  of  business ;  that 
through  a  misapprehension  as  to  the  lapse  of  time,  such  attorney  failed 
to  reach  court  until  fifteen  minutes  after  the  proper  time ;  that  the 
plaintiff,  and  his  counsel,  and  witnesses  were  there  in  court,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  refused  to  open  the  default,  and  allow  a  trial  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  costs,  etc.,  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  reasonable  and  satisfactory 
excuse.     Seymour  v.  Elmer,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  199. 

So,  where  a  summons  stated  that  the  defendant  was  required  "to 
answer  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  for  professional  services,"  and  it 
appeared  that  the  defendant  had  good  reason  to  believe,  from  the  word- 
ing of  the  summons,  and  the  facts  within  his  knowledge,  that  the  action 
was  for  a  claim  which  he  admitted  to  be  due,  and  for  that  reason  he 
failed  to  appear  before  the  justice,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  recovered 
judgment  for  a  greater  sum,  and  upon  an  entirely  different  claim,  this 
was  held  sufficient  as  an  excuse.  Biasell  v.  Deem,  3  E.  D.  Smith, 
172. 

So,  where  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant  himself  mistook  the  return 
day  of  the  summons,  and  for  that  reason  failed  to  appear,  the  court  may 
relieve  him,  Gottsberger  v.  Earned,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  128,  especially 
where  it  appears  that  the  defendant  acted  upon  his  mistaken  impression 
and  appeared  at  the  time  which  he  supposed  was  the  correct  one. 
Gardner  v.  Wight,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  334. 

Where  it  is  evident  that  a  defendant  really  intended  to  appear  and 
defend  an  action,  and  that  he  has  a  good  defense  thereto,  either  partial 
or  total,  and  that  he  failed  to  appear  in  consequence  of  any  excusable 
mistake,  he  ought  to  be  relieved  upon  proper  terms. 

The  manner  of  serving  process  may  be  such  as  to  excuse  a  defend- 
ant from  appearing  in  the  action,  and  to  entitle  him  to  relief  against  a 
judgment  entered  by  default  upon  such  service.    And  where  the  ap- 
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pellate  court  is  satisfied,  from  the  affidavits,  that  the  process  was  not 
served  at  all,  or  that  it  was  so  improperly  or  defectively  served  that  the 
defendant  was  not  duly  apprised  of  its  nature  and  effect,  the  default 
will  be  opened  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  Carroll  v.  Goslvn,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  376 ;  ante,  138. 

Where  an  issue  has  been  joined,  and  the  cause  adjourned  to  a  speci- 
fied day  for  trial,  but  previous  to  that  day  there  is  a  negotiation  between 
the  parties  relative  to  the  adjournment  of  the  cause  to  a  still  further 
day,  and  the  defendant  actually  believes ,  that  such  adjournment  has 
been  agreed  on,  and  he  consequently  remains  absent  or  fails  to  appear 
at  the  trial,  this  will  be  a  good  excuse  and  a  sufficient  ground  for 
opening  the  default,  if  he  also  shows  that  manifest  injustice  has  been 
done.     Armstrong  v.  Crwig,  18  Barb.  387. 

So,  where  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff  prevent  the  defendant  from  ap- 
pearing, and  a  defaiilt  is  taken,  this  will  be  a  good  excuse  for  the  de- 
fault. And  where  a  plaintiff  obtains  a  judgment  by  default  before  the 
proper  time,  upon  a  false  statement  that  the  defendant  does  not  in- 
tend to  appear,  and  when  he  does  in  fact  appear  at  the  proper  time, 
but  after  judgment  has  been  rendered  against  him,  this  will  be  a  good 
ground  for  reversing  the  judgment.  Beach  v.  McCann,  1  Hilt.  256. 
And  if  these  facts  appear  in  the  return,  there  will  not  need  to  be  any 
proof  of  them  by  affidavits.  lb. 

So,  where  it  appeared  by  the  return  that  the  defendant  appeared  be- 
fore a  justice,  at  the  proper  hour,  on  the  return  day  of  a  summons  which 
had  been  served  upon  him,  and  asked  the  justice  for  his  case,  when 
the  justice  mistakenly  informed  him  that  no  such  cause  was  pending 
before  him,  upon  which  the  defendant  left  court,  but  afterward  the 
justice,  upon  discovering  the  mistake  adjourned,  the  cause  to  another 
day,  when  a  judgment  was  rendered  against  the  defendant  by  default, 
this  was  held  to  be  erroneous,  and  the  judgment  was  reversed.  Murling 
V.  Qrote,  1  Hilt.  116 ;  S.  C,  3  Abb.  109. 

So,  where  a  defendant  appeared  at  the  proper  time  and  place  for  the 
return  of  a  summons  which  had  been  served  upon  him,  and  the  justice 
informed  him  that  the  action  was  discontinued,  whereupon  the  defend- 
ant left  court,  and  the  plaintiff  soon  after  appeared,  and  the  justice  then 
proceeded  and  heard  the  cause  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  in 
the  absence  of  the  defendant,  this  was  held  to  be  error,  and  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed.     Tyler  v.  OVney,  12  Johns.  378. 

Where  the  defendant  has  appeared  and  litigated  the  cause  in  the 
court  below,  the  case  does  not  fall  within  the  provisions  of  section 
3064  of  the  Code,  because  that  merely  provides  for  cases  in  which  the 
123 
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defendant  failed  to  appear  on  the  trial  before  the  justice.     And  it  has 
been  held  that  the  rule  is  the  same  where  there  has  been  an   appear- 
ance by  an  attorney  who  swears  to  his  authority  to  appear  for  the  de- 
fendant, that  if  the  attorney  is  responsible,  and  appeared  without  au- 
thority, the  defendant  wiU  be  bound  by  his  acts,  and  must  seek  his  remedy 
by  action  against  the  attorney ;  but  that  if  the  attorney  is  irresponsible 
the  court  may  relieve  the  defendant  from  the  consequences  of  the  acts 
of  the  attorney,  and  open  the  cause  as  though  a  default  had  been  taken. 
Armstrong  v.  Craig,  18  Barb.  387 ;  Allen  v.  Stone,  10  id.  547.    But 
since  the  decision  of  these  cases  the  Court  of  Appeals  has  held  that  the 
rules  applicable  to  the  unauthorized  appearance  of  an  attorney  in  a 
court  of  record  has  no  application  to  a  similar  appearance  in  a  justice's 
court ;  that  the  appearance  therein  is  governed  by  the  general  laws  of 
agency  ;  that  if  the  appearance  is  unauthorized,  it  does  not  bind   the 
party ;  and  if  authorized,  the  authority  must  appear.     Sperry  y.  Rey- 
rwlds,  65  N.  T.  179.     The  doctrine  that  the  right  of  a  defendant  to 
relief  from  an  actual  and  excusable  default  in  an  action  before  a  justice 
is  to  depend  upon  the  responsibility,  or  want  of  responsibility,  of  a 
person  who  assumed  to  act  therein  in  his  behalf  without  authority, 
must  be  regarded  as  exploded  ;  and  upon  proof  of  the  unauthorized  ap- 
pearance, the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  same  relief  as  in  case  of  an 
ordinary  default. 

If  the  attorney  appears  for  a  defendant,  and  at  his  request,  or  by  his 
authority,  litigates  the  cause,  there  will,  of  course,  be  no  relief  under 
section  3064.  Edwards  v.  Drew,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  55 ;  Bvmker  v.  Lat- 
son,  1  id.  410. 

Cases  sometimes  occur  in  which  relief  is  granted  in  cases  where  an 
attorney  had  been  retained  to  appear  and  defend  an  action,  but  faUed 
to  do  so. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  the  negligence  of  the  attorney  may 
deprive  a  defendant  of  relief  from  a  default.  In  Mulhern  v.  Hyde,. 
3  E.  D.  Smith,  177,  the  defendant  suffered  a  default  and  then  asked 
relief  upon  affidavits  showing  that  he  and  his  counsel  were  prevented 
from  attending  the  trial  in  consequence  of  engagements  elsewhere,  but 
without  stating  the  nature  of  those  engagements.  The  court  refused 
to  open  the  default,  and  said :  "  We  can  never  sanction  a  practice  that 
a  defendant  and  his  coimsel  may  absent  themselves  from  the  court  on 
the  day  of  trial,  and  then  offer  a  mere  allegation  of  other  engage- 
ments as  an  excuse  for  their  failure  to  appear,  and  as  a  ground  for  set- 
ting aside  the  judgment."  In  Fowler  v.  Colyer,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  125, 
126,  the  court  said :  "  Tlie  default  in  this  case  was  taken  in  the  court- 
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room,  after  eleven  o'clock  of  the  day  on  which  the  summons  was 
returnable.  The  defendant's  attorney  appears  to  have  absented  himself 
form  the  court  until  after  that  hour,  when  the  summons  was  returnable 
at  ten.  We  do  not  think  that  going  to  attend  to  other  business  is  nec- 
essarily a  good  excuse  for  setting  aside  a  judgment.  An  application 
should  at  least  be  made  to  the  court  below  for  an  opportunity  to  attend 
to  other  business,  if  necessary,  before  leaving  the  court." 

Where  a  summons  is  served  by  copy,  which  the  defendant  puts  into 
his  pocket,  and  he  forgets  the  matter  until  after  a  judgment  has  been 
rendered  against  him,  the  courts  will  not  consider  his  f  orgetf  ulness  a 
sufficient  excuse,  Ball  v.  Mander,  19  How.  468,  especially  where  it 
appears  that  the  defendant  paid  more  attention  to  playing  cards  than 
to  the  process  of  the  court,  and  where  it  is  evident  that  there  is  no  sub- 
stantial defense.  lb. 

Where  issue  has  been  joined  and  the  cause  adjourned  to  a  day  for 
trial,  the  mere  fact  that  the  defendant /bryo^  the  day  of  trial  is  not  a 
sufficient  excuse  when  not  accompanied  by  any  explanatory  circum- 
stances accounting  for  a  default.  Beebe  v.  Roberts,  3  E.  D.  Smith, 
194.  So,  where  a  defendant  neglects  to  attend  on  the  day  of  trial, 
until  after  judgment  has  been  rendered  against  him,  it  will  not  be  a 
sufficient  excuse  to  allege  in  his  affidavits  that  he  was  ignorant  of  law 
proceedings,  especially  where  it  appears  that  he  went  in  search  of  counsel 
in  due  season,  and  on  not  finding  him  did  not  attend  court  until  after 
judgment  had  been  rendered.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  New  York  v.  Oreen,  1 
Hilt,  393.  His  alleged  ignorance  is  no  exciise  for  not  obeying  the 
summons,  by  appearing  at  the  time  and  place  named  in  the  summons, 
lb.  Thiscase,  however,  was  mainly  decided  upon  the  ground  that  no 
proof  was  made  that  manifest  injustice  had  been  done. 

If  the  case  is  one  which  is  tried  by  a  court  in  which  numerous  causes 
are  pending  and  called  in  their  order,  as  in  the  Marine  Court  of  New 
York,  it  will  not  be  sufficient  ground  for  opening  the  default  where 
the  defendant  alleges  as  an  excuse  that  he  was  present  in  court,  but 
did  not  hear  the  cause  called,  if  he  fails  to  show  that  injustice  has  been 
done  to  him.     Foster  v.  Capeioell,  1  Hilt.  47. 

So,  if  the  action  is  one  which  is  founded  upon  an  assigned  demand, 
it  will  not  be  a  sufficient  excuse  for  a  default  to  show  that  the  defend- 
ant was  negotiating  with  the  assignor  for  a  settlement  of  the  claim, 
after  notice  of  assignment,  and  that  he  omitted  to  appear  at  the  trial, 
upon  a  promise  of  such  assignor  to  stop  the  proceedings  in  the  action. 
Travis  v.  Bassett,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  171.  But  if  such  negotiation  had 
occurred  between  the  actual  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  and  the  plaint- 


980  THE  PKACTICE  01!^  APPEALS. 

Service  of  affidavits  excusing  default. 

iff  had  promised  to  stop  the  proceedings,  and  the  defendant,  acting 
upon  such  promise,  had  remained  absent  on  the  day  of  the  trial,  this 
would  be  a  sufficient  excuse  for  setting  aside  any  judgment  obtained 
in  violation  of  such  promise.  Armstrong  v.  Orcdg,  18  Barb.  387.  And 
whenever  a  plaintiff  is  guilty  of  a  fraudulent  practice  which  prevents 
the  defendant  from  attending  the  trial,  the  court  will  regard  this  as  a 
good  excuse  for  not  appearing,  and  will  set  aside  the  judgment  so  fraud- 
ulently obtained.  lb. 

The  various  cases  which  have  been  referred  to  upon  the  question  of 
sufficiency  or  insufficiency  of  excuse  have  not  been  cited  as  establishing 
any  particular  rule  of  law,  but  rather  as  showing  what  practice  usually 
prevails  upon  such  facts  and  circumstances  as  appeared  in  those  cases, 
and  as  a  guide  to  the  defendant  or  his  attorney  in  drawing  the  neces- 
sary affidavits. 

To  entitle  a  defendant  to  relief  against  a  default  in  the  court  below, 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  a  good  excuse  for  the  failure  to  appear ;  it 
is  also  indispensable  to  show  that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done  by 
the  rendition  of  the  judgment.  Proof,  either  of  a  good  excuse  or  of 
manifest  injustice,  when  taken  separately,  will  not  be  sufficient,  since 
it  fails  to  meet  the  statutory  requirement  that  both  facts  shall  be  proved 
before  relief  is  to  be  granted. 

In  drawing  the  affidavits  of  the  defendant,  it  will  not  be  sufficient 
to  rely  upon  a  mere  statement  or  allegation  that  injustice  has  been 
done.  The  statute  requires  that  it  shall  be  shown  that  vmmifest  injus- 
tice has  been  done.  From  the  language  used,  it  is  evident  that  it  was 
intended  that  injustice  must  be  shown  in  a  proper  manner  by  legal 
proof,  which,  in  such  a  case,  may  be  by  affidavits  showing  the  facts  and 
circumstances  from  which  it  may  be  legally  inferred  that  injustice  has 
been  done.  If  the  affidavits  of  the  defendant  show  the  nature  of  the 
plaintiff's  demand,  and  the  nature  of  the  defense  which  the  defendant 
desires  to  interpose,  and  that  it  is  probable  that  he  can  establish  such 
defense  upon  a  fair  trial,  this  will  be  showing  enough  to  authorize  the 
legal  inference  that  injustice  had  been  done.  And  in  every  case  in 
which  there  is  a  valid  or  legal  defense  to  an  action  which  .las  been  lost 
by  reason  of  the  default,  it  is  easy  to  state  such  facts  and  circumstances 
as  will  satisfy  the  appellate  court  that  justice  requires  a  new  trial,  and 
when  this  is  done,  it  is  showing  manifest  injustice  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute. 

A  party  may  have  suffered  injustice  by  being  deprived  of  his  defense 
upon  a  default  taken  against  him  in  the  court  below ;  and  he  may  also 
fail  to  attain  a  remedy  in  the  appellate  court,  if  he  is  again  so  negligent 
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or  SO  unfortunate  as  not  to  present  proper  facts  and  circumstances  en- 
titling him  to  relief.  A  defendant  may  have  a  case  in  which  a  mere 
statement  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  his  affidavits  would  entitle 
him  to  relief ;  and  yet  should  he  fail  to  present  them  to  the  court,  but 
rely  upon  a  mere  affidavit  of  merits  in  the  usual  form,  he  would  fail  to 
secure  any  relief  from  the  default  and  judgment  below.  Fowler  v. 
Goly&>',  2  E.  D.  Smith,  125  ;  Armstrong  v.  Craig,  18  Barb.  387.  It  is 
not  sufficient  to  state  mere  conclusions  from  facts,  but  the  facts  them- 
selves must  be  stated  in  such  a  manner  that  the  court  will  be  authorized 
to  infer  from  such  facts  that  injustice  has  been  done.  lb. 

The  defendant  must  show  such  facts  as  satisfy  the  court  that  he  has 
a  valid  defense,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  to  the  action ;  and  merely 
showing  that  an  answer  was  interposed  which  set  up  a  particular  de- 
fense, without  any  proof  that  the  defense  is  true  in  fact,  will  not  be 
sufficient.  Mix  v.  White,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  614. 

In  Mayor,  etc.,  of  New  York  v.  Green,  1  Hilt.  394,  395,  the  court 
used  the  following  language  in  reference  to  a  defendant's  affidavit: 
"  Nor  does  it  appear  from  his  affidavit  that  injustice  has  been  done.  He 
states  in  it  that '  he  denies  that  he  has  violated  any  of  the  ordinances  of 
the  plaintiff's  in  manner  and  form  as  set  forth  in  the  complaint.'  This 
is  a  mere  matter  of  opinion,  whether  or  not  he  has  violated  them.  If 
he  wished  to  satisfy  the  court  that  iajustice  had  been  done  by  the  judg- 
ment, he  should  have  shown,  by  a  statement  of  facts,  that  the  charge 
made  out  by  the  evidence  on  the  trial  was  not  true.  On  the  contrary, 
he  does  no  such  thing.  He  asks  this  court  to  decide  that  injustice  has 
been  done  him  by  the  judgment,  because  he  swears  that  he  denies  that 
he  has  violated  the  ordinances.  He  does  not  even  swear  that  he  has 
not  violated  them,  but  he  affirms  that  he  denies  the  violation,  when  the 
truth  of  such  denial  is  not  sworn  to.  If  a  defendant  wishes  to  obtain 
a  new  trial  in  such  a  case,  he  must  point  out  the  mode  in  which  injus- 
tice has  been  done,  and  leave  to  the  court,  and  not  assume  himself,  the 
decision  of  that  question." 

Where  the  affidavits  show  that  the  plaintiff  took  judgment  by  default 
for  the  entire  amount  of  his  demand  without  crediting  payments  which 
Jiad  been  made  thereon,  this  will  be  showing  that  manifest  injustice  has 
been  done.     Bissell  v.  Dean,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  173. 

There  are  cases  in  which  an  omission  to  appear  and  set  off  a  demand 
will  not  bar  a  subsequent  action  by  the  defendant  for  the  amount  of 
his  claim ;  and  this  is  the  rule  in  courts  of  record,  in  which  a  party  may 
set  off  his  claim,  or  maintain  a  separate  action  for  it.  And,  in  those 
instances  in  which  a  like  rule  prevails  in  inferior  courts,  it  has  been 
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held  that  it  will  not  be  any  ground  for  a  new  trial  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff  took  judgment  by  default  without  allowing  a  set-off,  for  the 
reason  that  a  defendant  may  still  recover  the  amount  of  his  demand  by 
action.  Tramis  v.  Bassett,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  171.  This  last  case  was 
where  an  appeal  was  taken  from  the  Marine  Court  to  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  in  New  Tork  city.  But,  even  though  the  defendant  might 
maintain  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  his  demand  in  such  a  case,  it  does 
not  follow  that  such  an  action  would  be  as  advantageous  as  the  right  of  set- 
off on  a  new  trial.  The  plaintiff  might  be  irresponsible,  and  the  defendant 
entirely  solvent ;  and,  in  such  a  case,  if  the  plaintiff  were  allowed  to 
enforce  his  judgment,  while  the  defendant  could  not  collect  his  claim, 
even  if  he  had  a  judgment,  the  proceeding  would  hardly  escape  the 
charge  of  manifest  injustice,  and  the  court  would  be  disposed  to  open 
the  default  and  order  a  new  trial,  so  that  the  defendant  may  have  an 
opportunity  of  deducting  the  amount  of  his  claim  from  the  plaintiff's 
demand. 

In  actions  in  justices'  courts,  an  omission  to  appear  and  set  off  a 
demand  incurs,  in  mosts  cases,  a  forfeiture  of  the  claim,  and  no  subse- 
quent action  can  be  maintained  for  its  recovery.  Yol.  1,  p.  28,  §  2947. 
For  this  reason,  a  County  Court  will  always  open  a  judgment  taken  by 
default  in  a  justice's  court,  when  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  has  taken 
a  judgment  for  the  full  amount  of  his  claim  without  allowing  the 
amount  of  a  set-off  which,  in  justice,  ought  to  have  been  allowed  to  the 
defendant.  In  no  other  way  can  a  County  Court  prevent  manifest  in- 
justice, and  carry  into  effect  the  intention  of  the  Legislature ;  although 
this  rule  is  always  subject  to  the  qualification  that  the  defendant  has 
shown  a  satisfactory  excuse  for  his  default. 

Prom  the  cases  cited,  an  idea  may  be  formed  of  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances which  must  be  shown  by  affidavit  or  otherwise  to  entitle  a 
defendant  to  a  new  trial  before  a  justice  of  the  peace.  The  proceed- 
ings upon  the  argument  of  the  appeal  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

Assigning  errors  in  fact.  The  Code  provides  that  where  an  ap- 
peal is  founded  upon  an  error  in  fact,  not  affecting  the  merits  of  the 
action,  and  not  within  the  knowledge  of  the  justice,  the  court  may  de- 
termine the  matter  upon  affidavits  or  in  its  discretion,  upon  the  exami- 
nation of  witnesses,  or  in  both  methods.     Yol.  1,  p.  57,  §  3057. 

This  is  no  new  power,  and  it  was  in  common  use  before  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Code.  And  to  those  who  are  not  familiar  with  legal 
principles  and  proceedings,  and  especially  those  who  are  not  familiar 
with  the  former  practice,  there  is  quite  a  liability  to  misapprehension 
as  to  the  meanina;  of  the  terms  "  error  of  law,"  or  "eri-or  in  fact." 
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When  a  return  is  made  by  a  justice  upon  an  appeal  taken  for  the 
purpose  of  reviewing  the  proceedings  below,  iipon  the  facts  appearing 
in  the  return,  such  return  is  considered  as  a  record,  after  it  is  filed. 
And  if  there  are  any  errors  which  appear  from  the  face  of  the  record 
itself,  those  errors  are  errors  of  law ;  and  where  the  return  is  the  only 
evidence  of  the  erroneous  proceeding  below,  the  errors  disclosed  by  the 
return  are  always  termed  errors  in  law,  as  distinguished  from  error  in 
fact  in  the  proceedings.  For  errors  of  law  a  judgment  is  nearly  always 
reversible. 

When  a  return  is  made  but  it  does  not  set  out  the  errors  complained 
of,  although  there  are  errors  for  which  the  judgment  is  reversible,  but 
the  return  does  not  disclose  them  because  the  facts  did  not  occur  within 
the  knowledge  of  the  justice,  for  which  reason  he  is  neither  required 
nor  allowed  to  return  them,  the  remedy  of  the  aggrieved  party  is  by 
assigning  error  in  fact.  And  error  in  fact,  in  such  a  case,  means  some 
error  which  took  place  in  the  proceedings,  not  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  justice,  but  still  of  such  a  character  as  to  require  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment  below,  if  the  errors  are  properly  established.  From  what  has 
been  already  said,  it  is  evident  that  error  in  fact  does  not  mean  a  mere 
erroneous  decision  by  a  jury  or  by  the  justice,  upon  a  question  of  fact 
involved  in  the  trial  below,  for  such  a  matter  is  clearly  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  justice,  and  he  can  return  all  the  facts  relating  to 
such  trial.  And  it  will  be  remembered,  therefore,  that  a  mere  errone- 
ous decision  upon  a  question  of  fact,  upon  the  issues  raised  in  the  court 
below,  never  constitutes  what  is  known  as  error  in  fact.  Biglow  v. 
Scmders,  22  Barb.  147,  149  ;  RuroL  v.  Beeman,  8  How.  254 ;  Adsit 
V.  Wilson,  7  id.  64,  68,  69;  Zi/7ieh  v.  McBeth,  Id.  113,  118.  But 
■where  the  error  arises  from  some  incapacity  of  the  parties,  such  as  in-  , 
fancy,  coverture  or  the  Hke,  or  from  some  defect  or  irregularity  in 
the  service  of  the  process  for  the  commencement  of  the  action,  or  for 
some  misconduct  of  the  jury  after  they  have  retired  for  deliberation,  or 
in  other  similar  cases  in  which  proof  of  such  error  must  be  made  in 
some  other  manner  than  by  the  justice's  return,  such  errors  are  properly 
termed  errors  in  fact.  See  Tanner  v.  Marsh,  53  Barb.  438 ;  S.  C,  36 
How.  140;  Willins  v.  Wheeler,  28  Barb.  669  ;  S.  0.,  17  How.  93;  8 
Abb.  116 ;  IHtse  v.  Fults,  2  N.  T.  Civil  Pro.  Eep.  142,  147.  To 
illustrate  these  general  views,  a  few  of  the  numerous  cases  will  now  be 
cited. 

Where  a  constable's  return  is  erroneous  or  false  as  to  the  service  of 
process  upon  the  defendant,  he  may,  if  he  properly  objects  thereto  be- 
fore joining  issue,  or  if  he  does  not  appear  at  all  in  the  court  below> 
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assign,  as  error  in  fact,  that  the  process  was  never  served  upon  him,  or 
was  so  defectively  served  as  not  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  justice, 
or  that  it  was  so  irregular  as  to  be  a  ground  of  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment. Wa/vel  V.  Wiles,  24  N.  Y.  635,  637 ;  Wa/ring  v.  McKinley, 
62  Barb.  612.  Errors  of  this  kind  sometimes  appear  upon  the  face 
of  the  justice's  return,  as  in  some  of  the  cases  just  referred  to,  but 
where  the  error  does  not  thus  appear,  it  may  be  proved  by  affidavits, 
as  will  be  fully  explained  in  a  subsequent  place. 

A  defendant  may  assign,  as  error  in  fact,  that  the  justice  who  tried 
the  action  was  not  a  resident  of  the  town  in  which  either  of  the  parties 
resided,  nor  a  resident  of  any  town  adjoining  either  of  them.  Tiffany 
V.  Gilbert,  4  Barb.  320. 

The  relationship  of  the  justice  to  one  of  the  parties  is  properly  assign- 
able as  error  in  fact,  although  it  will  be  equally  available  as  error  in 
law,  if  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  return. 

Where  the  error  complained  of  relates  to  the  manner  in  which  pro- 
cess has  been  served,  or  is  founded  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  served 
upon  the  wrong  person,  or  that  there  was  no  service  of  it  upon  the  de- 
fendant, he  must  take  the  objection  before  joining  issue  or  he  will 
waive  it.  But  an  appearance  and  a  joinder  of  issue,  without  objection, 
will  not  waive  the  error  that  the  justice  is  related  to  one  of  the 
parties. 

The  appearance  of  an  infant  defendant  by  attorney  instead  of  guar- 
dian is  error  in  fact,  and  infancy  may  be  shown  by  the  aflBdavits 
served.  Arnold  v.  Samdford,  14  Johns.  41Y ;  Dewitt  v.  Post,  11  id. 
460.  So  the  appearance  of  an  infant  defendant  by  attorney  and  not  by 
guardian  is  error  in  fact,  and  if  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  him  it 
will  be  reversed,  though  it  is  otherwise  where  the  judgment  is  in  his 
favor.  Cmnp  v.  Bennett,  16  "Wend.  48.  If  an  entire  judgment  be 
rendered  against  an  infant  and  another,  where  the  former  appears  by 
attorney  instead  of  guardian,  it  will  be  reversed  upon  appeal  for  error 
in  fact,  even  though  the  infant  should  die  after  the  appeal  was 
brought.  lb.  See  McMurray  v.  McMxorray,  41  How.  41 ;  S.  C,  9 
Abb.  (N.  S.)  315  ;  60  Barb.  117 ;  affirmed,  66  N.  Y.  175. 

Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  an  infant  and  another  person 
as  joint  debtors,  but  no  process  is  served  upon  the  infant,  and  he  does 
not  appear  in  the  action,  he  cannot  assign  as  error  in  fact  that  he  did 
not  appear  by  guardian.  Mason  v.  Denison,  11  Wend.  612  ;  S.  C,  15 
id.  64. 

Where  an  infant  plaintiff  appears  by  attorney  instead  of  guardian 
or  next  friend,  and  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  him  for  costs,  th6 
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appellate  court  will  revoke  or  set  aside  the  judgment,  but  they  will  re- 
fuse to  allow  any  costs  to  the  infant.  Maynard  v.  Downer,  13  Wend. 
575. 

Misconduct  on  the  part  of  a  jury,  or  of  individual  jurors,  is  a  proper 
matter  to  be  assigned  as  error  in  fact ;  and  where  the  jurors  agreed  that 
each  of  them  should  mark  the  sum  which  he  found ;  that  the  amounts 
so  marked  should  be  added  together,  and  the  total  amount  divided  by 
the  number  of  jurors ;  and  that  the  quotient  should  be  the  amount  of 
the  verdict  without  alteration,  this  was  held  to  be  erroneous,  and  the 
judgment  was  reversed.  Ha/rvey  v.  RickeU]  15  Johns.  87 ;  Roberts  v. 
Failis,  1  Cow.  238.  See  ante,  738,  739.  So,  where  a  jury  or  any  of 
the  individual  jurors  drink  intoxicating  liquors  in  the  jury-room  while 
out  for  deliberation,  this  is  assignable  as  error  in  fact.  Rose  v.  Smith, 
4  Cow.  17. 

In  relation  to  the  misconduct  of  jurors,  it  may  be  remarked  generally, 
that  whenever  their  conduct  is  such  as  to  be  a  ground  of  setting  aside 
their  verdict,  then  such  misconduct  is  properly  assignable  as  error  in 
fact. 

It  is  to  be  remembered,  however,  that  the  aifidavits  of  jurors  will 
not  be  received  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  their  verdict,  by  show- 
ing what  influenced  their  minds  in  finding  the  verdict.  Brownell  v. 
MoEwen,  5  Denio,  367.  Nor  are  they  admissible  to  show  error  in  re- 
spect to  the  merits  of  the  verdict,  nor  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
irregularity  or  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  juror  himself  or  that  of 
his  fellow  jurors.  Olum  v.  Smith,  5  Hill,  560 ;  Dana  v.  Tucker,  4 
Johns.  487.  Their  affidavits  may,  however,  be  received  to  exculpate 
the  jurors  or  in  support  of  their  verdict.  Or  to  show  the  misconduct 
of  a  party  or  of  the  officer  having  charge  of  them.  lb. ;  Thomas  v. 
Chapman,  45  Barb.  98. 

While  error  in  fact  may  be  assigned  for  the  purpose  of  correcting 
all  such  errors  as  may  have  occurred  in  the  course  of  the  action,  or  for 
matters  connected  with  it  and  forming  a  legal  ground  of  error,  there  is 
still  a  limit  to  this  general  rule,  and  one  qualification  of  the  rule  is, 
.that  error  in  fact  is  not  assignable  as  to  matters  which  contradict  the 
record  of  the  court  below  ;  and  where  a  defendant  pleaded  infancy  in 
the  court  below,  which  issue  was  tried  by  a  jury  and  found  against 
hira,  it  was  held  that  the  decision  below  was  conclusive,  and  that  in- 
fancy could  not  be  assigned  as  error  in  fact  on  an  appeal.  Ingersoll  v. 
Wilson,  3  Johns.  437. 

Having  considered  the  matters  which  may  be  assigned  as  errors  in 
•fact,  the  next  step  is  to  consider  the  manner  of  presenting  these  errors 
124 
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to  the  appellate  court.  As  has  been  stated,  the  appellate  court  may 
determine  these  matters  upon  affidavits,  or  upon  the  examination  of 
witnesses,  or  in  both  methods. 

Under  the  old  Code  the  appellant  was  required  to  state  in  his  notice 
of  appeal  the  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal  was  founded.  By  this 
statement  the  respondent  was  apprised  of  the  particular  error  in  fact 
relied  upon  by  the  appellant  for  the  reversal  of  the  judgment,  even  if 
no  affidavits  were  served  upon  him  prior  to  the  hearing.  But  it  was 
also  the  practice  to  serve  upon  the  respondent,  at  least  eight  days  be- 
fore the  hearing,  copies  of  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  appellant  re- 
lied to  establish  the  error  in  fact  stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal.  Kurd 
Y.Beman,  8  How.  254 ;  Oooh  y.  Swift,  18  id.  454;  S.  C,  10  Abb. 
212 ;  Sperry  v.  Reynolds,  5  Lans.  407,  411 ;  Lynch  v.  McBeth,  7 
How.  113.  The  respondent  was  thus  prepared  to  meet  the  case  made, 
either  by  counter  affidavits,  or  by  oral  testimony.  The  present  Code 
does  not  require  that  the  grounds  of  error  shall  be  stated  in  the  notice 
of  appeal,  and  it  is,  therefore,  the  more  important  that  the  respondent 
should  be  served  with  copies  of  the  affidavits  which  the  appellant  in- 
tends to  read  upon  the  hearing.  Otherwise  the  investigation  would  be 
ex  parte,  would  operate  as  a  surprise,  and  might  work  serious  detri- 
ment to  a  respondent,  who  until  the  argument  of  the  appeal  might  be 
entirely  unaware  of  the  alleged  error  of  fact. 

The  general  form  of  the  affidavit  is  the  same  as  that  used  on  an  ap- 
plication for  relief  from  a  default.  See  ante,  973,  There  will,  of 
course,  be  this  difference,  vi^. :  the  affidavits  used  for  the  purpose  of 
assigning  error  in  fact  will  state  the  particular  error  assigned,  and  will 
also  state  the  particular  facts  and  circumstances  relating  thereto. 

The  affidavits  ought  to  be  copied,  and  copies  thereof  served  upon  the 
opposite  party  in  the  same  manner  as  in  cases  of  asking  relief  from  a 
default.  Ante,  974.  And  in  relation  to  the  time  of  making  such 
service,  it  is  eminently  proper  that  the  appellant  should  serve  these 
affidavits  at  least  eight  days  before  the  sitting  of  the  court  at  which  the 
hearing  is  to  take  place.  Surd  v.  Beeman,  8  How.  254 ;  Cook  v. 
Swift,  18  id.  454,  457 ;  S.  C,  10  Abb.  212 ;  Adsit  v.  Wilson,  7  id. 
64,  70. 

The  notice  of  hearing,  in  this  case,  is  similar  to  that  in  an  applica- 
tion for  a  new  trial,  after  a  default  has  been  taken  ;  and  the  form  of 
notice,  and  the  time  and  manner  of  service  may  be  the  same.  See  OMte, 
974.  If  any  modification  of  the  notice  becomes  necessary,  that  may 
readily  be  done  by  the  practitioner. 

Offer  of  judgment.     The  right  of  a  respondent  to  make  an  offer  to 
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allow  judgment  to  be  rendered  in  the  appellate  court,  in  favor  of  either 
party,  for  a  specified  sum,  has  been  sufficiently  noticed.  Ante,  938.  This 
offer  must  be  made  before  the  return  is  filed.  In  addition  to  the  of- 
fer thus  provided  for  by  the  Code,  either  party  to  an  appeal  for  a  new- 
trial  in  the  appellate  court  may  at  any  time  after  the  action  is  deemed 
at  issue  in  the  appellate  court,  and  before  the  trial,  ser^e  upon  the  ad- 
verse party  a  written  offer  to  allow  judgment  to  be  taken  against  him, 
for  a  sum  or  property,  or  to  the  effect  therein  specified,  with  or  with- 
out costs.  If  there  are  two  or  more  defendants  and  the  action  can  be 
severed,  a  like  offer  may  be  made  by  one  or  more  defendants,  against 
whom  a  separate  judgment  may  be  taken,  and  if  it  is  accepted,  the 
action  becomes  severed  and  may  proceed  against  the  other  defendants 
as  if  it  had  been  originally  commenced  against  them  only.  Yol.  1,  p. 
61,  §  3072. 

It  will  be  seen,  from  an  examination  of  the  section  cited,  that  the 
offer  cannot  be  made  until  after  the  action  is  deemed  at  issue  in  the 
appellate  court,  or  in  other  words,  until  after  the  expiration  of  ten 
days  from  the  time  of  filing  the  justice's  return.  This  allows  full  time 
for  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of  any  offer  made  by  the  respondent 
under  section  3070  of  the  Code,  before  any  other  offer  is  made  by 
either  party.  The  offer  may  be  made  at  any  time  after  the  action  is 
deemed  at  issue  in  the  appellate  court  and  before  trial,  but,  unless  it 
is  served  at  least  ten  days  before  the  trial,  it  will  be  unavailing  to  free 
the  party  serving  it  from  future  costs  in  case  the  offer  is  not  accepted, 
as  the  party  receiving  the  offer  has  ten  days  in  which  to  determine 
whether  he  will  accept  it,  and  his  liability  for  costs,  subsequent  to  the 
offer,  depends  upon  his  non-acceptance  of  the  offer  within  the  time  al- 
lowed therefor.  Section  385  of  the  old  Code  contained  a  provision 
substantially  the  same  as  that  contained  in  section  3072  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure.  Under  that  section  it  was  held  that  the  adverse  party 
had,  in  all  cases,  ten  days  in  which  to  elect  whether  he  would  accept 
the  offer  made  to  him,  or  proceed  to  trial;  and  that  if  the  offer  was 
served  so  late  that  the  cause  was  reached  and  tried  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  ten  days,  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  in  all  respects  the 
same  as  if  no  offer  had  been  made.  Pomeroy  v.  HuUn,  7  How.  161 ; 
Walker  v.  Johnson,  8  id.  240  ;  Herman  v.  Lyons,  10  Hun,  111 ;  S. 
C,  2  Abb.  N.  C.  90;  HamUy  v.  Davis,  5  Hun,  642. 

The  offer  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 
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Offer  of  judgment, 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


John   Doe,  respondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  appellant. 


Richard  Roe,  the  defendant  in  the  above-entitled  action,  offers  to 
allow  judgment  to  be  taken  against  him  by  the  plaintiff,  John  Doe,  for 
the  sum  of  $150,  with  costs. 

Dated  Johnstown,  August  15, 1862. 

RICHARD  ROE. 

To  John  Doe. 

In  case  the  offer  is  made  by  one  of  several  defendants  the  form  of 
the  offer  may  be  varied  accordingly. 

Instead  of  making  the  offer  in  person,  it  may  be  made  by  the  de- 
fendant's attorney,  and  may  be  made  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  instead 
of  the  plaintiff'.  The  service  of  this  order  is  made  by  the  delivery  of 
a  copy  of  it  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney,  which  may  be  done  by  the 
defendant  in  person  or  by  his  attorney.  If  the  offer  be  made  by  the 
plaintiff,  the  same  general  principles  of  practice  prevail,  except  that 
the  necessary  changes  in  the  phraseology  will  be  made. 

The  party  upon  whom  such  offer  is  served  has  ten  days  in  which  to 
elect  whether  to  accept  or  refuse  it.  If  he  concludes  to  refuse  it,  he 
need  not  give  any  notice  thereof,  because  his  omission  to  give  notice 
of  acceptance  will  be  a  sufficient  notice  of  refusal.  But  in  ease  the 
offer  is  accepted,  a  written  notice  of  acceptance  must  be  served  within 
ten  days  after  the  offer,  upon  the  party  making  it.  This  notice  of 
acceptance  may  be  as  follows  : 

Notice  of  acceptanoe. 
{Title  as  in  last  form.) 

Take  notice,  that  the  plaintiff  accepts  the  offer  of  the  defendant,  bj 
which  he  offers  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  take  judgment  in  this  action 
against  him  for  the  sum  of  $150,  with  costs. 
Dated  Johnstown,  August  15,  1865. 

JOHN  DOE. 

To  Richard  Roe,  Esq. 

This  acceptance  may  be  made  by  attorney,  as  well  as  in  the  case  of 
the  offer  of  judgment. 

This  offer  of  acceptance  must  be  in  writing,  and  must  be  served 
within  ten  days  after  the  service  of  the  offer  of  judgment.  Yol.  1,  p. 
62,  §  3072.  Upon  serving  notice  of  the  acceptance  of  the  offer  of 
judgment,  the  plaintiff  may  file  the  offer,  together  with  proof  of  accept- 
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ance,  and  thereupon  the  clerk  is  required  to  enter  a  judgment  in  pur- 
suance of  the  ofEer. 

Form  of  affida/oib. 

{Title  as  in  offer,  ante,  988.) 
Fulton  County,  ss.  : 

John  Doe,  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the  county  of  Fulton, 
being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  is  the  plaintiff  in  the  above-en- 
titled action;  that  the  annexed  offer  to  allow  judgment  was 
made  by  the  defendant  therein,  and  was  served  on  this  deponent  on 
the  15th  day  of  August,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Johnstown  aforesaid; 
that  within  ten  days  after  such  offer  was  served,  to-wit,  on  the  15th 
day  of  August,  1865,  he  served  upon  the  defendant,  at  Johnstown, 
aforesaid,  a  written  notice,  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  same,  and 
that  the  foregoing  {or  the  annexed^  is  a  copy  thereof. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  )  TnTTNT  r»mr 

this  lUhdoAfofA  ugust,  1 865,  f  '^  ^"-^  "^^• 

Petee  W.  Plantz,  Justice. 

If  the  offer  is  not  accepted,  it  cannot  be  proved  upon  the  trial ;  and 
if  the  party  to  whom  it  was  made  fails  to  obtain  a  more  favorable  judg- 
ment, he  cannot  recover  co^ts  from  the  time  of  the  offer  but  must  pay 
costs  from  that  time.     Yol.  1,  p.  60,  §  3072. 

The  form  of  the  judgment  to  be  entered  upon  acceptance  of  the 
offer,  and  the  costs  recoverable  in  case  of  acceptance  or  rejection  of 
the  offer  will  be  noticed  elsewhere. 

Subpoenaing  witnesses,  etc.  When  it  is  once  finally  settled  that 
a  new  trial  is  to  be  had  in  the  County  Court,  it  is  the  duty  of  each 
party  to  prepare  for  trial. 

If  documentary  evidence  will  be  necessary  on  the  trial  it  is  import- 
ant that  the  party  should  be  prepared  with  it.  So,  too,  where  wit- 
nesses are  material,  they  must  be  properly  subpoenaed  in  due  season. 

The  subpoena  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Form  of  svbpmna. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York  to  {name  the  wiimesses  reqwi/reo^, 
greeting : 
We  command  you  that,  all  and  singular,  business  and  excuses  being 
laid  aside,  you  and  each  of  you  appear  and  attend  before  our  county 
judge  of  the  county  of  Fultota,  at  a  County  Court  to  be  held  in  and 
for  the  county  of  Fulton,  at  the  court-house  in  the  village  of  Johns- 
town, on  the  day  of  ,  1882,,  at  o'clock  in  the 
noon,  to  testify  and  give  evidence  in  a  certain  action,  now  pend- 
ing in  said  court,  then  and  there  to  be  tried  between  John  Doe,  plaint- 
iff, and  Richard  Koe,  defendant,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  {or  of  the 
defendant),  and  for  a  failure  to  attend,  you  will  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
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contempt  of  court,  and  liable  to  pay  all  "loss  and  damages  sustained 
thereby  to  the  party  aggrieved,  and  forfeit  $50  in  addition  thereto. 

"Witness,  John  Stewart,  Esq.,  county  judge  of  Fulton  county,  at 
the  court-house  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  the  day  of  , 

1882 

Bj  the  court.  MORTIMEE  WADE,  Oerk 

A.  McFaelan,  Plamtiff^s  Attorney. 

The  attorney  should  also  make  a  subpoena  ticket  for  each  witness  to 
be  subpoenaed. 

The  subpoena  ticket  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Svbpo&na  ticket. 

To  Mr.  John  Smith  : 

By  virtue  of  a  writ  of  subpoena  to  you  directed,  and  herewith  shown 
to  you,  you  are  commanded  personally  to  be  and  appear  before  the 
County  Court  of  the  county  of  Fulton  on  the  day  of  , 

1882,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  at  a  term  of  said  court  to  be  held 
at  the  court-house  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  in  and  for  the  county 
of  Fulton,  to  testify  to  what  you  may  know  in  a  certain  action  now 
pending  undetermined  in  the  said  court,  between  John  Doe,  plaintiff, 
and  Kichard  Eoe,  defendant,  then  and  therf  to  be  tried,  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  (or  defendant)  and  this  you  are  not  to  omit  under  the 
penalty  of  $50. 

Dated  the  day  of  ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1882. 

By  the  court. 

A.  M.,  Plaintiff^s  {or  DefendcmHi)  Attorney. 

Subpoenas  may  also  be  necessary  to  compel  the  attendance  of  wit- 
nesses on  the  trial  of  an  appeal  founded  upon  an  error  in  fact.  If  the 
appellant  has  served  affidavits  setting  up  an  error  in  fact,  the  respond- 
ent should  prepare  counter  affidavits ;  and  if  the  persons  who  are  con- 
versant with  the  facts  refuse  to  make  these  affidavits,  they  should  be 
duly  subpoenaed. 

So  if  a  defendant,  who  failed  to  appear  before  the  justice  upon  the 
return  day  of  the  summons,  or  upon  an  adjourned  day,  has  served  affi- 
davits tending  to  excuse  his  default,  and  to  show  that  manifest  injustice 
has  been  done  to  him,  the  plaintiEf  should  prepare  counter  affidavits  to 
be  read  upon  the  hearing. 

Copies  of  these  counter  affidavits  need  not  be  served  upon  the  appel- 
lant. 

§  8.  Argument  of  the  appeaL  When  the  appellant  is  not  enti- 
tled to,  or  has  not  demanded  a  new' trial  in  the  appellate  court,  the  ap- 
peal must  be  heard  upon  the  original  papers,  or  a  certified  copy  thereof. 
No  copies  of  these  papers  need  be  furnished  for  the  use  of  the  court. 
Yol.  1,  p.  59,  §  3063. 
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Under  the  rule  prescribed  by  this  statute,  the  court  will  refuse  to 
hear  or  decide  an  appeal  unless  the  original  return,  or  a  duly  certified 
copy,  is  produced  at  the  argument.  Srmth  v.  Van  £runt,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  534.  If  the  original  return  is  lost  or  destroyed  the  proper 
course  is  to  procure  a  new  return.  lb. 

Where  a  cause  is  transferred  to  the  Supreme  Court  by  reason  of  the 
incapacity  of  the  county  judge  to  hear  it,  the  case  will  still  be  heard 
upon  the  original  return,  and  no  copy  need  be  furnished  for  the  court. 
Wiles  V.  JPeck,  16  How.  541. 

If  a  fair  copy  of  the  return  should  be  furnished  to  the  court  there  is 
no  doubt  that  the  court  may  use  that  instead  of  the  original  return ; 
and  in  many  cases  such  a  copy  would  be  highly  convenient  to  the 
judge,  since  it  would  save  him  the  labor  of  reading  some  manuscripts 
which  are  well  calculated  to  try  his  skill  and  his  patience. 

Every  careful  practitioner  will  desire  a  copy  of  the  return,  since  it 
will  greatly  facilitate  a  full  and  careful  examination  of  the  facts  of  the 
case  while  preparing  and  arranging  his  brief  for  the  argument ;  and 
nothing  conduces  more  to  the  success  of  a  good  cause  than  a  careful 
study,  and  a  brief  but  pertinent  presentation  of  its  facts  during  the 
argument. 

There  are  few  causes  in  which  there  is  any  difficulty  in  determining 
what  legal  questions  are  involved  ;  but  there  are  innumerable  cases  in 
which  there  is  an  earnest  dispute  in  relation  to  the  facts  involved  in 
them,  and  he  who  best  understands  the  facts  of  his  case  will  be  able  to 
render  most  service  to  the  court,  and  to  his  own  side  of  the  cause. 

Practice  on  the  argument.  To  attempt  a  full  and  minute  ex- 
amination of  all  matters  of  practice  connected  with  the  argument  of  an 
appeal,  or  relating  to  it,  would  open  a  very  wide  field  for  investigation, 
and  for  that  reason  it  will  not  be  possible  to  pursue  the  subject  so  mi- 
nutely as  would  be  desirable  to  some  persons,  but  notwithstanding  this, 
so  much  space  will  be  devoted  to  the  subject  as  the  limits  of  this  work 
will  permit. 

In  bringing  on  an  appeal  for  argument  there  are  several  matters  to 
be  taken  into  consideration  ;  and  there  are  several  modifications  of  the 
practice,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case.  There 
are  several  different  classes  of  cases  in  which  relief  is  sought,  each  of 
which  is  governed  by  a  practice  somewhat  peculiar  to  itself.  These 
classes  may  be  conveniently  examined  in  the  following  order :  1.  Those 
cases  in  which  the  relief  sought  is  a  reversal  or  modification  of  the 
judgment  appealed  from,  either  because  it  is  against  evidence  or  is  con. 
trary  to  law,  which  errors  are  claimed  to  be  apparent  on  the  face  of  the 
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return  ;  2.  Those  cases  ia  which  relief  is  asked  from  aa  excusable  de- 
fault which  occurred  in  the  court  below ,  3.  Those  cases  in  which  ex- 
trinsic matters  are  alleged  as  error  in  fact.  These  several  classes  will 
be  noticed  in  the  order  of  the  arrangement  here  adopted. 

And  first,  then,  of  the  argument  of  a  cause  upon  the  return.  After 
it  has  been  properly  noticed  and  placed  upon  the  calendar,  it  will  be 
called  in  its  order,  and  if  ready  for  argument,  will  be  argued.  Upon 
the  argument  of  an  appeal  cause,  the  appellant  has  the  right  to  open 
and  close  the  argument.  In  opening  the  case  the  appellant  either 
reads  or  states  such  portions  of  the  return  as  are  material  to  a  proper 
understanding  of  the  points  involved  in  the  discussion.-  And  after 
presenting  the  facts  which  show  how  the  points  of  law  are  properly 
raised  m  the  case,  the  appellant  proceeds  to  argue  these  questions,  and 
to  cite  these  authorities  which  are  deemed  important  or  conclusive  upon 
their  determination. 

After  the  appellant  has  closed  his  argument,  the  respondent  is  then 
entitled  to  be  heard  in  relation  to  either  the  facts  stated,  or  the  legal 
propositions  advanced  by  the  appellant ;  and  he  also  cites  such  authori- 
ties as  are  deemed  applicable  for  the  purpose  of  overturning  the  propo- 
sitions of  the  appellant,  or  of  otherwise  answering  their  effect  as  au- 
thorities. When  the  respondent  has  closed  his  argument,  the  appellant 
has  a  right  to  be  heard  in  reply  to  the  positions  taken  by  the  respond- 
ent, and  this  usually  closes  the  discussion. 

It  would  save  much  time  if  County  Courts  would  enforce  the  rule 
requiring  each  party,  at  the  opening  of  .the  argument,  to  furnish  the 
court  and  the  other  party  with  a  statement  of  the  points  made,  and  of 
the  authorities  intended  to  be  cited.  If  this  were  generally  done,  the 
court  and  the  respective  parties  would  know  precisely  what  matters 
and  points  were  deemed  important  in  the  discussion,  and  much  time 
and  labor  be  saved  by  narrowing  the  course  of  the  argument  to  these 
points. 

There  may  be  cases  in  which  it  is  not  possible  to  anticipate  all  the 
questions  which  may  be  made  on  the  argument,  but  it  ought  to  be  done 
as  nearly  as  practicable  ;  and  whenever  any  material  point  hasbeen  ac- 
cidentally omitted,  the  parties  ought  to  be  permitted  to  discuss  them. 
When  the  points  are  numerous,  and  the  facts  complicated,  an  oral  ar- 
gument is  of  the  greatest  importance,  for,  if  properly  presented,  in  as 
brief  a  manner  as  possible,  it  will  save  the  court  much  labor,  and  will 
prevent  any  liability  to  mistakes  which  might  occur  if  the  cause  were 
merely  submitted  upon  written  points.  But,  in  many  cases,  a  careful 
statement  of  the  points  made,  with  a  full  reference  to  the  authorities 
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relied  on,  will  be  the  best  mode  of  argument,  for  in  such  a  case,  the 
court  will  fully  and  carefully  examine  each  material  point,  which  will 
be  certain  not  to  escape  his  attention  if  the  brief  is  clear,  full  and  ac- 
curate as  to  facts  and  authorities.  But  all  such  matters  are  governed 
so  much  by  personal  preferences,  that  every  one  will  consult  his  own 
choice  in  the  manner  of  presenting  his  views  of  the  case. 

The  courts  favor  the  submission  of  proper  points,  and  in  the  case  of 
Agreda  v.  FauWerg,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  179, 180,  the  court  said  :  "  The 
appeal  in  this  action  raises  several  questions  which  are  of  considerable 
importance,  and  I  regret  that  the  respondents  have  submitted  no  points 
in  support  of  the  judgment.  A  party  has  no  right  to  expect  the  court 
to  be  laborious  in  their  investigation,  or  ingenious  in  their  endeavor  to 
support  a  judgment  when  his  own  counsel  is  either  unwilling  or  un- 
able to  aid  them  by  any  suggestions  or  examination  of  authorities  on 
his  behalf.  The  court  desire  not  to  reverse,  where  the  judgment  might 
properly  be  sustained  ;  but  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  court  below  depend,  to  some  extent,  iipon  various  statutory 
enactments  running  through  a  period  of  forty  years,  the  court  are  en- 
titled to  the  aid  of  the  respondent's  counsel  in  pointing  out  the  statutes 
upon  which  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  depend. 

A  point  which  is  waived  and  not  argued  by  counsel  at  the  hearing 
of  tie  appeal  ought  to  be  examined  by  the  court  on  its  own  motion  if 
it  deems  the  point  a  material  ground  for  granting  a  new  trial.  Arti- 
sans' Bank  V.  Backus,  31  How.  242. 

An  appeal  which  is  heard  upon  the  justice's  return  brings  up  with  it 
every  question  which  can  be  made  as  to  the  regularity  or  validity  of 
the  judgment  rendered  in  the  court  below.  And  where  error  in  fact  is 
assigned,  which  is  established  by  affidavits  outside  of  the  return,  this 
subject  forms  a  part  of  the  proceedings,  and  it  must  be  heard  at  the 
same  time  with  the  argument  of  the  questions  appearing  upon  the  face 
of  the  return.  And  if  the  County  Court  refuses  to  hear  and  determine 
the  matters  so  assigned  as  error  in  fact,  but  merely  decides  upon  the 
questions  raised  upon  the  face  of  the  return,  this  will  be  error.  Oooh 
v.  Swift,  18  How.  454 ;  S.  C,  10  Abb.  212.  This  rule  is  the  same 
where  an  application  is  made  for  relief  from  a  default  by  ordering  a  new 
trial,  upon  sufficient  proof  that  injustice  has  been  done,  and  that  the 
default  was  excusable.  lb. 

Opening  default.  The  mode  of  excusing  a  default  in  the  court  below 

and  showing  that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done  has  already  been 

pointed  out,  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavits  introduced  for  that 

purpose  has  to  some  extent  been  considered.     The  appellant,  having 

126 
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the  burden  of  showing  a  sufficient  excuse  and  tlie  injustice  done,  must 
first  read  to  the  court  or  state  the  substance  of  the  affidavits  upon 
which  he  relies  to  establish  such  excuse  and  injustice.  Upon  the  con- 
clusion of  this  argument  the  respondent  usually  reads  answering  affida- 
vits and  attacks  the  sufficiency  or  truthfulness  of  the  affidavits  intro- 
duced by  the  plaintiff.  After  the  respondent  has  concluded  his  argu- 
ment the  appellant  may  be  heard  in  reply. 

It  is  sometimes  a  matter  of  difficulty  to  determine  whether  manifest 
injustice  has  been  done,  and  this  doubt  arises  from  a  conflict  in  the 
statements  contained  in  the  affidavits  of  the  respective  parties. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  it  may  be  questionable  whether  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  statute  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  introduce  affidavits  in 
contradiction  of  those  upon  which  the  defendant  asks  for  a  new  trial. 
Cam/p  V.  Stewart^  2  E.  D.  Smith,  88,  89 ;  Lent  v.  Jones,  4  id.  52,  63, 
But  notwithstanding  these  casual  remarks,  the  settled  practice  of  the 
court  is  to  receive  such  affidavits,  and  to  act  upon  them  as  a  part  of  the 
proof  in  the  case.  Forster  v.  GapeweU,  1  Hilt.  47 ;  Oottsherger  V; 
Harned,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  128 ;  Sillcman  v.  Baiger,  4  id.  236 ;  Arm- 
strong V.  Craig,  18  Barb.  387.  Besides  these  cases  which  received 
such  affidavits,  the  general  analogies  of  the  law  favor  the  reception  of 
such  affidavits.  If  the  application  is  regarded  as  a  motion,  then  it  is 
clear  that  the  motion  may  be  met  by  counter  affidavits ;  if  it  is  regarded 
as  a  trial,  then  every  party  ought  to  be  allowed  equal  facilities  for  pre- 
senting his  views  as  to  his  rights ;  and  if  the  application  is  re- 
garded as  a  mere  application  to  the  discretionary  power  of 
the  court  to  afford  relief,  it  is  of  the  highest  importance  that 
both  parties  should  be  heard  before  such  discretion  is  exer- 
cised. The  court  will,  therefore,  always  receive  the  affidavits  of  the 
respondent,  and  will  consider  them  in  disposing  of  the  question  as  to 
ordering  a  new  trial.  But  where  it  is  evident  that  there  is  a  meritorious 
defense,  which  has  been  shut  out  by  the  default,  or  where  it  is 
probable  that  there  is  a  valid  defense,  the  appellate  court  will  not 
weigh  probabilities  very  nicely  upon  conflicting  affidavits,  but  will 
order  a  new  trial  in  the  court  below,  upon  which  the  questions  may  be 
appropriately  settled  upon  all  the  evidence  given.  Camvp  v.  Stewart, 
2  E.  D.  Smith,  88 ;  Carroll  v.  GosUn,  id.  376,  878.  If,  however,  the 
evidence  is  so  evenly  balanced,  that  there  is  no  preponderance  in  favor 
of  the  defendant,  the  court  may  refuse  to  order  a  new  trial.  Forster 
V.  Gapewell,  1  Hilt.  47.  The  manner  of  weighing  the  evidence  on 
these  applications  for  a  new  trial  has  been  sufficiently  explained  upon 
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general  principles.  There  are,  however,  a  few  cases  which  require 
notice  before  leaving  this  subject. 

Where  the  evidence  is  returned,  and  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff 
proved  his  case  fully  hj  one  compentent  witness,  it  has  been  held  that 
the  defendant  must  do  more  than  to  offer  his  own  affidavit  in  contra- 
diction of  the  witness  sworn.  Armstrong  v.  Craig,  18  Barb.  387 ; 
JeweU  v.  Hemsel,  6  Daly,  411 ;  Lent  v.  Jones,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  52,  54. 
The  court  said  in  the  last  case  cited :  "  To  order  a  new  trial  upon  the 
proofs  before  us,  and  no  other  proof  is  shown  by  the  plaintiff  to  be 
within  his  power,  would  be  of  no  avail  to  him.  If  he  cannot  produce 
the  affidavit  of  any  witness,  he  should  at  least  show  that  there  are  wit- 
nesses who  refuse  to  give  their  affidavits,  and  who  have  knowledge  of 
facts  to  which  they  can  be  compelled  to  testify,  and  which,  if  proved, 
would  reduce  or  disprove  the  plaintiff's  claim."  The  case  of  Silkman 
V.  Bmg&r,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  236,  is  to  the  same  effect ;  and  it  also  holds 
that  when,  in  addition  to  such  a  case,  the  respondent's  affidavits  show 
that  entire  justice  has  been  done,  the  defendant's  single  affidavit  must 
be  regarded  as  overborne  by  the  proofs  in  the  case,  and  a  new  trial  will 
be  refused.  So,  where  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant  is  met  and  fully 
denied  by  that  of  the  plaintiff,  it  has  been  held  that  the  defendant 
must  fail  in  his  application  for  want  of  a  balance  of  proof.  Forster 
V.  Oapewdl,  1  Hilt.  4Y.  The  court  said  :  "  "We  cannot  say,  where  the 
defendant  states  a  fact,  and  the  plaintiff  denies  it,  which  of  the  state- 
ments is  correct ;  and  the  only  way  to  establish  it  is  by  the  affidavit  of 
the  witness  by  whom  the  defendants  expect  to  prove  their  defense." 
To  the  same  effect  is  Van  Wyck  v.  Kelly,  cited  in  note  h,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  128.  Where  the  defendant's  affidavit  is  met  by  that  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  also  that  of  another  witness,  the  balance  of  proof  will  be 
against  the  defendant,  and  his  application  must  fail.  Gottsberger  v. 
Earned,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  128 ;  Gardner  v.  Wight,  3  id.  334, 

The  cases  which  have  been  cited  show  a  tendency  to  follow  the  rule 
usually  adopted  of  being  governed  by  the  balance  of  proof.  But  it  is 
not  always  numbers  that  control.  There  may  be  such  a  statement  of 
facts  in  the  affidavits  of  the  defendant  as  will  leave  no  doubt  that  in- 
justice has  been  done,  even  when  the  plaintiff  produces  a  larger  num- 
ber of  affidavits  or  of  witnesses  than  the  defendant.  But  it  does  not 
follow,  as  of  course,  that  the  cause  is  to  be  decided  merely  npon  a 
count  of  the  number  of  affidavits  furnished  by  the  respective  parties. 
The  true  question  is,  whether  the  court  is  satisfied  that  injustice  has 
been  done,  or  whether  the  case  is  not  so  doubtful  as  to  require  a  new 
trial  60  that  justice  may  prevail.     See  ante,  994. 
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And  in  pursuatice  of  this  principle  it  bias  been  held  that  the  unsup- 
ported evidence  of  the  defendant  would  be  sufficient  to  authorize  a  new 
trial  when  it  appeared  that  the  judgment  below  was  obtained  upon  the 
evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  assignor  of  the  demand  sued  on.  Seymour 
V.  Elmer,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  199,  201. 

The  statute  confers  upon  the  appellate  court  the  power  to  impose 
such  terms  as  it  may  deem  proper  upon  opening  a  default.  Yol.  1, 
p.  59,  §  3064.  Such  a  power  will  be  freely  exercised  whenever  that 
may  become  necessary.  Inasmuch  as  the  defendant  generally  asks  re- 
lief upon  the  ground  that  he  failed  to  appear  in  the  court  below  in 
consequence  of  some  excusable  mistake  or  neglect,  the  court  will  some- 
times impose  terms  upon  him  by  way  of  paying  costs,  since  he  ought 
to  bear  the  consequences  of  his  neglect  rather  than  the  diligent 
party. 

The  statute  does  not  declare  what  terms  may  be  imposed,  and,  there- 
fore, it  is  entirely  for  the  County  Court  to  declare  what  they  shall  be. 
This  power,  however,  is  not  to  be  harshly  or  arbitrarily  exercised  but 
is  to  be  enforced  in  such  a  manner  as  to  secure  the  just  rights  and  inter- 
ests of  both  litigant  parties.  Upon  this  question,  as  upon  others  of  a 
discretionary  character,  authorities  are  not  of  much  value  except 
as  illustrations  of  the  practice  of  the  courts  under  this  section.  In 
Camp  V.  Stewart,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  89,  the  court  ordered  a  new  trial 
upon  the  terms  that  the  defendant  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  $12  costs 
of  the  appeal,  within  five  days.  In  Seymour  v.  Elm^r,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
199,  201,  the  County  Court  ordered  a  new  trial  upon  the  payment  by 
the  defendant  of  the  oostfr-of  the  respondent  upon  the  appeal,  and  also 
of  waiving  any  claim  for  restitution,  for  the  costs  paid  on  appealing. 
In  Bissell  v.  bean,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  172,  174,  a  new  trial  was  ordered 
upon  the  pajmient  by  the  defendant  of  such  sum  as  his  affidavits  con- 
ceded to  be  due,  and  upon  the  payment  by  him  also  of  the  costs 
incurred  in  the  court  below. 

Where  a  default  is  opened,  and  a  new  trial  ordered  upon  specified 
conditions,  the  defendant  must  comply  with  those  conditions  or  he  will 
lose  the  benefit  of  the  order.  Mitohdl  v.  Menkle,  1  Hilt.  142.  And  on 
proper  proof  that  such  conditions  have  not  been  complied  with,  the 
County  Court  will  vacate  the  order  granting  a  new  trial ;  although  any 
order  vacating  it  would  probably  be  unnecessary,  since  a  failure  to 
comply  Avith  the  terms  of  the  original  order  would  prevent  it  from  be- 
coming operative  so  as  to  vacate  the  judgment  below.  lb. 

The  County  Court  may  order  the  new  trial  to  take  place  before  the 
justice  who  originally  rendered  judgment,  or  it  may  be  sent  to  any 
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other  justice  in  the  same  county  for  trial.  Yol.  1,  p.  59j  §  3064.  lu 
(ietefBoining  this  question  the  County  Court  will  consider  the  conven- 
ience of  both  parties,  and  also  the  ioipartiality  of  the  justice,  and  will 
order  the  trial  before  such  justice  as  may  result  in  a  full  and  fair  trial 
between  the  parties.  The  statute  provides  that  on  an  appearance  be- 
fore the  justice  for  the  purposes  of  such  new  trial,  the  same  proceed- 
ings shall  be  had  as  upon  the  return  of  a  summons  personally  served. 
Voir  3,  p.  60,  §  3065,  The  effect  of  this  statqte  is  to  set  aside  every 
thing,  even  including  the  former  pleadings ;  and  a  new  issue  must  be 
joined,  precisely  as  though  no  trial  or  judgment  had  ever  occurred. 
Cainp  V.  Stewa/pt,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  88,  90,  at  the  end  of  opinion  of 
court.     See  Deem  v.  Cannon,  1  Daly,  34. 

When  a  default  is  opened  by  order  of  the  County  Court,  and  a  new 
trial  is  ordered  on  a  particular  day,  the  cause  must  be  tried  upon  that 
day  or  it  must  be  legally  adjourned  to  a  subsequent  day  ;  and  if  the 
cause  is  not  tried  on  the  day  assigned,  nor  the  cause  regularly 
adjourned,  but  a  judgment  is  rendered  on  a  subsequent  day,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  defendant,  it  will  be  reversed  on  the  groimd  that  the 
justice  has  no  jurisdiction  to  render  a  judgment  upou  such  subsequent 
day.  MoOolluTrb  v.  McGlave,  1  Hilt.  140.  And  in  such  a  case,  if  the 
trial  is  proceeded  with  on  the  proper  day,  the  justice  must  hear  the 
proofs  and  allegations  of  the  plaintilf ;  tie  has  no  authority  to  make  an 
order  that  the  previous  judgment  shall  stand  as  his  judgment  in  the 
action.  lb.  A  judgment  once  vacated  is  always  vacated,  and  the 
defendant  stands  in  reference  thereto  as  if  no  action  had  been  prose- 
cuted against  him.  lb. 

Where  a  new  trial  is  ordered  upon  the  terms  that  the  former  judg- 
ment shall  stand  as  security,  and  a  new  trial  takes  place  which  results 
in  a  second  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  but  which  is  re- 
versesd  upon  an  appeal  for  errors  occurring  on  such  new  trial,  the  first 
judgment  will  fall  upon  the  reversal  of  the  second  one,  since  such  first 
judgment  was  a  mere  security  for  the  second.  Pierce  v.  Thomas,  4 
E.  D.  Smith,  354,  356. 

The  order  granting  a  new  trial  must  specify  the  name  of  the  justice 
before  whom  it  is  to  take  place,  the  day  and  hour  and  place  for  the 
appearance  of  the  parties,  and  the  terms  upon  which  the  order  ia 
granted. 

The  party  obtaining  the  order  should  see  that  it  is  properly  filed  and 
entered  by  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court.  The  Code  does  not  require 
that  a  copy  of  this  order  should  be  served  upon  the  justice,  or  upon  the 
plaintiff,  but  on  the  contrary  provides  that  where  a  new  trial  is  directed 
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before  a  justice,  the  parties  must  appear  before  him  at  the  time  and 
place  specified  in  the  order  of  the  appellate  court,  without  service  of 
any  notice,  or  of  a  copy  of  the  order.  Vol.  1,  p.  60,  §  3065.  It  will 
be  noticed  that  the  statute  applies  merely  to  the  appearance  of  the 
parties  before  the  justice  without  service  of  notice  or  of  a  copy  of  the 
order.  Should  the  parties  appear  and  join  issue  the  justice  would  need 
no  evidence  of  any  proceedings  in  the  appellate  court  to  authorize  him 
to  proceed  with  the  trial.  But  should  either  of  the  parties  make  de- 
fault, the  justice  might  properly  demand  some  proof  of  the  order  made 
by  the  appellate  court  before  proceeding  to  render  judgment  for  either 
party.  See  Manning  v.  Johnson,  7  Barb.  460.  This  proof  may  be 
made  by  the  service  of  a  certified  copy  of  the  order  upon  the  justice. 

Order  for  a  new  t/rial. 

At  a  term  of  the  County  Court  of  Fulton  county,  held  at  the  court 
house,  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865 : 

Present  —  Hon.  John  Stewaet,  CovMy  Judge,  eto. 
FULTOlSr  COUNTY  COURT. 

John  Doe,  respondent 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  appellant. 


The  above-named  Richard  Roe  having  appealed  to  this  court,  from 
a  judgment  rendered  against  him  on  the  day  of  ,  1865, 

for  the  sum  of  damages  and  costs,  by  Richardson 

P.  Clark,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Johnstown,  in  Fulton  county ; 
and  after  a  hearing  of  this  cause  upon  the  return  made  and  filed  by  the 
said  justice,  and  upon  the  affidavits  made  by  the  respective  parties  and 
read  on  the  hearing,  and  filed  with  the  clerk  of  this  court,  and  after 
hearing  Horace  E.  Smith  in  support  of  the  said  appeal,  and  upon  head- 
ing Archibald  McFarlan,  Esq.,  in  opposition  thereto ;  and  it  appearing 
to  the  court  that  the  defendant's  default  is  satisfactorily  excused,  and 
that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done  to  the  appellant  and  defendant, 
it  is  now,  on  motion  of  Horace  E.  Smitli,  Esq., 

Ordered,*  That  the  judgment  so  rendered  by  the  said  Richardson  P. 
Clark,  Esq.,  be  set  aside  (or  that  proceedings  thereunder  he  stayed),  and 
that  a  new  trial  be  had  before  the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark,  on  the  26th 
day  of  August,  1865,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  at  the  office  of  the  said 
justice,  or  on  such  other  day  as  the  said  cause  may  be  legally  adjourned 
to.  (//  the  order  is  granted  upon  terms  or  conditions  a  clause  like 
the  following  may  he  added,  though  it  will  conform  to  the  order  actu- 
ally made  hy  the  court :)  with  dollars  costs  to  the  appellant  {or 
respondent)  that  such  new  trial  be  granted  upon  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions that  the  said  Richard  Roe  pay  to  the  said  John  Doe,  the  plaint- 
iff, the  sum  of  $10,  on  or  before  the  hour  appointed  for  such  new  trial ; 
or  that  he  leave  such  sum  with  said  justice  at  that  time  for  the  plaintiff. 
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It  is  entirely  discretionary  with  the  court  whether  to  impose  terms 
or  not.  If  justice  demands  it,  costs  may  be  imposed  upon  the  defend- 
ant as'the  condition  of  relief.  And  there  may  be  cases  in  which  the 
court  may  impose  the  costs  of  the  reversal  or  of  a  motion  upon  the 
plaintiff  where  his  conduct  has  been  fraudulent  in  procuring  the  judg- 
ment, or  where  he  fraudulently  misleads  the  defendant  and  induces 
him  to  be  absent  from  trial,  or  in  any  other  similar  manner  prevents 
him  from  making  a  defense. 

Error  in  fact.  The  statute  provides  that  the  County  Court,  or 
other  corresponding  appellate  court,  may  reverse  the  judgment  of  the 
justice's  court,  or  other  inferior  court,  for  errors  of  law  or  of  fact. 
Vol.  1,  p.  69,  §  3063. 

On  a  preceding  page  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  point  out  what 
constitutes  an  error  in  fact,  and  the  step  preliminary  to  the  actual  pre- 
sentation of  the  error  to  the  appellate  court  for  redress.     See  cmte,  988. 

The  practice  upon  the  hearing  of  an  appeal,  when  error  in  fact  is 
assigned,  is  the  same  as  that  already  pointed  out  in  cases  of  default. 
Ante,  998.  And  the  court  must  hear  all  matters  claimed  as  errors, 
whether  appearing  in  the  return,  or  in  the  affidavits,  or  by  the  oral  evi- 
dence of  witnesses.     Anie,  993. 

There  is  one  material  difference  between  a  case  in  which  an  appel- 
lant seeks  relief  from  a  judgment  taken  against  him  by  default,  and 
•one  in  which  he  assigns  error  in  fact  as  ground  of  reversal.  In  the 
former  case,  the  granting  of  relief  is  discretionary  with  the  County 
Court,  upon  a  hearing  of  all  the  facts.  Ante,  972,  975.  But  where 
error  in  fact  is  assigned,  and  the  truth  of  the  facts  assigned  is  estab- 
lished, the  County  Court  is  bound  to  reverse  the  judgment  below,  if 
jfche  matters  assigned  as  error  are  such  as  in  law  require  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment.  And  if  the  County  Court  refuses  to  render  a  proper  judg- 
ment, the  error  may  be  corrected  by  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

And  so,  too,  when  error  in  fact  is  assigned,  the  proper  judgment  is 
a  mere  reversal  or  affirmance  of  the  judgment  below,  with  the  costs  of 
the  appeal  to  the  successful  party. 

The  decision  is  not  a  mere  order,  but  a  final  judgment.  The  form 
of  such  a  judgment  will  be  given  in  a  subsequent  place. 

Cross  appeals.  When  both  parties  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  a 
justice's  court,  both  appeals  should  be  heard  together  and  judgment 
and  costs  given  for  the  appellant  showing  himself  right  upon  his  ap- 
peal. It  will  be  error  to  hear  the  appeals  separately  and  to  enter  sepa- 
rate  judgments  thereon.  Jones  v.  Owen,  5  Hun,  339  ;  Glassner  v. 
Wheaton,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  852. 
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New  trial  in  the  appellate  court.  —  Qeaeral  view  of  the  practice  upon  a  new  trial. 

§  9.  New  trial  in  the  appellate  court.  The  Code  provides  that 
where  an  issue  of  fact  or  an  issue  of  law  was  joined  before  the  justice, 
and  the  sum  for  which  judgment  was  demanded  bj  either  party  in  his 
pleading  exceeds  $60 ;  or  where,  in  an  action  to  recover  a  chattel,  the 
value  of  the  property  as  fixed,  together  with  the  damages  received,  if 
any,  exceeds  $50,  the  appellant  may,  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  demand  a 
new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  and  thereupon  he  is  entitled  thereto 
whether  the  defendant  was  or  was  not  present  at  the  trial.  YoJ.  1,  p. 
60,  §  3068. 

The  right  to  a  new  trial  in  the  County  Court,  in  all  actions  except  in 
actions  of  replevin,  depends  upon  the  amount  claimed  in  the  pleadings. 
Hayes  v.  Kedzie,  11  Hun,  577 ;  Ovenshire  v.  Adee,  27  How.  368  ; 
Hobbs  V.  Weatherwaas,  38  id.  385 ;  Thompson  y.  Pine,  5  Hun,  647 ; 
Merrill  v.  Pattison,  44  How.  289.  If  the  sum  for  which  judgment 
is  demanded,  by  either  party  in  his  pleadings^  exceeds  $50,  he  is  enti- 
tled to  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court  without  reference  to  the  form 
of  the  action  or  the  amount  of  the  recovery.  lb.  But  in  an  action  of 
replevin,  the  appellant  will  also  be  entitled  to  a  new  trial,  although  the 
sum  for  which  judgment  was  demanded  in  the  pleading  did  not  exceed 
$50,  provided  the  damages  actually  recovered,  added  to  the  assessed 
value  of  the  property,  exceed  that  sum.  Merrill  v.  PatUson,  44  How. 
289. 

Under  the  section  of  the  Code  above  cited,  a  defendant  may,  by  set- 
ting up  a  fictitious  claim  for  more  than  $50  in  his  answer  before  the 
justice,  demand  and  obtain  a  new  trial  in  the  County  Court,  and  that 
court  has  no  right  to  strike  out  the  answer,  or  any  part  of  it,  Thomp- 
son V.  Pine,  5  Hun,  647 ;  Fuller  v.  Brierly,  36  How.  47.  But  see 
Houghton  v.  Kenyon,  38  id.  107  ;  Denniston  v.  Tremmer,  27  Hun,^ 
393  ;  Johnson  v.  JDow,  11  Alb.  L.  J.  128.  The  County  Court  has 
jurisdiction  to  re-try  a  cause  on  appeal  from  justice's  court,  although  it 
appears  on  the  trial  in  that  court  that  the  sum  total  of  the  accounts  of 
both  parties,  proved  upon  the  trial,  exceeds  $400.  Crcmnell  v.  Com^ 
stock,  12  Hun,  293. 

The  right  to  a  re-trial  in  the  appellate  court  is  not  confined  to  issues 
of  fact.  A  re-trial  of  an  issue  of  law  may  be  had  if  the  sum  for  which 
judgment  is  demanded  by  either  party  in  his  pleadings  exceeds  $50. 
Vol.  1,  p.  60,  §  3068. 

General  view  of  the  practice  upon  a  new  trial.  The  distinctive 
features  of  this  form  of  appeal  have  been  noticed  in  the  preceding 
sections.  The  first  proceeding  in  the  cause,  the  notice  of  appeal,  differs 
from  the  notice  required  in  other  cases,  in  this,  that  it  must  demand  a 
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new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  ^inte,  925.  In  other  cases  the  giving 
of  security  upon  appeal  is  not  indispensable ;  upon  an  appeal  for  a  new 
trial  security  is  required  whether  the  appellant  desires  a  stay  of  execu- 
tion or  otherwise.  A7ite,  929.  The  return  of  the  justice  upon  an 
appeal  for  a  new  trial  difEers  from  the  return  required  in  other  cases. 
Ante,  9-44.  Upon  the  filing  of  the  return  a  period  of  ten  days  must 
elapse  before  the  cause  is  deemed  at  issue  in  the  appellate  court.  Ante, 
970. 

Upon  an  appeal  of  this  kind,  also,,  the  statute  provides  a  means  of 
compromise  by  which  a  judgment  may  be  rendered  in  the  cause  with- 
out an  actual  appearance  before  the  appellate  court.  Ante,  938.  -No 
proceeding  of  this  nature  is  authorized  upon  any  other  form  of  appeal 
from  the  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace.  So,  where  an  appeal  is 
taken  for  a  new  trial,  the  notice  of  trial  must  be  served  at  least  fourteen 
days  before  the  term,  ante,  970,  while  other  appeals  may  be  brought 
on  for  argument  upon  a  notice  of  eight  days.  Ante,  969.  So,  while 
the  court  sits  as  an  appellate  tribunal,  whatever  may  be  the  form  of 
the  appeal,  in  the  one  case  the  proceedings  are  such  as  rightfully  be- 
long to  a  court  sitting  in  review  of  the  errors  of  an  inferior  court,  while 
in  the  other  case  the  proceedings  are  those  of  a  court  exercising  original 
jurisdiction.  The  proceedings  heretofore  described,  by  which  the 
action  is  removed  from  the  justice's  court  to  the  appellate  court,  take  the 
place  of  the  ordinary  proceedings  for  the  commencement  and  joinder 
of  issue  in  an  action ;  and  after  the  action  is  deemed  at  issue  in  the 
appellate  court,  all  the  proceedings  therein,  including  the  entry,  en- 
forcement and  review  of  the  judgment,  are  the  same,  with  few  excep- 
tions, as  if  the  action  had  been  commenced  in  the  appellate  court.  See 
vol.  1,  p.  61,  §  3071.  It  will  be  readily  understood,  that  in  a  work  of 
this  character,  it  is  impossible  to  give  even  an  outline  of  the  practice 
upon  trials  in  courts  of  record.  Many  of  the  principles  relating  to 
practice,  pleadings  and  evidence  on  trials  in  justices'  courts  are  equally 
applicable  to  all  courts.  The  rules  of  evidence  given  in  this  work  are 
as  applicable  to  the  County  Court  as  to  the  justice's  court,  and  will  be 
found  as  useful  in  the  one  court  as  in  the  other. 

Proceedings  when  a  new  trial  is  demanded  in  an  improper  case. 
The  cases  in  which  a  party  has  a  right  to  a  new  trial  on  appeal  have 
been  noticed.  It  frequently  happens  that  a  notice  of  appeal  is  served 
demanding  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court  in  a  case  not  authorized  by 
the  Code,  or  if  technically  authorized,  in  a  case  not  within  the  intent 
of  that  act.     "What  remedy  the  respondent  has  in  either  case  has  been 

the  subject  of  much  discussion, 
126 
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Review  of  the  proceedings  in  the  court  below. 

Under  the  corresponding  provisions  of  the  former  Code  it  was  held 
that  although  under  section  352  of  that  act,  making  the  right  to  a  new 
trial  depend  upon  the  amount  of  the  parties,  the  defendant  might  take 
an  undue  advantage  by  setting  up  a  claim  fictitious  in  amount,  yet  the 
County  Court  had  no  right  to  strike  out  the  answer,  or  a  part  of  the 
answer,  when  the  action  has  been  tried  in  a  justice's  court.  Thomp- 
son V.  Pine,  5  Hun,  647 ;  Fuller  v.  Brierley,  36  How.  47.  It 
has  also  been  held  under  the  same  statute  that  it  was  not  the 
intention  of  the  law  to  allow  either  party  the  right  to  a  new 
trial  in  the  appellate  court  unless  judgment  for  a  sum  exceeding  $50 
is  demanded  in  good  faith  and  in  a  proper  case,  and  that  if  a  defendant 
in  an  action  for  a  conversion  should  set  up  a  counter-claim  and  demand 
judgment  for  more  than  $50  for  the  purpose  of  obtainmg  a  new  trial 
in  the  County  Court,  the  counter-claim  might  be  stricken  out  on  motion 
by  the  County  Court  and  the  appeal  ordered  to  be  heard  by  argument 
upon  the  justice's  return.  Houghton  v.  Kenyan-,  38  How.  107;  Den- 
niston  v.  Trimmer,  27  Hun,  393.  Under  the  present  Code  it  has  been 
held  that  when  a  party  has  regularly  taken  an  appeal  to  the  County 
Court,  he  is  entitled  to  have  either  a  new  trial  in  that  court,  or  a  hear- 
ing and  consideration  by  that  court  of  the  questions  of  law  presented 
by  the  appeal.  If  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  appellant  is  not  entitled 
to  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court  -as  prescribed  in  section  3068,  the 
appeal  may  be  brought  to  a  hearing,  and  the  appeal  must  then  be  heard 
upon  the  original  papers,  and  the  appellate  court  must  render  judg- 
ment according  to  the  justice  of  the  case.  Matteson  v.  Hall,  64  How. 
515.  As  the  justice  does  not  return  the  evidence  when  a  new  trial  is 
demanded  in  the  appellate  court,  it  is  not  apparent  how  the  latter  court 
is  to  render  judgment  according  to  the  justice  of  the  ease  without  con- 
tinuing the  cause  until  the  appellant  can  obtain  a  return  of  the  evidence 
under  a  special  order  made  for  that  purpose.  See  vol.  1,  p.  57,  §  3053. 
It  would  seem  from  the  cases  that  an  appellant  who  has  demanded  a 
new  trial  in  the  County  Court  in  an  improper  ease  has  all  the  rights 
upon  the  appeal  which  he  would  have  had  under  a  notice  which  did  not 
contain  such  demand. 

Review  of  proceedings  in  the  court  below.  It  was  held  under  the 
old  Code  that  the  County  Court  must,  on  an  appeal  for  a  new  trial,  if 
so  required,  pass  upon  all  questions  raised  in  the  court  below  in  relation 
to  the  regularity  of  process,  its  service  and  return,  in  relation  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justice ;  whether  the  proper  parties  have  been  brought 
in ;  and  other  questions  of  that  character.  Maxon  v.  Reed,  8  Hun, 
618.     It  was  also  held  that  a  party  taking  such  an  appeal  could  raise  in: 
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the  appellate  court  all  questions  which  were  properly  raised  in  the  court 
below,  except  such  as  were  raised  ih  respect  to  proceedings  taken  on 
the  ti^al  of  the  action,  as  fully  as  if  the  appeal  were  taken  upon 
questions  of  law  only.  Stevens  v.  Benton,  39  Hov^^  13  ;  S.  C,  2 
Lans.  156.  These  decisions  are  applicable  to  appeals  taken  imder  the 
present  Code. 

Power  of  the  court  to  order  a  reference.  The  County  Court  has 
jurisdiction,  upon  the  written  consent  of  the  parties,  to  order  a  refer- 
ence of  a  case  brought  before  it  by  appeal  from  a  justice's  court  where 
there  is  an  issue  of  fact  joined  between  the  parties.  Ilyland  v. 
Loomis,  48  Barb.  126.  So  where  the  action  is  brought  upon  a  con- 
tract, and  the  pleadings  show  that  the  trial  will  require  the  examina- 
tion of  a  long  account,  the  court  may,  upon  the  motion  of  either  party, 
and  against  the  objection  of  the  other,  order  the  cause  referred  to  a  ref- 
eree to  hear  and  determine.     Ooy  v.  Rowland,  40  How.  385. 

Amendment  of  the  pleadings.  The  Code  provides  that  the  court 
must  upon  application,  allow  a  pleading  to  be  amended,  at  any  time 
before  the  trial,  or  during  the  trial,  or  upon  appeal,  if  substantial  jus- 
tice will  be  promoted  thereby.  Vol.  1,  p.  27,  §  2944.  Under  a  pro- 
vision of  the  old  Code  (subd.  5,  §  366)  conferring  authority  upon  the 
County  Court  to  allow  either  party  upon  appeal  for  a  new  trial  to 
amend  his  pleadings  upon  such  terms  as  shall  be  just,  it  was  held  that 
the  court  could  not  allow  an  answer  interposed  in  the  justice's  court 
which  merely  set  up  a  general  denial  to  he  amended  upon  the  appeal 
by  inserting  therein  new  and  affirmative  defenses,  such  as  payment, 
set-off  or  counter-claim.  Reno  v.  MiUspaugh,  14  Hun,  229.  It  was 
also  held  improper  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  complaint  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  change  the  character  of  the  action  from  contract  to 
tort.     Burch  v.  Spencer,  15  Hun,  504. 

Motion  for  ar  new  trial  on  a  case  or  exceptions.  After  a  trial  in  the 
County  Court,  in  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  had,  the  unsuccessful 
party  may  move  that  court  for  a  new  trial ;  and  the  application  may  be 
made  upon  a  case  or  upon  a  case  and  exceptions,  or  otherwise.  The 
practice  as  to  the  mode  of  making  and  settling  the  case  and  exceptions 
is  the  same  as  in  actions  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and  for  that  reason  it 
will  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  the  works  of  practice  in  the  Supreme 
Court  for  the  rules  of  proceeding,  and  for  the  forms  necessary  to  be  fol- 
lowed. 

§  10.  Judgment  upon  appeal.  "Where  an  appeal  is  taken  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  and  a  trial  is 
had  before  a  jury,  or  before  the  court,  or  a  referee,  judgment  will  be 
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entered  upon  the  verdict,  decision,  or  report,  in  the  same  manner  as  in 
actions  commenced  in  the  appellate  court.  See  vol.  1,  p.  61,  §  3071. 
If  an  offer  of  judgment  has  been  made  and  accepted  under  section  3070 
or  section  3072  of  the  Code,  judgment  must  be  entered  in  accordance 
with  the  offer.  Id.,  p.  61. 

If  the  appeal  is  not  taken  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  new  trial  in 
the  appellate  court,  judgment  must  be  rendered  according  to  the  jus- 
tice of  the  case  without  regard  to  technical  errors  or  defects  which  do 
not  affect  the  merits.  Upon  such  appeal,  the  appellate  court  may  at 
firm  or  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  justice  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  as 
to  any  or  all  of  the  parties,  and  for  errors  of  law  or  fact.  Id.,  p.  59, 
§  3063.  Upon  either  form  of  appeal  if  a  sum  of  money  is  awarded  to 
one  party  and  costs  are  awarded  to  the  adverse  party,  the  appellate 
court  must  set  off  the  one  against  the  other  and  render  judgment  for 
the  balance.   Id.,  p.  58,  §  3059. 

Where  an  appeal  is  taken  from  a  judgment  of  a  District  Court  of  the 
city  of  New  York  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  that  city  and 
county,  the  appellate  court  may  reverse,  affirm  or  modify  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from,  and  where  the  judgment  is  reversed,  may  order 
a  new  trial  in  the  District  Court.  Code  of  Civil  Pro.  §  3213,  vol.  1,  p. 
90,  as  amended  by  Laws  of  1883,  chap.  231, 

Reversal  in  whole  or  in  part.  Where  no  new  trial  in  appellate 
court  is  demanded  in  the  notice  of  appeal  the  statute  expressly  author- 
izes the  court  to  affirm  or  revei-se  the  judgment  below,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  according  to  the  justice  of  the  case. 

When  a  judgment  is  recovered  upon  a  complaint  founded  upon  an 
account  consisting  of  several  items,  and  the  evidence  warrants  a  recov- 
ery as  to  some  of  the  items,  but  is  insufficient  as  to  the  others,  the  judg- 
ment may  be  reversed  as  to  the  latter  items  and  affirmed  as  to  the  others. 
Allen  v.  Bates,  1  Hilt.  221,  223.  So,  where  the  actioii  is  foimdedupon 
contract,  and  there  is  a  recovery  for  too  large  an  amount,  and  the  court 
can  clearly  see  that  there  ought  to  De  a  reversal  as  to  part  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  an  affirmance  as  to  the  residue,  such  judgment  will  be  ren- 
dered by  the  appellate  court.  Ra/uoson  v.  Orow,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  18, 
20 ;  Thomas  v.  Mills,  id.  75,  77  ;  Cook  v.  Glark,  id.  213,  215  ;  MilU 
V.  Fox,  id.  220,  224 ;  Cook  v.  'Hitter,  id.  253,  255  ;  Pmohiey  v.  Eey- 
Jei\  id.  469,  473  ;  PoUock  v.  Iloag,  id.  473,  476 ;  Decker  v.  Hassel, 
26  How.  528. 

The  rule  thus  established,  as  to  reversing  judgments  in  part  and  af- 
firming them  as  to  the  residue,  in  actions  arising  upon  contracts,  is 
equally  applicable  to  judgments  founded  upon  torts.     Stoats  v.  H%idson 
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R.  B.,  23  How.  463 ;  S.  C,  39  Barb.  298 ;  SJmw  v.  Davis,  56  id. 
389;  Fields' V.  Moid,  15  Abb.  6. 

And  tlie  rule  is  now  well  settled  that  when  the  judgment  rendered  by 
the  justice  is  for  different  claims,  or  is  for  distinct  items  or  articles  of 
property,  separable  in  their  nature,  and  capable  of  being  separated  on 
the  record  both  as  to  the  identity  and  value,  the  County  Court  not  only 
may  but  must  reverse  in  part  and  affirm  as  to  the  residue ;  and  if  the 
court  fails  in  this  duty,  the  Supreme  Court,  on  an  appeal  from  the 
judgment,  must  give  the  judgment  the  County  Court  ought  to  have 
given.  Decker  v.  Hassel,  26  How.  528;  Shaxo  v.  Davis,  55  Barb. 
389  ;  Weed  v.  Zee,  50  id.  354 ;  Brownell  v.  Winnie,  29  N.  Y.  400. 
The  power  to  correct  an  erroneous  judgment  does  not  depend  upon  the 
question  whether  the  error  was  committed  by  a  jury  or  by  the  justice. 
See  Fields  v.  Moul,  15  Abb.  6. 

There  are  some  other  cases  which  illustrate  the  practice  under  the 
Code.  In  Shannon  v.  Burr,  1  Hilt.  39,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judg- 
ment for  $15  damages,  in  a  case  in  which  the  law  would  not  give  more 
than  nominal  damages,  and  on  an  appeal  the  New  York  Common  Pleas 
reversed  the  judgment  as  to  all  but  the  sum  of  six  cents  damages, 
and  affirmed  the  judgment  for  that  amount,  without  costs  of  the  appeal 
to  either  party. 

So,  in  an  action  for  a  fraud,  if  it  appears  that  the  judgment  is  for  too 
large  a  sum,  and  that  there  is  a  particular  amount  which  ought  to  have 
been  deducted  from  the  recovery,  the  appellate  court  may  reverse  the 
judgment  for  so  much  as  ought  to  have  been  deducted,  and  affirm  it  as 
to  the  residue  HcCrris  v.  Bernard,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  195.  See,  also 
Donahue  v.  Henry,  id.  162,  165. 

And  there  is  one  case  which  extends  the  rule  still  further  than  any 
of  the  cases  already  cited.  In  LaMotte  v.  Archer,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  46, 
the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  $100  dama- 
ges  in  an  action  of  trover.  The  evidence  rendered  it  certarin  that  this 
judgment  was  considerably  larger  than  the  law  would  allow  as  a  measui-e 
of  damages  in  that  action.  But  it  was  a  case  in  which,  upon  the  find- 
ings of  fact  in  the  court  below,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  some 
damages,  or  about  one-half  of  the  amount  recovered.  Upon  an  appeal 
to  the  Common  Pleas,  that  court  ordered  a  reversal  of  the  judgment, 
unless  tlie  plaintiff  chose  to  accept  the  sum  of  $60,  in  which  case  the 
judgment  was  to  be  affirmed  for  that  amount,  and  reversed  as  to  the 
residue.  The  court  said,  per  "Woodruff,  J. :  "  The  amount  of  dama- 
ges given  ($100)  is  wholly  without  evidence  in  its  support,  and  upon 
this  ground  we  would  be  waiTanted  in  reversing  it.     But  the  Code  rfe- 
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quires  us  to  do  substantial  justice  between  the  parties,  if  the  case  has 
been  fully  investigated  ;  and  my  conclusion  is,  that  we  should  give  the 
plaintijBf  the  privilege  of  making  a  reasonable  abatement  from  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  and  suffer  it  to  stand  for  the  residue." 

"Although  a  finding  for  $75  might,  perhaps,  be  sustained,  I  am  not 
satisfied  that  the  three  articles  have  not  depreciated  since  they  were 
purchased  ;  and  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the  evi- 
dence, I  think  that  the  plaintifE  wiU  be  fully  indemnified  by  a  recovery 
of  $60  damages  and  her  costs  below. 

"  If  this  be  deemed  arbitrary  and  speculative,  let  it  be  answered  that 
the  court  do  not  require  the  plaintiff  to  make  such  abatement.  No  in- 
justice is  done  to  her,  since  there  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  a  reversal. 
She  may  elect  to  make  the  abatement  or  not  at  her  pleasure.  *  *  * 
The  order  should  be,  that  if  the  plaintiff  elect  within  ten  days  to  reduce 
the  damages  to  $60,  and  her  costs  below,  and  file  written  statements  of 
such  election  with  the  clerk,  the  judgment  is  affirmed  to  that  extent, 
and  reversed  as  to  the  residue,  without  costs  to  either  party  on  appeal ; 
on  default  of  such  election,  the  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs." 

The  form  of  an  order  to  reduce  the  judgment,  and  of  the  respond- 
ent's consent  thereto,  will  be  sufficient  if  it  clearly  specifies  what  is 
ordered  and  what  is  accepted  by  the  respondent. 

Order  for  reversal  unless  respondent  consents  to  a  reduction  of  judg- 
ment. 

{Title  and  caption^ 

(J.S  in  the  form,  ante,  998,  to  the  *,  hut  omitting  what  is  said  as  to 
the  affidavits,  and  then  continue)  that  the  judgment  of  the  said  justice 
be  reversed  with  costs  of  this  appeal,  unless  within  ten  days  after  the 
service  of  a  copy  of  this  order  upon  him  or  his  attorney,  the  respondent 
makes  and  files  with  the  clerk  of  this  court  a  written  consent  to  reduce 
said  judgment,  and  also  serves  a  copy  thereof  upon  the  appellant's 
attorney  witliin  the  same  time;  and  such  consent  shall  be  to  the  effect 
that  the  respondent  consents  to  reduce  the  recovery  for  damages  in 
said  action  to  the  sum  of  $100,  as  of  the  day  of  ,  1865 ;  and  if 
the  judgment  be  so  reduced  then  it  is  ordered  that  the  judgment  so  re- 
duced be  in  all  things  affii'med,  with  costs  to  the  appellant  {or  the  re- 
spondent). 

If  the  respondent  elects  to  reduce  the  judgment  to  the  amount  speci- 
fied in  the  order,  he  ought  to  make  and  file  a  written  statement  to  that 
effect  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court,  and  also  to  serve  a  copy  of 
it  upon  the  appellant's  attorney  within  the  time  allowed  for  that  pur- 
pose. 
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Form  of  consent  to  reduce  judgmetit. 
{Title  of  cause  in  County  Court.) 

In  pursuance  of  an  order  made  in  this  cause  on  the  day  of  , 
1865,  I,  John  Doe,  the  respondent  and  plaintiff,  do  hereby  consent 
that  the  judgment  appealed  from  in  this  action,  be  reduced  to  the  sum 
of  $100  damages,  as  of  the        day  of  August,  1865. 

JOHN  DOE, 
or  JOHN  M.  OAKROLL, 

AtCy  for  Respondent. 

The  form  of  a  judgment  in  such  a  case  will  be  given  in  a  subsequent 
place. 

Reversal  as  to  any  or  all  the  parties.  The  power  to  reverse 
a  judgment  as  to  any  or  all  of  the  parties  is. as  clear  as  the  power  to  re- 
verse a  judgment  in  whole  or  in  part.  Indeed,  there  never  has  been 
as  much  question  upon  the  right  to  reverse  as  to  any  or  all  of  the 
parties,  as  once  existed  in  relation  to  the  power  to  reverse  a  judgment 
in  part  and  affirm  it  as  to  the  residue. 

The  last  clause  of  section  3063  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which 
declares  that  the  court  may  affirm  or  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  justice  in 
whole  or  in  part,  and  as  to  any  or  all  the  parties,  and  for  errors  of  law 
or  of  fact,  is  merely  a  re-enactment  of  the  corresponding  provisions  of 
section  366  of  the  old  Code.  Under  that  section  it  was  held  that,  when 
an  appeal  has  been  taken  from  a  joint  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice 
in  an  action  of  tort  against  two  defendants,  where  a  cause  of  action 
had  been  made  out  against  one,  and  not  against  the  other,  the  County 
Court  had  the  undoubted  right  to  reverse  the  judgment  as  to  one  and 
affirm  it  as  to  the  other.  Van  Slyck  v.  Snell,  6  Lans.  299 ;  Oeraud 
V.  Stagg,  10  How.  369  ;  S.  C,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  27.  It  was  also  held 
that  on  an  appeal'  taken  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace  in  an  action  upon  contract  in  favor  of  two  defendants,  against  one 
of  whom  a  cause  of  action  had  been  proved,  the  appellate  court  could 
reverse  the  judgment  as  to  one  of  the  defendants  and  affirm  as  to  the 
other.     Nixon  v.  Jenki/ns,  1  Hilt.  318. 

But  where  an  appeal  is  taken  from  a  judgment  rendered  in  an  ac- 
tion upon  a  joint  contract  against  two  defendants,  one  of  whom  was 
not  Hable  thereon,  the  court  must  reverse  the  judgment  against  both, 
and  cannot  reverse  it  as  to  one  and  affirm  it  as  to  the  other,  because  the 
cause  of  action  is  joint,  and  a  several  judgment  would  not  be  proper. 
FolUcle  V    WehsUr,  16  Hun,  104. 

Jndgment  by  default.  A  practical  question  of  considerable  impor- 
tance sometimes  arises  in  relation  to  the  power  of  the  County  Court  to  re- 
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verse  or  affirm  a  judgment  by  default.  In  Whitney  v.  Bayard,  2  Sandf. 
634,  it  was  held  that  on  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  court,  the  judgment 
will  be  reversed  by  default,  if  the  respondent  does  not  appear  to  argue  the 
appeal  when  it  is  moved  for  argument  by  the  appellant.  So,  where  an 
appeal  has  been  regularly  noticed  and  placed  upon  the  calendar,  it  may 
be  called  up  for  argument,  and  if  the  appellant  does  not  appear  it  will 
be  affirmed  by  default  on  motion  of  the  respondent.  Townsend  v. 
Keenan,  2  Hilt.  544.  See  Matthews  v.  Arnold,  14  Hun,  376 ; 
Geraghty  v.  Malone,  1  Sandf.  734. 

Notwithstanding  these  decisions  there  are  some  considerations  which 
ought  to  weigh  with  a  court  in  determining  whether  a  judgment  ought 
to  be  reversed  by  default,  when  the  ease  is  one  which  is  heard  and 
decided  upon  the  facts  contained  in  the  return.  And  in  Bellony  v. 
Alexander,  1  Sandf.  734,  the  court  refused  to  reverse  a  judgment  by  de- 
fault. It  is  true  that  this  case  was  decided  under  the  Code  of  1848, 
which  provided  for  hearing  a  case  upon  the  affidavits  of  the  parties ; 
but  in  that  case  those  affidavits  took  the  place  of  a  return,  and  the  case 
was  heard  upon  them  in  the  same  manner  as  upon  a  return  made. 

If  either  party  fails  to  appear  and  argue  the  cause,  and  he  has  a  rea- 
sonable excuse  for  his  default,  the  appellate  court  will  always  relieve  a 
party  from  a  default,  even  if  one  is  allowed  to  be  taken.  The  practice 
of  the  court  ought  always  to  be  liberal  in  this  respect,  so  far  as  it  relates 
to  opening  the  default ;  but  as  to  the  terms  upou  which  this  shall  be 
done,  much  will  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 
It  has  been  held  that  where  a  judgment  of  affirmance  has  been  regularly 
taken  by  default,  the  court  will  require  the  appellant,  on  a  motion  to 
open  the  default,  and  before  hearing  his  excuse,  to  show  that  the  case 
has  merits  either  upon  the  law  or  the  facts  involved  in  it,  which  will  be 
ascertained  on  the  motion  from  a  mere  statement  without  argument,  or 
by  a  careful  inspection  of  the  return.  Try  on  v.  Jennings,  22  How. 
421 ;  S.  C,  12  Abb.  33.  This  rule,  however,  was  adopted  on  account 
of  the  press  of  business  in  the  court  which  established  it;  and  the  ex- 
tent to  which  a  County  Court  would  apply  it  would  be  to  see  that  the 
appeal  had  no  pretense  of  merits. 

Reversal  upon  questions  of  fact~^  The  rule  has  been  long  laid  down 
and  repeatedly  declared,  that  where  on  a  trial  in  a  justice's  court  there 
is  evidence  on  both  sides,  and  even  where  there  is  only  slight  evidence 
in  support  of  the  cause  of  action  on  which  there  is  a  recovery,  the 
County  Court  is  not  authorized  to  reverse  the  judgment,  although  such 
court  may  arrive  at  a  conclusion  upon  the  facts  of  the  case,  or  the 
weight  of  evidence,  different  from  that  drawn  by  the  justice  if  he  de 
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ijides  tlie  case,  or  by  the  jury,  if  there  was  a  jury  trial.  Burnham  v. 
Butler,  31  N.  T.  480 ;  Noyes  v.  Hewitt,  18  Wend.  141 ;  Stryker  v. 
Bergin,  15  id.  491 ;  Fleming  v.  Smith,  44  Barb.  554  ;  Adwms  v.  Cole, 
1  Daly,  147 ;  Heynolds  v.  Kelly,  id.  283 ;  Smith  v.  Simms,  51  How. 
305 ;  Wright  v.  Maseras,  56  Barb.  521,  532 ;  Commissioners  of  Excise 
V.  Backus,  29  How.  33. 

The  I'eason  for  such  a  rule  is  obvious.  When  a  trial  takes  place  upon 
a  question  of  fact,  and  witnesses  are  sworn,  the  justice  or  the  jury 
who  see  the  witness  and  hear  the  language  in  which  his  evidence  is 
given,  and  who  see  the  manner  in  which  he  testifies,  will  be  much 
better  able  to  properly  estimate  the  value  of  the  evidence  than  any  ap- 
pellate court  knowing  nothing  of  the  case,  except  what  appears  upon 
the  written  or  printed  record. 

The  cases  in  which  an  appellate  court  will  interfere  and  reverse  the 
judgment  of  an  inferior  court  upon  questions  of  fact  are  the  following  : 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  fails  to  prove  a  cause  of  action  upon  a  consid- 
eration of  the  entire  evidence  given.  This  may  arise  from  the  fact 
that  the  law  does  not  entitle  the  plaintifE  to  recover  upon  all  the  facts 
proved,  though  m  such  a  case  the  error  would  be  one  of  law ;  or  in  the 
second  place,  in  a  case  in  wldch  there  was  some  material  defect  in  the 
proofs ; 

2.  Where  the  verdict  is  against  the  undisputed  or  overwhelming 
weight  of  evidence ; 

3.  Where  it  is  evident  that  the  verdict  is  the  result  of  prejudice,  par- 
tiality, passion  or  fraud ; 

4.  Where  the  court  or  jury  have  evidently  disregarded  unimpeached 
and  controlling  evidence. 

These  principles  are  not. new  ones  introduced  by  the  Code,  but  are 
such  as  have  long  been  e&tablished  in  this  State.  And  they  are  equally 
applicable  whether  the  action  is  founded  upon  contract  or  upon  tort. 

The  cases  which  will  first  be  noticed  are  those  which  show  that  a 
judgment  will  be  reversed  where  there  is  a  total  or  a  material  defect  in 
the  proofs. 

Firs!t.  The  following  cases  were  decided  vmder  the  old  practice  which 
prevailed  before  the  enactment  of  the  Code.  In  Baldwin  v.  Delevam,, 
2  Hill,  125,  the  action  was  for  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  on  an 
exchange  of  horses  ;  but  the  evidence  did  not  show  any  representation 
whatever  by  the  defendant,  except  what  he  had  said  to  a  third  person, 
a  short  time  before  the  exchange  with  the  plaintiff  ;  this  proof  was  held 
to  be  insufficient  and  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  reversed.  In 
Ch/rk  v.  Denure,  3  Denio,  319,  320,  the  action  was  for  fraud  in  th& 
127 
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sale  of  a  span  of  horses,  but  there  was  no  proof  of  a  scienter,  and  a 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  was  reversed.  In  Palmer  v.  Mcmning,  4 
Denio,  131,  a  judgment  rendered  upon  a  promissory  note  was  re- 
versed because  the  identity  of  the  note  was  not  proved,  where  the  note 
was  proved  by  the  admissions  of  the  defendant. 

In  T-^t  V.  Ti^t,  4  Denio,  176,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment 
against  the  defendant  for  the  acts  of  his  infant  child  who  set  a  dog 
upon  the  plaintiff's  hog  and  killed  it ;  but  there  was  no  proof  that  the 
defendant  authorized  the  act,  and  the  judgment  was  reversed ;  and  the 
court  said :  "  In  actions  before  justices  of  the  peace,  if  any  material 
part  of  the  plaintiff's  case  is  wholly  unsupported  by  evidence,  a  judg- 
ment in  his  favor  will  be  reversed,"  and  this  is  so  whether  the  trial  was 
with  or  without  a  jury. 

In  Blanchard  v.  Isaacs,  3  Barb.  388,  the  plaintiff  recovered  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant,  as  a  common  carrier,  for  the  value  of  a 
coat  which  had  been  lost,  but  there  was  no  proof  of  the  delivery  of  the 
coat  to  the  defendant,  or  that  the  person  to  whom  it  was  delivered  was 
an  agent  of  the  defendant  authorized  to  take  charge  of  such  property, 
and  the  judgment  was  reversed. 

In  Pryne  v.  West/all,  3  Barb.  496,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judg- 
ment as  a  constable  for  the  wrongful  taking  of  property  which  he  had 
previously  levied  upon.  He  had  not  taken  actual  possession  of  the 
property,  and  the  action  was  brought  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  execution.  There  was  no  proof  of  any  judgment  upon  which  the 
execution  was  issued,  though  the  execution  was  proved,  but  this  was 
held  insufficient,  and  the  judgment  was  reversed.  And  see  Underhill 
V.  Beinor,  2  Hilt.  319. 

Where  a  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  for  services  rendered,  he  must 
prove  that  the  defendant  employed  him ;  and  if  he  obtains  a  judg- 
ment without  proving  this  fact,  it  will  be  reversed.  Howa/rd  v.  Brown, 
2  E.  D.  Smith,  247. 

The  plaintiff  must  do  more  than  to  prove  such  facts  as  would  warrant 
a  conjecture  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover.  He  is  bound  to  make  out  a 
prima  facie  cause  of  action,  and  he  must  furnish  some  criterion  by 
which  a  right  of  recovery  for  some  amount  can  be  fixed  without  danger 
of  doing  injustice,  and  when  the  plaintiff's  evidence  leaves  in  doubt  not 
only  the  amount  which  he  is  entitled  to  recover,  but  also  the  fact 
whether  he  is  entitled  to  recover  at  all,  a  judgment  in  his  favor  will  be 
reversed.     Fox  v.  Becker,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  150. 

In  an  action  by  the  holder  against  the  indorser  of  a  note,  the  plaint- 
iff must  prove  such  facts  as  fix  the  hability  of  the  defendant ;  and  if 
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there  is  no  proof  of  presentment,  demand,  refusal  or  notice  to  the  de- 
fendant, or  a  waiver  of  them,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  wiU 
be  reversed.  Jones  \.  Pridham,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  155  ;  Storp  v.  Bar- 
hitty  4  id.  4:64:.  See,  also,  vol.  1,  pp.  Y98,  803,  etc.  The  same  principle 
applies  when  the  holder  of  a  bill  of  exchange  seeks  to  charge  the  drawer 
thereof.      Ycmbrot  v.  McOulloch,  2  Hilt.  272. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  resulting  from  negligence, 
the  plaintiff  must  establish  by  evidence  that  the  injury  was  in  some 
manner  done  by  the  defendants.  In  one  case,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
recovered  a  judgment  against  the  defendants,  for  injuries  alleged  to 
have  .been  done  to  his  wagon  by  the  defendants'  stage,  the  court,  upon 
reversing  the  judgment,  said  :  "  Assuming  that  the  plaintiff  sufficiently 
proved  that  his  wagon  was  injured  by  the  carelessness  of  a  person  who 
was  driving  a  stage,  the  only  evidence  that  either  of  these  defendants 
was  responsible  was  that  of  the  plaintiff's  son,  who  testified  that  two 
gentlemen  called  upon  his  father  and  conversed  on  the  subject,  and 
one  of  them  answered  to  the  name  of  '  Lent,'  and  that  the  latter  wished 
the  wagon  sent  to  his  place  to  be  repaired,  and  both  were  satisfied  that 
it  was  their  stage  by  which  the  injury  was  caused.  This  by  no  means 
identifies  the  defendant.  The  witness  does  not  intimate  that  he  is  ac- 
quainted with  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  and  it  is  hardly  neces- 
sary to  say  that  a  defendant  cannot  legally  be  charged  with  liability 
because  some  person  who  assumes  to  answer  to  the  same  surname  is 
shown  to  have  admitted  his  liability."  Fcmning  v.  Lent  <&  Mulford, 
3  E.  D.  Smith,  206,  207. 

In  an  action  by  a  plaintiff  to  recover  the  value  of  his  dog,  which  is 
alleged  to  have  been  killed  by  the  defendant's  dog,  the  plaintiff  must 
prove  that  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  the  dog,  or  that  he  harbored 
him,  and  that  such  dog  was  the  aggressor  in  the  particular  fight ;  and 
if  he  recovers  a  judgment  without  such  proof,  it  will  be  reversed. 
Wile^  V.  Slater,  22  Barb.  506. 

The  principles  which  govern  an  appellate  court  as  to  reversing  judg- 
ments which  are  against  evidence,  are  clearly  and  forcibly  stated  in 
Rathhwie  v.  Stanton,  6  Barb.  141,  143,  144,  by  Gkidley,  J.,  who  said  : 
"  There  is  at  this  day  no  doubt,  and  there  never  should  have  been  any, 
that  the  verdict  of  a  jury  should  be  set  aside  where  there  has  been  no 
evidence  to  support  it.  *  *  *  The  true  doctrine  is  this :  When 
there  is  a  disputed  question  of  fact,  and  evidence  has  been  given  on 
ioth  sides  of  such  question,  the  courts  will  not  disturb  the  finding  of 
the  jury.  But  when,  upon  any  one  question  which  is  decisive  against 
either  party,  there  is  evidence  on  one  side  of  such  question  and  none 
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on  the  other,  and  the  verdict  has  been  given  for  the  party  who  has 
given  no  evidence  upon  the  point  in  question,  the  verdict  will  be  set 
aside,  and  if  the  County  Court  does  not  reverse  a  judgment  founded 
upon  such  a  verdict,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  correct 
the  error." 

In  an  action  which  claims  to  recover  money  for  services  rendered  in 
building  a  house,  and  for  furnishing  materials  therefor,  and  where  it 
appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  work  was  performed  under  a  written 
sealed  contract  which  specifies  a  time  for  the  completion  of  the  work, 
and  the  payment  was  to  be  made  on  the  completion  of  the  work, 
the  plaintiff  must  show  a  performance  on  his  part  before  he  is  entitled 
to  recover ;  and  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  without  furnishing  such 
proof ,  will  be  reversed.  Lynch  v.  McBetJi,  7  How.  .113,  120,  121. 
In  the  last  case,  the  Supreme  Court  reversed  a  judgment  of  the  County 
Court,  as  well  as  that  of  the  justice,  where  the  plaintiff  had  recovered 
in  such  a  case.  The  court  said :  "  In  addition  to  the  above  errors,  the 
justice's  judgment  was  clearly  wrong  upon  the  merits,  and  contrary  to 
the  justice  of  the  case,  as  it  appeared  upon  the  trial.  The  justice  certi- 
fies that  his  return  contains  the  substance  of  the  testimony  and  pro- 
ceedings had  before  him,  and  yet  it  does  not  contain  any  legal  evidence 
to  support  his  judgment.  The  defendant  proved  that  the  plaintiff  was 
under  a  covenant  to  do  the  work  which  he  did  for  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiff  attempted  to  show  that  this  covenant  was  varied  by  a  subse- 
quent parol  agreement.  Besides  the  incompetency  of  parol  evidence 
to  have  that  effect,  the  plaintiff  did  not,  even  with  the  help  of  his  own 
testimony,  prove  any  parol  attempt  to  vary  the  sealed  contract.  There 
was  nothing  in  the  conversation  which  he  testified  to,  purporting  to  re- 
lease him  from  any  of  the  obligations  of  his  covenant,  or  to  impose  any 
new  obligation  in  that  respect,  upon  the  defendant ;  the  most  that  the 
plaintiff's  testimony  on  this  subject  tended  to  show  was  a  parol  promise 
of  the  defendant,  without  any  consideration,  to  let  the  plaintiff  have 
money  as  fast  as  he  wanted  it  to  go  on  with  the  work,  not  as  payment 
for  the  work,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  payments  which  the  plaintiff  had  cove- 
nanted to  receive  when  the  work  was  done.  This  was  whoUy  in- 
sufiieient  to  produce  the  effect  claimed  for  it  by  the  plaintiff,  and  given 
to  it  by  the  justice.  In  such  a  case  the  County  Court  ought  to  have 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  justice's  court,  and  erred  in  not  doing  so." 
The  same  principle  is  enforced  in  Jacobs  v.  Kolff,  2  Hilt.  133. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  failure  to  prove  the  proper  measure  of  dam- 
ages would  be  a  ground  of  reversal  in  an  action  for  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty on  the  sale  of  a  horse.     Fales  v.  McKeon,  2  Hilt.  58. 
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Second.  A  brief  examination  will  now  be  made  of  the  cases  which 
hold  that  a  County  Court  ought  to  reverse  a  judgment  which  is  rendered 
against  the  overwhelming  weight  of  evidence.  There  is  scarcely  an 
instance  in  which  a  County  Court  can  exercise  its  appellate  powers  with 
greater  advantage  than  in  that  of  correcting  judgments  which  have 
been  given  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  one  of  the  parties  by  entirely 
disregarding  the  whole  scope,  weight  and  force  of  the  evidence  given 
on  the  trial.  In  courts  of  record  it  has  long  been  the  practice  to  grant 
a  new  trial  in  such  cases,  and  the  power  of  the  County  Court  to  do  the 
same  thing  in  cases  arising  upon  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  court  is  now 
clearly  established  and  daily  exercised.  This  rule  is  not  a  new  one 
introduced  by  the  Code,  but  was  well  settled  in  the  former  practice. 

In  Buckley  v.  Leona/rd,  4  Denio,  500,  the  action  was  for  damages 
done  by  the  defendant's  dog.  On  the  trial,  which  was  by  jury,  the 
plaintiflE  proved  that  while  he  was  passing  through  a  yard  used  in  com- 
mon by  the  defendant  and  a  family  which  occupied  an  adjoining  house 
as  tenants  of  the  defendant,  with  a  view  to  call  at  such  adjoining  house> 
the  dog  bit  him,  and  that  on  account  of  it  he  became  somewhat  lame, 
and  was  prevented  from  laboring  for  a  few  days.  The  plaintiff  also 
proved  that  about  a  year  before  the  dog  had  bitten  another  person,  and 
there  was  some  evidence  that  the  dog  had  also  bitten  a  boy.  On  both 
the  former  occasions  the  defendant  had  been  informed  of  the  injuries ; 
and  it  was  shown  that  for  the  most  part  he  had  kept  the  dog  chained 
up  in  the  day-time,  and  in  his  store  nights. 

The  defendant  offered  to  prove  that  the  dog  was  of  a  quiet  and 
peaceable  disposition.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  evidence,  but  the 
justice  admitted  it,  and  several  witnesses  testified  that  they  were 
acquainted  with  the  animal  and  considered  him  inoffensive.  The  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  upon  which  the  justice  rendered 
judgment,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  County  Court  on  appeal.  The 
Supreme  Court  reversed  both  judgments,  and  the  court  said  : 

"  The  evidence  given  by  the  defendant  of  the  mild  character  of  the 
dog,  I  think,  was  improperly  admitted.  It  was  immaterial.  If  the 
evidence  proved  that  the  dog  bit  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  was 
the  owner,  and  knew  or  had  notice  that  the  dog  had  been  accustomed 
to  bite  others,  he  was  responsible  for  the  injury,  however  high  the 
character  of  the  dog  for  mildness  stood  among  the  neighbors.  Such 
evidence  was  well  calculated  to  divert  the  jury  from  a  proper  consid- 
eration of  the  real  point  in  issue.  There  was  no  conflicting  evidence 
upon  any  position  which  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  maintain,  nor  was 
there  any  question  as  to  the  credibility  of  witnesses.     It  was  not. 
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therefore,  one  of  the  classes  of  cases  where  the  verdict  of  a  jury  pre- 
cludes a  court  of  review  from  examining  the  facts.  The  evidence  of 
the  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  of  the  dog  having  previously  bitten  others, 
and  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of  it,  stands  uncontradicted ;  and 
these  facts  were  abundantly  sufficient  to  require  the  jury  to  find  for 
the  plaintiff.  I  think  this  is  a  case  where  the  verdict  and  judgment 
are  entirely  unsupported  by  the  evidence." 

This  case  is  but  one  of  numerous  cases  of  a  similar  character  decided 
before  the  Code ;  and  several  of  the  cases  already  cited  were  the  same 
in  principle.  And  since  the  Code  the  same  practice  is  firmly  settled  and 
uniformly  enforced.  In  Robertson  v.  Ketchum,  11  Barb.  652,  an 
exchange  of  horses  was  made  between  the  plaintiff's  agent  and  the 
defendant  upon  terms  which,  as  the  defendant  knew,  the  plaintiff  had 
himseK  refused  to  adopt  as  the  basis  of  an  exchange.  The  plaintiff 
did  not  know  of  the  bargain  until  after  it  was  made ;  nor  did  he  know 
of  the  terms  of  it  and  that  it  was  contrary  to  his  proposition,  until 
after  the  death  of  the  horse  received  in  exchange  had  put  it  out  of  his 
power  to  return  it.  He  repudiated  the  bargain  as  soon  as  he  knew 
what  it  was,  and  brought  an  action  of  trover  in  a  justice's  court  for 
the  value  of  his  horse.  The  case  was  tried  by  a  jury,  who  found  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  upon  which  judgment  was  rendered  ;  and 
the  County  Court,  upon  an  appeal,  affirmed  this  judgment.  The 
Supreme  Court  reversed  both  judgments,  and  the  court  said  : 

"  Tliere  was  no  conflict  in  the  evidence  on  the  fact  that  the  actual 
exchange  of  horses  made  by  the  agent  was  upon  a  consideration  which 
the  plaintiff  had  never  authorized,  and  that  this  was  known  to  the 
defendant  at  the  time.  A  verdict  finding  to  the  contrary  is  not  merely 
verdict  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  but  is  a  verdict  without  a  par- 
ticle of  evidence  to  support  it.  The  ground  on  which  the  County 
Court  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  justice  was  that  there  was  evi- 
dence of  a  subsequent  ratification  of  the  bargain  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
evidence  was  that  the  plaintiff  asked  the  defendant  how  he  traded,  to 
which  the  latter  replied,  ^pretty  muoh  as  you  and  I  talked ;  a  little 
different ;  and  if  you  are  not  suited  with  the  trade,  we  will  trade  back 
this  evening.'  Upon  this  the  parties  drank  together  and  parted.  This 
answer  of  the  defendant  was  untrue  ;  the  trade  was  made,  not  as  the 
plaintiff  had  proposed,  but  as  the  defendant  had  offered,  and  which 
offer  the  plaintiff  had  expressly  rejected.  If  the  defendant  had  truly 
disclosed  the  terms  of  the  bargain  when  he  was  asked,  and  the  plaintiff 
had  silently  acquiesced,  it  would  have  presented  quite  a  different  ques- 
tion.    No  doctrine  is  better  settled,  upon  principle  and  authority,  than 
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this :  that  the  ratification  of  the  act  of  an  agent  previously  unauthor- 
ized, must,  in  order  to  bind  the  principal,  be  with  a  full  knowledge  of 
all  the  material  facts.  If  the  material  facts  be  either  suppressed  or 
unknown,  the  ratification  is  invalid,  because  founded  upon  mistake  or- 
fraud.  The  answer  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  inquiry  was 
untrue,  and  was  well  calculated,  and  doubtless  intended,  to  prevent 
further  inquiry.  The  defendant  had  agreed  with  the  agent  to  conceal 
from  the  plaintiff  the  departure  from  his  instructions.  It  would  be  a 
reproach  to  the  law  to  uphold  such  a  fraud.  There  was  no  dispute 
about  the  facts  ;  the  jury  drew  an  erroneous  conclusion  from  the  testi- 
mony. They  must  have  held  that  subsequent  assent  to  the  trade  was 
a  ratification  of  the  bargain,  whether  the  plaintiff  knew  of  its  terms 
or  not.  The  judgment  of  the  County  Court  and  of  the  justice  must 
be  reversed.' ' 

In  Marselis  v.  Seaman,  21  Barb.  319,  324,  an  action  was  brought  for 
the  recovery  of  a  penalty  for  taking  illegal  toll  upon  a  plankroad.  The 
proof  was  clear  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  provided  the 
acts  done  rendered  the  defendant  liable  to  a  penalty  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute.  The  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury,  and  a  verdict  and  a 
judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  County 
Court,  but  both  judgments  were  reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  which 
said,  by  Bockes,  J. :  "  There  is  no  conflict  of  proof  in  the  case.  The 
facts  are  plain,  and  admit  of  but  one  fair  conclusion  ;  and  it  only  re- 
mains now  for  the  court  to  pronounce  the  judgment  which  the  justice 
should  have  rendered,  when  the  defendant  insisted  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  the  defendant  or  his  wife  demanded  or  received  more  toll 
than  he  was  allowed  by  law  to  collect.  The  verdict  of  the  jury  is  ir- 
reconcilable to  conscience,  and  piust  have  been  rendered  under  mistake, 
improper  influence,  or  through  fraud." 

In  Watts  V.  Oleaveland,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  558,  an  action  was  brought 
"by  a  constable  to  recover  the  value  of  goods  upon  which  he  had  levied. 
The  officer  proved  a  sufficient  levy,  which  was  the  principal  point  in 
the  case,  but  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  This 
judgment  was  reversed  on  an  appeal. 

In  Goldsmith  v.  Ohermier,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  121,  122,  the  plaintiff 
claimed  to  recover  for  his  services  in  prociiring  the  purchase  of  a  horse. 
The  plaintiff  proved  an  employment  by  the  defendant,  or  at  least  a 
full  and  unequivocal  recognition  of  an  original  employment,  and  an 
actual  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  and  procuring  him 
to  render  further  services  ;  the  actual  devotion  by  the  plaintiff  of  his 
time,  labor  and  attention  for  the  defendant's  benefit  and  in  aid  of  the 
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purchase  of  his  horse,  and  a  distinct  promise  by  the  defendant  that  he 
would  pay  him  well  for  the  services  which  he  admitted  the  plaintiff 
had  rendered.  The  court  below  rendered  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  which  was  reversed  upon  appeal,  when  the  court  said :  "We 
do  not  interfere  with  the  finding  in  the  court  below,  upon  the  mere 
ground  that,  upon  the  whole  evidence,  we  think  we  should  have  come 
to  a  contrary  conclusion.  But  where  the  evidence,  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  is,  in  our  judgment,  clearly  entitled  to  recover,  is  uncontra- 
dicted and  unimpeached,  we  are  warranted  in  saying  that  a  finding,  in 
total  disregard  of  the  proof,  must  be  founded  in  some  erroneous  view 
of  the  law  applicable  to  the  case  made  out  by  the  plaintiff." 

In  McCarty  v.  Ely,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  375,  376,  the  action  was  for  the 
recovery  of  rent,  due  upon  a  written  lease.  The  defendant  claimed  to 
deduct  a  specified  sum  on  account  of  alleged  misrepresentations  as  to 
the  capacity  of  the  premises  for  the  business  for  which  they  were  used. 
There  was  nothing  in  the  lease  showing  any  representations,  nor  did 
the  proofs  establish  any  false  representations.  The  jury  found  for  the 
defendant,  but  the  judgment  thereon  was  reversed,  and  the  court  said : 
"  The  jury  must,  I  think,  have  acted  under  some  misapprehension  or 
mistake,  as  their  verdict  is,  in  my  judgment,  not  only  against  the  weight 
of  the  evidence,  but  is  without  evidence  to  support  it.  The  judgment 
should,  therefore,  be  reversed." 

In  Lambert  v.  Seely,  2  HUt.  429,  the  plaintiff  recovered  for  goods 
sold.  The  evidence  showed  that  the  bill  of  goods  claimed  to  have  been 
sold  was  receipted  by  a  check  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  authorized  to 
do  such  acts ;  and  there  was  no  explanation  of  the  receipt.  Besides 
this,  there  was  no  proof  that  the  goods  were  ever  actually  delivered  to 
the  defendant ;  and  there  was  evidence  that  the  goods  were  sold  to  a 
third  person,  who  had  given  credit  for  the  amount  upon  a  note  held  by 
him  against  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  had  a  judgment,  which  was  re- 
versed, on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  only  unsupported  by  evidence, 
but  was  directly  contrary  to  it. 

In  Neary  v.  Bostwick,  2  Hilt.  514,  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  a  ten- 
ant of  the  defendant,  and  sought  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of 
the  covenants  contained  in  the  lease.  The  defense  was,  an  accord  and 
satisfaction.  The  justice  rendered  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaint- 
iff for  $150  damages,  which  was  reversed  upon  an  appeal.  The  court 
states  the  facts  of  the  case  thus :  "  When  the  troubles  and  injuries  com- 
plained of  by  the  plaintiff  would  seem  to  have  reached  their  highest 
point,  and  in  the  month  of  July,  the  defendant  called  on  him,  and  he 
demanded  damages  for  his  injuries  at  that  time,  stating  what  they  were 
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and  in  what  they  consisted.  He  then  agreed  to  take  $20  for  the  de- 
mands, and  the  defendant  paid  it ;  the  plaintiff  saying  that  he  took  it 
to  save  trouble.  Upon  this  point  the  plaintiff  further  testified  that  he 
accepted  this  $20  as  a  compromise  only,  for  his  loss  of  rent  of  the  ad- 
dition to  that  time ;  but  the  subsequent  testimony  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  and  which  the  plaintiff  did  not  deny,  was  that  the  defend- 
ant declined  to  pay  any  thing  whatever,  claiming  that  the  agreement 
permitted  what  was  done,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  under  it 
to  the  addition  or  extension.  The  plaintiff  threatened  a  lawsuit,  and 
was  told  to  sue  away ;  and  the  defendant  arose  to  go.  The  plaintiff 
then  said  he  would  take  $20  and  settle  it,  and  the  defendant  paid  it  to 
prevent  a  lawsuit.  The  plaintiff  had  previously  stated  all  he  com- 
plained of,  and  which  was  of  the  hole  in  the  cellar,  the  timbers  under 
the  building  and  the  addition.  On  receiving  the  $20  he  pledged  his 
honor  that  all  his  claim  was  settled,  and  he  would  not  sue.  The  out- 
line of  the  case  here  given  is  from  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  except  as  to 
the  defense  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  and  that  is  taken  from  the  whole 
case.  Upon  such  testimony  I  am  at  a  loss  to  discover  upon  what 
ground  the  justice  arrived  at  his  conclusion  that  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  the  damages  he  awarded.  *  *  *  The  clear  weight  of  the 
evidence  on  this  point  being  as  I  have  stated,  I  do  not  understand  why 
it  was  ignored  by  the  justice.  The  parties  were  shown  to  have  met 
respecting  the  subject-matter  and  injuries  complained  of  in  this  action. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  defendant  disputed  the  claim  in  good 
faith,  and  after  the  parties  had  considered  the  matter  in  dispute,  the 
defendant  paid  and  the  plaintiff  accepted  $20,  saying  that  all  his  claim 
was  then  settled.  In  no  view  that  I  have  been  able  to  take  of  this 
case  can  the  judgment  of  the  justice  be  sustained." 

In  Baker  v.  Bonesteel,  2  Plilt.  ^397,  the  action  was  for  the  recovery  of 
goods  sold  to  the  defendant,  who  interposed  the  defense  of  payment. 
The  plaintiff  proved  that  one  of  the  bills  so  paid  was  a  counterfeit, 
and  he  also  proved  that  this  bill  was  paid  by  the  defendant.  The  de- 
fendant was  sworn  in  his  own  behalf,  and  testified  that  he  had  no  recol- 
lection of  paying  for  the  goods  with  this  bill.  The  justice  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed.  The  court,  upon 
reversing  the  judgment,  said :  "  The  witness  Brant  testified  that  he 
gave  the  identical  bills  i-eceived  by  him  from  the  defendant  to  Marin, 
the  clerk  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  Marin  testified  that  the  bill  in  question 
was  one  of  those  he  so  received  from  Brant.  This  testimony  was  un- 
contradicted, and  there  was  no  circumstances  shown  which  warranted 
the  justice  in  disregarding  it.  The  evidence  of  Bliss  left  no  doubt  as 
128 
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to  the  bill  being  spurious  and  of  no  value.  It  should  not,  therefore, 
operate  as  a  payment  for  the  coal  shown,  to  have  been  sold  and  deliv- 
ered to  the  defendant.  The  finding  of  the  justice  was  cleai'ly  against 
the  evidence.     Judgment  reversed." 

Where  the  plaintiff  swears  to  a  state  of  facts,  and  the  defendant  swears 
to  a  directly  contrary  state  of  facts,  and  the  defendant  also  introduces 
in  evidence  a  letter  which  was  written  by  the  plaintiff  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  and  such  letter  flatly  contradicts  what  he 
swears  to  on  the  trial,  the  jury  are  bound  to  disregard  his  oath  and  to 
find  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  if  they  find  for  the  plaintiff,  the  ap- 
pellate court  will  set  aside  the  verdict  and  judgment.  Boyd  v.  Colt, 
20  How.  884. 

Third.  In  some  cases  it  is  evident  that  the  verdict  or  decision  in  the 
court  below  must  have  been  the  result  of  prejudice,  partiality  or  pas- 
sion, and  in  those  cases  the  appellate  courts  correct  the  error  by  revers- 
ing the  judgment. 

In  Pearson  v.  FisTee,  2  Hilt.  147,  the  rule  was  stated  thus  :  "  An 
appellate  court  will  not  assume  the  office  of  a  jury,  or  of  a  referee,  and 
weigh  the  testimony  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  on  which  side  the 
weight  of  the  probability  lies.  They  will  reverse  for  the  want  of  evi- 
dence ;  or,  where  the  finding  is  against  evidence,  in  respect  to  which 
there  is  no  contradiction  nor  conflict,  and  in  extreme  cases,  though  there 
may  be  some  conflict  or  contradiction  in  the  testimony,  they  will  set 
aside  the  verdict,  finding  or  report,  if,  after  full  and  careful  dehberation, 
they  are  convinced  that  it  must  have  been  induced  by  partiality,  prejudice 
or  corruption,  or  was  the  result  of  an  obvious  and  palpable  mistake." 
See,  also,  Marselis  v.  SeaTnan,  21  Barb.  324,  end  of  opinion. 

In  Westbrooh  v.  Douglass,  21  Barb.  602,  604,  the  action  was  against 
a  constable  for  not  returning  an  execution.  The  plaintiff  proved  facts 
which  entitled  him  to  recover,  but  the  jury  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  defendant,  and  the  justice  rendered  a  judgment  thereon,  which 
was  affirmed  by  the  County  Court.  The  Supreme  Court  reversed  the 
judgment ;  and  the  court  said,  by  Hajiris,  J. :  "  Tlie  jury,  moved  by 
their  sympathy  for  an  officer  who  had  unfortunatjely  lost  an  execution 
which  ho  was  unable  to  collect,  as  it  would  seem  from  the  evidence  in 
the  case,  found  a  verdict  entirely  against  the  evidence.  The  justice, 
of  course,  had  no  alternative  but  to  render  a  judgment  in  accordance 
with  the  verdict.  The  County  Court,  willing,  perhaps,  to  find  a  rea- 
son for  upholding  such  judgment,  has  relied  upon  the  general  and  set- 
tled doctrine  that  in  such  a  proceeding,  jurisdiction  will  never  be 
presumed,  but  must   be  proved,     t)  pon   the  grounds  already  stated,  I 
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think  it  must  be  inferred  that  such  jurisdiction  was  in  fact  proved.  If 
so,  the  judgment  was  contrary  to  law  and  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and 
should  be  reversed." 

Fourth.  There  is  still  another  class  of  cases  in  which  appellate  courts 
feel  bound  to  reverse  judgments  which  have  been  founded  upon  a  to- 
tal disregard  of  unimpeached  evidence.  And  many  of  the  cases  which 
have  been  already  noticed  under  other  preceding  heads  were  also  er- 
roneous because  the  courts  below  had  entirely  disregarded  evidence 
which  stood  fair  and  conclusive  before  the  court.  An  early  case  in  this 
State  explains  and  enforces  this  rule  in  a  most  satisfactory  manner.  In 
Newton  V.  Pope,  1  Cow.  109,  the  plaintiff  sued  to  recover  damages  for 
negligence  in  the  use  of  his  horses  by  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  had 
a  judgment,  which  the  Supreme  Court  reversed,  and  thus  expressed  its 
views : 

"  The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  imless  the  horse  was  injured 
through  unskillfulness,  negligence,  or  willful  misconduct  of  the  defend- 
ant ;  and  it  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  negligence  or 
unskillfulness  charged.  The  defendant  stands  at  least  upon  as  favor- 
able a  footing  as  a  bailee  for  hire ;  and  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  rule  in 
such  a  case.  There  is  no  evidence  of  negligence  or  unskillfulness  in 
this  case,  even  excluding  the  testimony  of  the  defendant's  witnesses ; 
and  admitting  this  testimony,  the  evidence  of  ordinary  care  and  skill 
is  conclusive.  The  justice  had  no  right,  entirely,  and  arbitrarily,  to 
disregard  the  testimony  of  two  unimpeached  witnesses  on  the  ground 
'  that  he  was  satisfied  that  they  were  biased  in  favor  of  the  defendant. ' 
There  was  no  attempt  to  impeach  their  characters.  The  facts  sworn 
to  by  them  were  not  contradicted  by  any  other  witnesses  either  directly 
or  indirectly ;  nor  was  there  any  intrinsic  improbability  in  the  narration 
given  by  them.  It  is  difficult  to  establish  a  rule  which  shall  regulate 
and  limit  the  discretion  of  a  court  or  jury  in  the  degree  of  credit  to 
be  given  to  the  testimony  of  different  witnesses.  Much  must  depend 
upon  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  case.  But  there  is  no  diffi- 
culty in  saying  that  where  (as  in  this  case)  the  witness  is  unimpeached, 
the  facts  sworn  to  by  him,  uncontradicted  either  directly  or  indirectly 
by  other  witnesses,  and  there  is  no  intrinsic  improbability  in  the  relation 
given  by  him,  neither  a  court  nor  jury  can,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
discretion,  disregard  his  testimony.  It  is  no  less  the  duty  of  a  cowci 
than  of  a  jury  to  decide  according  to  evidence.  But  it  is  mockery  to 
talk  of  evidence,  if  it  is  discretionary  with  the  tribunal  to  which  it  is 
addressed,  to  disregard  it,  upon  vague  suggestion,  unsupported  by  proof 
of  the  bias  of  the  witness." 
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This  case  was  cited  with  approbation  in  Dolsen  v.  Arnold,  10  How. 
528,  532,  where  it  was  held  that  the  evidence  of  even  a  single  witness 
could  not  be  arbitrarily  disregarded  where  his  testimony  stands  fair, 
and  is  uncontradicted,  and  there  is  no  reason  shown  for  disregarding  it, 
and  a  verdict  in  violation  of  the  rule  was  set  aside. 

In  Jacks  v.  Darrin,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  559,  the  court,  upon  reversing 
a  justice's  judgment,  said :  "  !No  reasons  are  given  by  the  justice  for  his 
judgment,  but  it  would  seem,  from  the  statement  made  by  him,  that 
he  discredited  the  plaintiff's  witnesses.  The  evidence  of  these  witnesses 
was  direct,  unequivocal  and  consistent,  and  when  such  is  the  fact,  and 
the  witnesses  stand  before  the  court  unimpeached  and  uncontradicted, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  or  of  a  jury  to  believe  them,  and  when  the 
finding  of  a  justice  or  of  a  jury  is  in  conflict  with  what  is  expressly 
sworn  to,  under  such  circumstances,  it  will  be  set  aside  as  against 
evidence." 

In  Dresser  v.  Van  Pelt^  1  HUt.  316,  the  action  was  for  the  recovery 
of  an  account.  The  defense  was  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  the 
question  was,  whether  the  debt  had  been  renewed  by  a  part  payment. 
The  assignor  of  the  plaintiff  testified  that  he  believed  that  the  defend- 
ant had  paid  $5  within  six  years,  but  of  this  he  was  not  certain  ;  that 
he  was  positive  $5  had  been  paid,  but  would  not  swear  positively  that 
the  paj'ment  was  within  the  last  six  years.  The  defendant -swore  that 
he  did  not,  within  six  years,  pay  $5  to  the  assignor  of  the  bill  in  suit. 
The  justice  rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  which  was 
reversed  on  appeal,  and  the  court  said  :  "  The  finding  of  the  justice, 
therefore,  was  clearly  against  evidence.  The  assignor  merely  swore  to 
his  belief  or  impression.  He  did  not  strengthen  it  by  any  circum- 
stance that  could  guide  the  justice,  except  that  it  was  about  the  time 
when  the  defendant  and  plaintiff  dissolved  partnership,  without  stating 
when  they  dissolved.  It  was  not  a  conflict  of  testimony  upon  which 
the  flnding  of  the  justice  would  be  conclusive,  but  of  imperfect '  recol- 
lection on  one  side,  and  of  positive  recollection  on  the  other.  In  such 
a  case  there  can  be  no  weighing  of  testimony.  The  belief  of  a  party 
to  an  act,  who  cannot  swear  that  it  occurred  within  the  six  years  preced- 
ing the  time  that  he  is  examined,  who  cannot  flx  it  or  swear  positively 
that  it  took  place  at  least  within  that  range  of  time,  amounts  to  nothing 
when  there  is  positive  evidence  that  it  did  not  occur  within  that  period. 
Presumptively,  the  claim  was  barred  by  the  statute,  and  it  was  for  the 
plaintiff  to  remove  that  presumption,  by  showing  that  the  defendant 
had  made  a  payment  upon  it  within  six  years  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  which  he  did  not  do.     The  defendant  having  sworn 
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positively  that  it  was  not  made  within  that  time,  and  the  plaintiff 
offering  nothing  but  the  uncertain  inpressiou  of  the  assignor  against 
the  positive  statement  of  the  defendant,  upon  such  evidence  there 
could  be  no  alternative  but  to  find  for  the  defendant." 

"Where  a  cause  of  action  is  made  out  solely  by  admissions,  the  whole 
admission  must  be  taken  together,  and  a  refusal  to  do  so  will  be  suffi- 
cient ground  for  reversing  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff- 
P&rego  v.  Purdy,  1  Hilt.  269.  And  see  ante,  396,  415,  416.  But  it 
has  been  held  that  a  verdict  in  favor  of  a  plaintiff  is  final  upon  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  in  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  swears  one  way  and  the 
defendants  the  opposite  way.     Justison  v.  Cra/wford,  25  How.  465. 

If  a  plaintiff  proves  a  prima  fa/iie  case,  and  the  defendant  does  not 
introduce  any  evidence,  it  will  be  error  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff,  and  an 
appeal  will  Ke  to  correct  it.  Bdbcock  v.  Raymond,  2  Hilt.  62.  So, 
where  the  uncontradicted  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  entitles  him  to  a 
verdict  for  substantial  damages,  and  the  jury  disregard  the  evidence 
and  find  a  verdict  for  a  mere  nominal  sum  of  six  cents,  the  verdict  wUl 
be  set  aside.  Pdbbins  v.  Hudson  Piver  P.  P.,  7  Bosw.  1 ;  Collins  v. 
Albany  and  Soheneotady  P.  P.,  12  Barb.  492. 

In  relation  to  all  of  these  cases  in  which  the  finding  is  without  any 
evidence,  or  where  it  is  clearly  against  the  overwhelming  force  of  the 
evidence  given,  the  appellate  court  will  presume  that  the  result  is  pro- 
duced by  some  erroneous  view  of  the  law  applicable  to  such  a  case. 

This  presumption  is  more  natural  than  that  which  presupposes  cor- 
ruption, or  a  willful  violation  of  official  duty  and  of  the  juror's  oath. 

That  a  jury  may  err  in  their  application  of  the  law  to  established 
facts  is  a  matter  of  frequent  observation,  while  a  criminal  disregard  of 
duty  or  of  the  obHgations  of  an  oath  is  comparatively  rare,  and  there- 
fore the  courts  will  incline  to  the  view  that  the  jury  erred  in  their 
application  of  the  law  to  that  particular  case.  The  numerous  cases 
which  have  been  cited  are  ample  illustrations  of  the  application  of  this 
presumption  by  the  courts,  as  well  as  conclusive  evidence  that  the 
courts  will  reverse  judgments  founded  upon  any  such  erroneous  view 
of  the  entire  case.  See  Msh  v.  SJcut,  21  Barb.  333,  335,  end  of  opin- 
ion ;  and  Goldsmith  v.  Olermier,  3  E..  D.  Smith,  122 ;  Fettritch  v. 
Diohenson,  22  How.  249 ;  Lam,sing  v.  Stone,  37  Barb.  15,  22 ;  Mars- 
ton  V.  Yultee,  8  Bosw.  129.  As  to  what  are  questions  of  fact,  see 
ante,  747-749. 

Reversal  upon  qnestions  of  law.  The  cases  in  which  relief  is 
sought  from  judgments  rendered  by  default,  or  against  evidence,  or  for 
errors  in  fact,  having  been  sufficiently  noticed  already,  it  will  now  be 
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proper  to  notice  those  eases  in  which  a  reversal  is  sought  on  account  of 
some  legal  error  committed  by  the  court  below.  The  principal  part  of 
the  appeals  which  are  brought  are  founded  upon  some  alleged  error  in 
the  proceedings  in  the  lower  court.  Such  errors  may  occur  in  any  stage 
of  the  proceedings  from  the  commencement  of  an  action  until  its  final 
termination  in  a  judgment.  To  enumerate  all  the  instances  in  which 
it  has  been  held  that  an  error  had  been  committed  would  be  to  cite  all 
the  cases  upon  the  subject,  which  is  not  the  object  of  this  article.  It 
will  be  proper,  however,  to  Doint  out  some  of  the  classes  of  cases  in 
which  such  errors  occur. 

To  commence  with  the  proceedings  in  an  action  is  a  convenient  point 
to  start  from.  If  the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter 
of  the  action,  or  if  he  does  not  acquire  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of 
the  defendant,  this  will  be  a  ground  of  error.  The  place  where  an 
action  must  be  brought  is  sometimes  limited,  and  the  law  must  be  com- 
plied with  in  this  respect.  Sometimes  the  justice  is  disqualified  by 
reason  of  relationship,  or  of  some  other  personal  disqualification.  So, 
again,  the  process  which  has  been  issued  may  not  be  regular  or  valid 
on  account  of  the  want  of  afladavits,  bonds,  or  other  proof  or  securi- 
ties ;  and  if  these  are  sufiicient,  the  process  may  not  be  sufBcient  or 
proper  in  form  or  kind.  The  service  of  process  may  be  irregular  or 
defective.  Errors  may  also  occur  in  the  disposition  of  questions  relat- 
ing to  the  pleadings  or  to  an  adjournment.  And  what  is  still  more 
common,  there  may  be  errors  committed  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  such 
as  admitting  improper  evidence,  rejecting  proper  evidence,  excluding 
or  receiving  witnesses,  improperly  granting  or  refusing  a  nonsuit, 
charging  a  jury,  receiving  verdicts,  or  entering  judgments,  and  the 
like.  In  all  of  the  foregoing  proceedings,  and  in  many  others  not  men- 
tioned, there  may  be  errors  which  may  be  a  good  ground  of  appeal. 
And  all  these  questions  are  outside  of  other  questions  which  arise  as  to 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  upon  the  law  applicable  to  the 
case,  or  whether  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  can  be  sustained 
when  all  the  facts  in  the  case  are  duly  considered.  And  whenever  it 
appears  from  the  record  that  any  material  error  has  been  committed  in 
the  proceedings  in  the  court  below,  either  by  the  justice  or  by  a  jury, 
the  general  rule  is  that  such  error  may  be  corrected  on  an  appeal. 

Eor  an  illustration  of  the  cases  in  which  the  proceedings  are  regular 
and  valid,  or  irregular  and  erroneous,  the  student  may  examine  each  of 
the  classes  of  cases  which  have  been  pointed  out,  such  as  relate  to 
process,  pleadings,  evidence,  trials,  judgments,  etc. 

And  whenever  the  appellate  court  can  clearly  see  from  the  whole 
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record  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  is  against  law  and  the  evi- 
dence—  or,  in  other  words,  is  unjust,  because  against  the  clear  merits 
of  the  case,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed. 

It  is  clear,  both  from  the  provisions  of  the  Code  and  from  the  set- 
tled practice  of  the  court,  that  its  power  to  review  and  reverse,  or  to 
modify  the  judgments  of  justices  of  the  peace,  is  by  no  means  confined 
to  cases  where  the  justice  has  failed  to  acquire  or  retain  jurisdiction, 
or  has  made  an  erroneous  decision  upon  the  merits.  Errors  may  be 
made  in  the  issue,  form,  or  service  of  process,  and  in  various  interloc- 
utory proceedings  for  which  the  judgment  of  a  justice  will  be  re- 
versed, though  they  do  not  directly  touch  the  merits,  or  deprive  him 
of  jurisdiction.  The  rule  is  general  that  the  judgment  of  a  justice 
may  be  reversed  upon  appeal  for  any  error  in  the  proceedings  before 
him  which  affects  the  substantial  rights  of  the  appellant.  If  an  order 
of  arrest  is  improperly  and  erroneously  made  in  an  action  before  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  upon  which  the  defendant  may  be  subjected  to  im- 
prisonment, either  upon  the  order  or  upon  final  process  in  the  action, 
it  is  certainly  such  an  error  of  law  as  ought  to  be  redressed  upon  appeal, 
and  for  which,  as  there  is  no  other  remedy,  the  judgment  should  be 
reversed.  And  the  same  rule  should  be  observed  when  an  attachment 
is  erroneously  granted  and  the  defendant's  property  is  seized  and  held 
until  it  can  be  subjected  to  sale  upon  the  execution  to  be  issued  on  the 
judgment  in  the  action  in  which  such  error  is  committed.  The  issuing 
of  an  attachment  by  a  justice  upon  an  insufficient  affidavit  is  an  error 
of  law  aflEecting  the  substantial  right  of  a  defendant  for  which  the 
judgment  wiU  be  reversed.  Fritse  v.  Pults,  2  N.  T.  Civil  Pro. 
Rep.  142. 

Objections  first  taken  on  the  argument.  It  is  a  general  rule  that 
a  party  must  .take  such  objections  below,  as  he  wishes  to  rely  upon,  if 
he  appears  in  the  action,  or  participates  in  the  proceedings.  This  rule 
is  a  most  important  one  in  its  consequences,  and  it  is  very  uniformly 
enforced  in  practice.     A  few  cases  will  suffice  to  illustrate  the  practice. 

If  a  party  wishes  to  take  any  objections  to  process,  either  as  to  the 
mode  of  issuing  or  service,  he  must  raise  the  proper  objections  at  the 
first  opportunity.  A  defect  in  pleadings  must  be  objected  to  by  de- 
murrer. If  process  is  defective  either  in  form  or  in  substance,  and  the 
defendant  wishes  to  object  to  it,  he  must  do  so  before  joining  issue ; 
and  if  he  fails  to  do  this  in  the  court  below,  he  cannot  raise  the  objec- 
tion upon  an  appeal.  If  a  demurrer  is  sustained  when  it  has  been  in- 
terposed notwithstanding  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  pleading  demurred 
to,  the  injured  party  may  redress  the  wrong  by  an  appeal.  But  he  must 
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abide  by  his  pleading,  and  refuse  to  amend  it ;  or  he  will  waive  the 
right  to  insist  upon  the  point  upon  an  appeal.  If  a  complaint  is  defect- 
ive the  objection  must  be  made  in  the  court  below,  and  if  the  defend- 
ant fails  to  do  this  he  cannot  reverse  the  judgment  for  the  insufficiency 
of  the  complaint,  provided  a  good  cause  of  action  was  proved  by  legal 
evidence.  Stafford  v.  Williams,  4  Denio,  182,  184  ;  Hall  v.  McKech- 
nie,^^  Barb.  244.  If  an  adjournment  is  desired,  a  proper  application 
must  be  made,  and  there  must  be  a  refusal  to  grant  it  before  error  will 
lie.  A  refusal  of  a  justice  to  require  a  bond  on  an  adjournment  on  mo- 
tion of  the  defendant  will  be  error,  if  the  plaintiff  objects  to  such  a 
course.  There  are  numerous  cases,  as  we  shall  soon  see,  where  a  party 
may  raise  objections,  even  though  he  did  not  appear  and  object.  Bat 
there  are  some  objections  which  must  be  taken  below,  or  they  cannot 
be  raised  upon  an  appeal.  A  party  who  does  not  appear  and  object  to 
the  competency  of  a  juror  on  account  of  his  want  of  a  property  quali- 
fication will  lose  the  right.  Clark  v.  Van  Yrancken,  20  Barb.  278  ; 
Eggleston  v.  Smiley,  17  Johns.  133.  "When  both  parties  appear  in  the 
court  below,  an  objection  on  the  ground  of  nonjoinder  or  misjoinder  of 
parties  must  be  made  there,  or  the  question  will  not  be  entertained  on 
an  appeal.  Tihbits  v.  Percy,  24  Barb.  39  ;  Avogadro  v.  Bull,  4  E.  D. 
Smith,  384;  ffljife,  77,  79,  93,  95. 

The  cases  in  which  objections  may  and  must  be  taken  on  trial,  and 
the  mode  in  which  it  is  to  be  done,  have  been  quite  fully  noticed.  Ante, 
751-762. 

Where  it  is  evident  from  the  return  that  the  parties  assumed  the  ex- 
istence of  facts  which  were  material  to  the  case  and  neither  party  in 
any  manner  raises  an  objection  to  the  want  of  proof  of  the  existence  of 
such  facts,  this  assumption  will  preclude  any  question  from  being  made 
upon  appeal  as  to  the  defect.  Paige  v.  Fazaokerl/y,  36  Barb.  392,  where 
several  cases  are  cited ;  Smith  v.  Hill,  22  id.  656 ;  Austin  v.  Burns, 
16  id.  643 ;  Jenoks  v.  Smith,  1  N.  T.  90 ;  Gelhaar  v.  Boss,  1  Hilt, 
117  ;  Buev.  Perry,  63  Barb.  40  ;  S.  C,  41  How.  385  ;  Hill  v.  Heer- 
mans,  17  Hun,  470 ;  Northrup  v.  Garrett,  id.  497 ;  McDonald  v. 
Christie,  42  Barb.  36,  39  ;  Cooper  v.  Bean,  5  Lans.  318. 

If  it  is  intended  to  raise  a  question  as  to  the  manner  in  which  a  fact  is 
proved  this  must  be  done  in  the  court  below,  or  the  right  of  objection 
will  be  lost.  If  there  is  a  formal  defect  in  the  proof  of  the  issuing  of 
letters  of  administration,  which  form  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  proofs,  the 
objection  must  be  taken  in  the  court  below  to  render  it  available.  Don- 
ahue V.  Henry,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  162. 

So,  an  objection  to  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  incompetent 
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and  inadmissible,  must  be  made  in  the  court  below,  and  if  it  is  not,  the 
objection  cannot  be  made  for  the  first  time  on  the  appeal.  Rouillier 
V.  Wernicki,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  310.  So,  where  a  sealed  instrument 
which  has  a  subsci'ibing  witness  is  proved  in  the  court  below  without 
producing  the  subscribing  witness,  and  without  objection,  the  objec- 
tion cannot  be  taken  upon  the  appeal.  Ramney  v.  Owynne,  id.  59. 
So  an  objection  as  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  must  be  taken  below 
to  be  available.  Ferm  v.  Timpson,  4  id.  276,  278.  There  are  cases  in 
which  the  defendant  may  raise  objections  for  the  first  time  upon  an 
appeal  if  he  did  not  appear  in  the  action  below.  Ante,  707. 

So,  he  may,  in  some  cases,  raise  an  objection  on  appeal,  although  it 
was  not  taken  below,  where  it  is  clear  that  the  objection  could  not 
have  been  obviated  if  taken  in  the  court  below.  Ante,  757.  But  the 
correct  and  the  safe  practice  always  is  to  take  the  proper  objection  at  the 
earliest  opportunity,  and  to  state  it  so  clearly  as  not  to  be  misnnderstood 
by  the  court  below,  or  by  the  opposite  party,  and  so  as  to  be  certain 
that  it  will  be  sufiBcient  to  be  available  on  the  appeal. 

Reversing  for  want  of  evidence.  The  cases  relating  to  this  subject 
have  been  so  fully  noticed  while  treating  of  reversals  upon  questions  of 
fact,  that  little  need  be  added  here. 

Where  the  plaintiff  fails  to  make  out  a  case  against  a  defendant  who 
does  not  appear  at  the  trial,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  in  the  same 
manner  as  though  he  had  appeared  and  objected  that  the  evidence 
given  did  not  make  a  case.    Ante,  757. 

Admitting  illegal  or  incompetent  evidence.  One  of  the  most  com- 
mon grounds  of  appeal  is  that  illegal  or  incompetent  evidence  was  ad- 
mitted by  the  court  below.  And  where  it  is  clear  that  such  evidence 
was  admitted  under  objection,  and  that  it  affected  the  result  of  the  ac- 
tion to  the  detriment  of  appellant,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed.  This 
subject  has  been  sufficiently  discussed  elsewhere.  See  ante,  753. 

Excluding  legal  and  competent  evidence.  The  rejection  of  evi- 
dence by  the  court  below  is  a  frequent  ground  of  appeal,  and  when  the 
complaint  is  well  founded  it  is  a  sufficient  ground  of  reversal  on  an  ap- 
peal by  the  injured  party.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  every  party  has  a 
right  to  introduce  such  legal  and  competent  evidence  as  he  desires. 
There  are  some  instances  in  which  the  court  may  limit  the  number  of 
witnesses  upon  mere  collateral  matters.  Ante,  763.  But,  with  this  ex- 
ception, it  is  clear  that  legal  and  competent  evidence,  when  properly 
and  reasonably  offered,  cannot  be  rejected  without  committing  an  error 
which  will  be  sufficient  to  reverse  a  judgment  rendered  against  the 
party  offering  to  introduce  the  evidence.  See  a/)tte,  760. 
129 
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Intendments  by  appellate  court.  It  is  a  familiar  rule  that  errors 
must  be  made  to  appear  affirmatively  before  a  judgment  will  be  re- 
versed. Everingham  v.  Vanderhilt,  13  Hun,  75  ;  Traej/  v.  Altmyer^ 
46  N.  y.  598  ;  Briant  v.  Trimmer,  i7  id.  96  ;  Martm  v.  Houghtoriy 
31  How.  82;  S.  C,  45  Barb.  258. 

And  it  is  also  well  settled  that  all  reasonable  intendments  will  be 
indulged  in  favor  of  the  judgment  of  the  inferior  court.  Schoon- 
maJeer  v.  Spencer,  54  N.  Y.  366 ;  Beecher  v.  Kendall,  14  Hun,  327 ', 
Avery  v.  WoodbecTc,  5  Lans.  498  ;  S.  C,  62  Barb.  557.  And  that  no 
presumption  of  error  will  be  indulged  against  the  regularity  of  such 
judgment.  Potter  ^.WhiUaker,  27  How.  10.  There  are  some  matters, 
however,  in  which  this  rule  does  not  prevail,  and  when  a  judgment  of 
an  inferior  court  is  brought  up  for  review,  the  record  must  show  that 
the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  and  of  the  person  of 
the  defendant.  Frees  v.  Ford,  6  N.  T,  176  ;  Drake  v.  Miller,  15 
Hun,  356.  It  'is  otherwise  when  the  record  is  to  be  used  merely  as 
evidence.     Yan  Deusen  v.  Sweet,  51  N.  Y.  378. 

Where  a  justice  renders  a  judgment  in  favor  of  a  plaintiff  upon 
conflicting  evidence,  the  appellate  court  will  assume,  in  respect  to  every 
point  on  which  the  testimony  was  conflicting,  that  the  justice  found  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff.     Dayton  v.  Eowland,  1  Daly,  446. 

It  is  an  intendment  of  law  that  a  verdict  settles  in  favor  of  the  pre- 
vailing party  every  question  of  fact  litigated  upon  the  trial.  Wolf  v. 
Goodhue  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  43  Barb.  400. 

"When  the  return  is  silent  upon  the  subject,  the  appellate  court  will 
intend,  in  support  of  the  judgment,  that  the  justice  issued  a  summons 
in  proper  form,  and  that  it  was  delivered  to  a  proper  constable,  Potter 
V.  Whittaker,  27  How.  10  ;  that  the  justice  waited  an  hour  for  the 
defendant  on  the  return  day  of  the  process,  Stafford  v.  Williams,  4 
Denio,  182  ;  that  the  justice  also  waited  one  hour  for  the  defendant  to 
appear  on  the  adjourned  day,  Clark  v.  Garrison,  3  Barb.  372 ;  that 
the  justice  truly  and  openly  stated  the  grounds  upon  which  he  refused 
an  adjournment.  Decker  v.  Hassel,  26  How.  528 ;  that  the  witnesses 
were  duly  sworn  on  the  trial,  or  that  an  oath  was  waived.  House  v. 
Low,  2  Johns.  378  ;  that  a  general  objection  to  evidence  was  properly 
overruled,  where  the  grounds  of  objection  are  not  properly  stated,  and 
the  court  can  see  that  a  proper  objection  might  have  been  taken.  Bel- 
lows V.  Sackett,  15  Barb.  96 ;  that  a  cause  was  properly  submitted  to 
the  court  before  judgment  was  rendered,  Peters  v.  Diossy,  3  E.  D. 
Smith,  115 ;  that  a  judgment  was  rendered  upon  a  verdict  upon  the 
day  of  its  rendition,  when  the  case  might  have  occupied  two  days  for 
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the  trial,  as  -where  it  appeared  that  the  trial  commenced  on  the  11th 
day  of  a  certain  month,  and  the  judgment  was  rendered  on  the  12th, 
BeaMie  v.  Qua,  15  Barb.  132  ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  present  in  court 
when  a  verdict  was  rendered  in  his  favor,  Baum  v.  Tarpenny,  3  Hill, 
75;  MoEachron  v.  Randies,  34  Barb.  301;  Warring  v.  Loomis,  4 
id.  485 ;  that  there  were  foreign  witnesses  when  the  justice  allows 
more  than  $5  costs  of  the  action.  OaMey  v.  Yon  Horn,  21  "Wend. 
305;  Fuller  v.  Wilcox,  19  id.  351. 

These  cases  which  have  been  cited  are  mere  illustrations  of  the  gen- 
eral principle  that  regularity  of  proceeding  will  be  presumed  when  it 
may  properly  be  done,  and  where  jurisdiction  is  shown.  For  other 
illustrations,  see  ante,  Y56,  761. 

Bestitution .  The  Code  provides  that  when  the  judgment  of  the 
justice  is  reversed  or  modified,  the  appellate  court  may  make  or  compel 
restitution  of  property,  or  of  a  right  lost  by  means  of  the  erroneous 
judgment ;  but  not  so  as  to  affect  the  title  of  a  purchaser  in  good  faith, 
and  for  value,  of  property  sold  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  of  attachment 
in  the  action,  or  an  execution  issued  upon  the  judgment.  In  that  case 
the  appellate  court  may  compel  the  value,  or  the  purchase-price  to  be 
restored  or  deposited  to  abide  the  event  of  the  action,  as  justice  re- 
quires. Six  days'  notice  of  an  application  for  an  order  for  restitution 
must  be  given ;  and  if  the  application  is  granted  before  judgment,  the 
proper  direction  may  be  included  therein.     Vol.  1,  p.  58,  §  3058. 

Where  it  can  properly  be  done,  the  most  convenient  way  will  be  to 
serve  notice  of  application  for  the  order  at  the  time  of  serving  the  no- 
tice of  argument ;  and  in  such  a  case  it  will  only  be  necessary  to 
change  the  notice  of  argument  by  adding  a  clause  containing  a  notice 
of  application  for  an  order  of  restitution,  and  a  reference  to  the  affida- 
vits, papers  or  records  upon  which  the  motion  will  be  made.  If 
affidavits  are  used,  copies  must  be  served  in  the  usual  manner,  and  at 
least  six  days  before  the  motion  is  made. 

When  no  application  for  restitution  is  made  at  the  hearing,  and  no 
order  is  then  made,  it  will  be  necessary  to  make  a  subsequent  applicar 
tion,  by  way  of  motion,  upon  due  notice. 

The  affidavits  for  such  a  motion  must  set  out  the  necessary  facts  to 
show  that  the  party  is  entitled  to  the  relief  sought.  The  justice's 
return  and  the  judgment-roll  will  always  be  available  as  a  part  of  the 
moving  papers,  and  they  will  usually  be  indispensable  as  the  best  evi- 
dence of  the  proceedings  in  the  court  below  and  in  the  County  Court. 

The  affidavits  ought  to  be  entitled  in  the  appellate  court,  and  may  be 
drawn  in  the  usual  form.     So  many  precedents  of  affidavits  have  been 
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given  already,  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  add  to  the  number.  Copies 
of  all  afiBdavits  intended  to  be  used  must  be  served  at  least  as  early  as 
the  notice  of  motion,  and  at  least  six  days  before  making  the  application. 
But  when  any  of  the  moving  papers  are  records,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
return  or  judgment-roll,  and  the  like,  no  copies  need  be  served. 

In  making  such  a  motion,  notice  to  the  opposite  party  is  necessary, 
and,  therefore,  the  motion  must  be  made  at  a  regular  term  of  the 
County  Court,  and  not  at  chambers,  as  in  the  case  of  applications  when 
no  notice  is  necessary.  The  notice  need  not  be  in  any  particular  form 
if  it  states  facts  sufficieu  t  to  inform  the  opposite  party  of  the  applica- 
tion, and  of  the  papers  upon  which  the  motion  will  be  made. 

Notice  of  application  for  restitufion. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COUET. 


John  Doe,  respondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  appellant. 


Sir  —  Take  notice  that  upon  affidavits,  with  copies  of  which  you  are 
herewith  served,  and  upon  the  justice's  return,  and  the  judgment-roll 
in  this  action,  a  motion  will  be  made,  at  the  next  term  of  this  court,  to 
be  held  at  the  court-house,  in  Johnstown,  on  the  day  of  , 

1865,  for  an  order  requiring  the  said  John  Doe  to  make  restitution  of 
the  value  of  the  property  sold  by  virtue  of  the  execution  issued  upon 
the  judgment  from  which  this  appeal  is  taken,  or  for  such  other  or 
further  order  or  relief,  as  the  said  court  may  deem  proper  to  grant,  with 
the  costs  of  this  motion. 

Dated  Johnstown,  August  25,  1865. 

Yours,  etc.,  HORACE  E.  SMITH, 

Attorney  for  Appellant. 
To  A.  MoFaelan,  Esq., 

Attorney  for  Respondent. 

Before  making  a  motion  for  restitution,  it  will  always  be  proper  to 
demand  the  amoimt  which  is  due  to  the  appellant.  If  he  refuses  to 
make  the  proper  restitution,  the  appellate  court  will  grant  the  costs  of 
a  motion  for  restitution  as  matter  of  course.  But  if  no  such  demand 
is  made,  the  court  might  decline  to  impose  costs,  though  the  matter 
would  be  entirely  discretionary  with  the  court,  and  the  discretion  exer- 
cised according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  At  the  proper  time 
the  motion  is  be  to  brought  to  argument,  and,  if  the  appellant  is  suc- 
cessful, he  will  then  enter  a  proper  order  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate 
court,  procure  a  certified  copy  thereof,  and  serve  it  upon  the  adverse 
party. 
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Judgment  on  offer.  —  Judgment  on  affirmance. 

Judgment  on  offer.  Where  the  appellant  has  accepted  an  offer 
made  by  the  respondent  to  allow  judgment  to  be  rendered  in  the  ap- 
pellate coiirt  for  a  specified  sum  as  prescribed  in  section  3070  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  he  should  file  it  with  an  affidavit  of  service 
of  the  notice  of  acceptance  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court,  who 
thereupon  must  enter  judgment  in  accordance  with  the  offer.  Ante,  939. 

Form  of  judgment  on  offer. 

At  a  term  of  the  Fulton  County  Court,  held  at  the  court-house  in  the 

village  of  Johnstown,  on  the  15th  day  of  August,  1865  : 
Present  —  Hon.  John  Stewart,  Count/y  Judge. 
FULTON"  COUNTY  COUET. 


John  Doe,  respondent, 
agst. 

Richard  Roe,  appellant. 


This  action  having  been  brought  into  this  court  by  an  appeal  taken  by  the 
above-named  Richard  Eoe  from  a  judgment  rendered  against  him  and 
in  favor  of  John  Doe,  the  respondent  above  named,  on  the  3d  day  of 
July,  1865,  by  Eichardson  P.  Clark,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  said  county, 
for  the  sum  of  $150  damages,  and  costs,  and  the  respondent  having  duly 
offered  to  allow  judgment  to  be  rendered  in  this  court  in  his  favor  for 
the  sum  of  $125.  And  the  appellant  having  duly  accepted  said  offer  and 
filed  the  same  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  said  county,  with  an  affidavit 
of  service  of  a  notice  of  acceptance  of  the  same,  now,  on  motion  of 
A.  B.,  attorney  for  said  appellant,  it  is 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  respondent,  John  Doe,  recover  of 
the  appellant,  Eich'ard  Eoe,  the  sum  of  $118,  the  amount  of  said  offer, 
less  the  amount  of  the  appellant's  costs  in  the  court  below  and  his  dis- 
bursements upon  this  appeal,  adjusted  at  the  sum  of  $7,  and  hereby 
set  off  against  the  sum  specified  in  said  offer. 

Judgment  xipon  an  offer  made  in  pursuance  of  section  3072  of  the 
Code  may  be  in  substantially  the  same  form.  The  statute  requires 
that  where  a  sum  of  money  is  awarded  to  one  party  and  costs  are 
awarded  to  the  adverse  party,  the  appellate  court  must  set  off  the  one 
against  the  other,  and  render  judgment  for  the  balance.  Vol.  1,  p.  58, 
§  3059. 

Judgment  on  affirmance.  After  the  argument  and  decision  of  an 
appeal  taken  upon  questions  of  law  only,  the  successful  party  usually 
enters  tlie  proper  judgment.  The  Code  provides  that  a  judgment, 
affirming  wholly  or  partly  a  judgment  from  which  an  appeal  has  been 
taken,  shalfnot  expressly  and  in  terms  award  to  the  respondent  a  sum 
of  money  or  otiier  relief  which  was  awarded  to  him  by  the  judgment 
so  affirmed.     Code  of  Civ.  Pro.,  §  1317.     And  see  id.,  §  1319;  Beers 
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Judgment  of  reversal. 

V.  HendrioTcson,  45  N.  Y.  665.     But  this  provision  does  not  seem  ap- 
plicable to  appeals  to  the  County  Court. 

Judgment  of  affi/rmcmce. 

At  a  term  of  the  Fulton  County  Court,  held  at  the  court-house  in  the 

village  of  Johnstown,  on  the  last  Tuesday  of  November,  1865  : 
Present  —  Hon.  John  Stewakt,  County  Judge,  presiding. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COUET. 


John  Doe,  respondent, 

agst. 
Kichard  Roe,  appellant. 


The  above-entitled  action  having  been  duly  brought  mto  this  court 
on  appeal  taken  by  the  appellant  Richard  Roe,  from  a  judgment  ren- 
dered'on  the         '     day  of  ,  1865,  by  Richardson  P.  Clark, 

Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  Fulton 
county,  ior  the  sum  of  $  damages  and  costs,  in  favor  of  the  said 

John  Doe  and  against  the  said  Richard  Roe  ;  f  and  the  said  cause  hav- 
ing been  duly  brought  to  a  hearing,  and  after  hearing  Horace  E.  Smith, 
Esq.,  of  counsel  for  the  appellant,  and  Archibald  McFarlan,  Esq.,  of 
counsel  for  the  respondent,  and  due  deliberation  having  been  had 
thereon,  it  is  now,  on  motion  of  Archibald  McFarlan, 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  judgment  rendered  bjr  the  said  jus- 
tice, as  aforesaid,*  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  in  all  things  affirmed, 
that  the  said  John  Doe  recover  of  the  said  Richard  Roe  the  amount  of 
the  il^dgment  in   the  court  below,  to-wit :  the  sum  of  $  ,  with 

interest  thereon  from  the  rendition  of  said  judgment,  amoimting  to  the 
sum  of  $  ;  that  he  also  recover  the  amount  of  his  costs  and  charges 
adjusted  at  $  ,  which  amount  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  %  , 

and  that  he  have  an  execution  thereon,  etc. 

Judgment  of  reversaL  If  the  appellant  succeeds  upon  his  appeal, 
wholly  or  in  part,  he  should  enter  the  proper  judgment  in  the  appellate 
court.     The  judgment  may  be  in  one  of  the  following  forms: 

Judgment  of  reversal. 

{As  in  the  preceding  form  down  to  the  '*,  and  then  proceed  thus :) 
be  and  the  same  is  hereby  in  all  things  reversed  with  costs,  and 

it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  an  execution  issue,  etc. 

Heversal  in  part,  ahsoVutely. 

{As  in  the  form  of  affirmance  above,  to  the  *,  and  then  pro- 
ceed thus  :)  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed  as  to  the  sum  of  $50, 
and  for  the  residue  of  the  said  judgment,  to-wit,  for  the  sum  of  $100, 
the  said  judgment  is  affirmed  with  $10  costs  to  the  appellant  {or  to  the 
respondent),  and  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  an  execution 
issue,  etc. 
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Judgments  where  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  county  court. 

Reversal  in  part,  conditionally. 

{As  in  the  form  of  affirmance  ante,  1030,  to  the  words,  "  duly 
Irought  to  a  hearvng,^^  and  then  proceed  thus :)  and  the  annexed  de- 
cision of  this  conrt  thereon  having  been  made  and  filed,  whereby  said 
judgment  is  aflSrmed  in  case  the  plaintiff  consents  to  reduce  the  recovery 
for  damages  to  the  sum  of  $  ,  as  of  the  day  of  , 

1865,  and  the  plaintifl'  having  consented  to  such  reduction,  now,  on 
motion  of  John  M.  Carroll,  Esq.,  of  counsel  for  the  appellant,  it  is 

Ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  judgment  so  rendered  by  the  said  jus- 
tice be  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed  for  the  sum  of  $  ,  and  the 
residue  of  said  judgment,  to-wit,  for  the  sum  of  $  ,  is  hereby 
afiirmed,  with  $  costs ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  an  execu- 
tion issue,  etc. 

In  making  up  the  judgment-roll  in  this  last  case,  it  will  be  proper,  if 
not  necessary,  to  incorporate  a  copy  of  the  order  of  modification,  ante, 
1006,  and  of  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  ante,  1007. 

Judgment  of  reversal,  with  restitution,  etc. 

{As  in  the  form  of  affi/rmomce,  write,  1030,  to  the  *,  amd  then 
proceed  thus ;)  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  in  all  things  reversed.  And 
it  appearing  to  the  court  that,  notwithstanding  the  appeal  herein,  the 
respondent  executed  and  collected  the  amount  of  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below,  with  costs,  constable's  fees  etc.,  to-wit,  the  sum  of  $  ,  it 
is  therefore  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  respondent  make 
restitution,  by  paying  to  the  said  appellant  or  his  attorney,  within 
days  after  the  service  of  this  judgment  upon  him  or  his  attor- 
ney, the  said  sum  of  %  ,  with  interest  from  the  day  of 
,  1865,  the  date  of  said  collection  by  the  said  respondent.  And 
it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  appellant  recover  % 
costs  on  this  appeal,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  %  ,  and  that  an 
execution  issue,  etc. 

In  the  form  of  judgment  jiist  given,  the  order  for  restitution  forms 
a  part  of  the  judgment  itself,  as  it  properly  may  where  the  order  for 
restitution  is  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal.  But  if  the  applica- 
tion for  restitution  is  not  made  until  after  bringing  on  the  appeal,  a 
motion  will  be  necessary  ;  and  upon  proper  proofs  an  order  of  restitu- 
tion will  be  made. 

Judgment  on  dismissal  of  appeal. 

{As    in  the  judgment  of   affmnruimce,  ante,  1030,    to  the  words 
^'noio  on  motion  of  Archibald  McFarlan,^'  and  then  proceed  thus:) 
It  is  ordered  and  adjudged  that  said  appeal  be  dismissed,  with  $ 
costs  to  the  respondent,  and  that  an  execution  issue,  etc. 

Judgments  where  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  County  Court.    The 

forms  of  judgments  already  given  relate  to  cases  in  which  the  appeal 
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Judgment-roll.  —  Costa  on  appeal. 

was  heard  and  decided  upon  the  facts  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the 
justice's  return.  But,  since  there  must  be  judgments  in  cases  which 
are  retried  in  the  County  Court  by  a  jury,  it  is  necessary  to  give  the 
proper  forms  of  judgments  in  such  cases. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  verdict. 

{As  in  affvrmance,  ante,  1030,  to  fj  <md  then  -proceed  thus:) 
and  the  said  justice  having  made  and  filed  his  return  to  said  appeal, 
and  having  returned  the  process,  proof  of  service  thereof,  and  the 
pleadings  in  the  said  action,  etc.,  and  the  said  action  being  duly  pend- 
ing in  this  court,  the  issues  joined  between  the  parties  having  been 
duly  brought  on  for  trial  therein,  before  the  Hon.  John  Stewart,  county 
judge  of  Fulton  county,  and  a  jury  of  said  county,  at  the  term  of  this 
court  held  at  the  court-house  in  the  village  of  Johnstown  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  and  the  issues  having  been  tried,  and  a  verdict 

for  :j:  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $  having  been  duly  rendered  on 

the  day  of  ,  1865,  and  his  costs  having  been  adjusted  at 

$  ,  now,  on  motion  of  Alva  H.  Tremain,  Esq.,  attorney  for  the 

plaintiff,  it  is  adjudged  that  the  said  plaintiff  recover  of  the  said  de- 
fendant $  ,  so  found  by  the  jury,  with  $  costs ;  and  that 
an  execution  issue,  etc. 

Judgment  for  defenda/nt  on  verdict. 

{As  in  the  last  form,  to  the  %,  and  then  proceed  thus:)  the 
defendant  hadng  been  duly  rendered,  and  his  costs  having  been  ad- 
justed at  $  ,  now,  on  motion  of  Richard  H.  Eosa,  Esq.,  it  is 
adjudged  that  the  defendant  have  judgment  against  the  plaintiff',  upon 
the  issues  of  this  action  for  the  sum  of  $  ,  and  that  an  execution 
issue,  etc. 

The  foregoing  forms  are  sufficient  to  show  the  young  practitioner 
what  the  general  form  of  such  judgments  should  be,  and  in  those  in- 
stances in  which  the  facts  differ  from  those  in  a  case  like  those  already 
specified,  each  person  can  modify  these  forms  to  suit  the  particular 
case. 

Judgment-roll.  The  statute  prescribes  what  papers  are  necessary 
to  constitute  a  judgment-roll.     Vol.  1,  p.  58,  §  3061. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  attach  these  papers  together  and  file 
them  immediately  after  entering  final  judgment  upon  the  determina- 
tion of  the  appeal.  lb. 

§  11.  Costs  on  appeal.  There  is  usually  very  little  difficulty  in  re- 
lation to  the  adjustment  of  costs  on  appeals  to  the  County  Courts  from 
inferior  courts.  The  provisions  of  the  statute  are  few  and  simple,  and 
for  that  reason  there  will  be  no  occasion  for  any  extended  remarks  upon 
the  subject. 

Since  tlie  change  in  the  law  which  provides  for  new  trials  in  the 
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When  the  appeal  is  heard  upon  the  return.  —  Where  a  new  trial  is  had,  etc. 

County  Courts,  there  will  be  two  difierent  rates  or  classes  of  costs,  viz. : 
one  in  those  cases  which  are  heard  and  decided  upon  the  return  ;  the 
other  in  those  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  had.  These  classes  will  be 
examined  separately  ;  and  tirst,  then,  as  to  the  costs  in  cases  heard  upon 
the  return. 

When  the  appeal  is  heard  upon  the  return.  Where  an  appeal 
has  been  taken  for  any  purpose  other  than  to  obtain  a  new  trial  in  the 
appellate  court,  the  award  of  costs  is  regulated  as  follows : 

1.  If  the  appeal  is  dismissed  because  neither  party  brings  it  to  a 
hearing,  costs  cannot  be  awarded  to  either  party. 

2.  If  the  judgment  is  reversed  for  an  error  in  fact  not  aflEecting  the 
merits,  or  if  a  new  trial  is  directed  before  the  same  or  another  justice, 
the  costs  of  the  appeal  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  appellate  court. 

3.  If  the  judgment  is  affirmed,  costs  must  be  awarded  to  the  respond- 
dent. 

4.  If  the  judgment  is  reversed,  Costs  must  be  awarded  to  the  appel- 
lant. 

5.  If  the  judgment  is  affirmed  only  in  part,  the  costs  or  such  part 
thereof  as  to  the  appellate  court  seems  just,  not  exceeding  $10 
besides  disbursements,  may  be  awarded  to  either  party.  Yol.  1,  p. 
60,  §  3066. 

6.  If  on  an  appeal  f  roiii  a  judgment  of  a  District  Court  to  the  Common 
Pleas  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  Tork,  the  judgment  of  the  District 
Court  is  modified,  or  if  it  is  reversed  and  a  new  trial  is  ordered  in  the 
District  Court,  costs  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  appellate  court.  Code 
of  Civil  Pro.,  §  3213,  as  amended  by  Laws  of  1883,  chap.  231. 

The  costs  awarded  upon  an  appeal  not  taken  for  a  new  trial  in  the 
appellate  court  are  prescribed  by  the  statute  as  follows : 

To  the  appellant,  upon  reversal,  $30. 

To  the  respondent,  upon  affirmance,  $25. 

To  tWs  must  be  added  the  disbursements  of  the  successful  party. 
See  vol.  1,  p.  60,  §  3067. 

When  costs  are  awarded  to  the  appellant,  he  may  include  in  the  dis- 
bursements upon  appeal  the  costs  and  fee  paid  to  the  justice  upon 
taking  the  appeal ;  and  where  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  justice 
was  against  the  appellant,  he  may  also  include  in  those  disbursements, 
the  costs  of  the  action  before  the  justice  Vhich  he  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  recover  if  the  judgment  of  the  justice  had  been  in  his  favor. 
Id.,  p.  58,  §  3060. 

Where  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  appeUate  court.  The  provisions 
of  the  Code  as  to  the  right  of  a  party  to  costs  where  a  new  trial  is  had 
130 
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Where  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  appellate  court. 

in  the  appellate  court  are  somewhat  obscure,  though  when  it  is  deter, 
mined  which  party  is  entitled  to  costs,  the  amount  to  which  he  is  en- 
titled is  fixed  by  the  statute  with  sufficient  certainty. 

If  upon  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  for  a  sum  of  money  only,  the 
respondent  has  made  offer  of  judgment  which  has  been  accepted  by  the 
appellant  as  provided  in  section  3070  of  the  Code,  the  appellant  will 
be  entitled  to  recover  his  costs  in  the  court  below  and  his  disbursements 
upon  the  appeal,  including  the  costs  and  fee,  if  any,  paid  to  the  justice 
upon  taking  the  appeal,  but  neither  party  will  be  entitled  to  costs  upon 
the  appeal.     Id.,  p.  61,  §  3070. 

If  an  offer  is  not  made  under  the  section^  cited,  and  the  verdict,  re- 
port or  decision  upon  the  appeal  is  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  by 
the  sum  of  $10  than  the  verdict  or  decision  in  the  court  below,  the  ap- 
pellant is  entitled  to  recover  costs  upon  the  appeal ;  otherwise  the  re- 
spondent is  entitled  to  recover  costs.  lb. 

If  the  offer  is  made  by  the  respondent  but  is  not  accepted  by  the  ap- 
pellant, and  the  verdict,  report,  or  decision  upon  the  appeal  is  more 
favorable  to  the  appellant  by  the  sum  of  $10  than  the  amount  of  the 
offer,  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  recover  costs  upon  the  appeal ;  other- 
wise the  respondent  is  entitled  to  recover  costs.  lb. 

This  is  the  plain  declaration  of  the  statute.  But  it  has  been  held 
that  the  provisions  of  section  3070  above  cited  have  reference  only  to 
cases  where  some  judgment  is  recovered  by  the  respondent ;  that  in  no 
case  can  a  party  to  an  action  recover  costs  where  he  fails  to  recover 
judgment  against  his  adversary ;  that  where,  on  an  appeal  by  the  de- 
fendant from  a  money  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  m  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  appellate  court  resulting  in  a  verdict 
of  '•  no  cause  of  action,"  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs  regardless  of 
section  3070,  that  such  a  case  falls  within  section  3229  of  the  Code ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  not  being  entitled  to  costs  under  the  latter  sec- 
tion, the  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs  established  for  such  actions  by 
section  3073.     Quick  v.    Wixon,  27  Hun,  592. 

The  case  last  cited  being  a  decision  of  the  General  Term  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  and  the  only  one  reported  upon  the  point  in  question, 
must  be  regarded  as  a  controlling  authority  until  it  is  reversed  or 
overruled.  It  may  not  be  presuming  too  much  to  suggest  that  the 
case  engrafts  a  limitation  upon  the  application  of  section  3070  of  the 
Code  not  mentioned  by  the  legislature,  and  gives  an  application  to  sec- 
tion 3229  of  that  act  which  the  legislature  expressly  denied  it.  See 
Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  3237. 

If  an  offer  of  judgment  made  under  section  3072  of  the  Code  is  not 
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accepted,  and  the  party  to  whom  it  was  made  fails  to  obtain  a  more  fav- 
orable judgment,  he  cannot  recover  costs  from  the  time  of  the  offer, 
but  must  pay  costs  from  that  time.  Yol.  1,  p.  62. 

Upon  an  appeal  for  a  new  trial  the  statute  allows  the  following  costs, 
besides  disbursements: 

For  all  proceedings  before  notice  of  trial,  $15. 
For  all  subsequent  proceedings  before  trial,  $10. 
For  the  trial  of  an  issue  of  law,  $15. 
For  the  trial  of  an  issue  of  fact,  $20. 

For  the  argument  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a  ease,  $15. 
For  each  term,  not  more  than  five,  at  which  the  appeal  is  regularly 
on  the  calendar,  excluding  the  term  at  which  it  is  tried  or  otherwise 
finally  disposed  of,  $10.    Id.,  §  3073. 

More  favorable  judgment.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  there 
will  be  no  dispute  whether  the  judgment  recovered  is  more  or  less 
favorable  to  the  party  recovering  it  than  the  offer  made  to  him  by  the 
opposite  party.  As  illustrations,  suppose  that  the  defendant,  in  an 
action  for  a  trespass  to  personal  property,  should  offer  to  allow  a  judg- 
ment to  be  taken  against  him  for  $100  damages,  but  on  the  trial  the 
plaintiff  recovers  only  $25  ;  in  such  a  case  no  one  would  question  a 
claim  made  by  the  defendant  that  the  judgment  was  less  favorable  to 
the  plaintiff  than  the  offer  made,  and  that  he  must  consequently  pay 
costs  under  the  statute. 

So,  too,  in  an  action  for  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  special  con- 
tract, if  the  defendant  were  to  offer  to  allow  a  judgment  for  $150 
damages,  and  the  plaintiff  should  recover  but  $Y5  damages,  it  is  clear 
that  the  same  result  must  follow.  But  there  may  be  cases  in  which 
the  mere  amount  of  the  verdict  is  not  alone  the  matter  which  is  to 
control  the  determination  of  the  question  as  to  the  liability  for  costs. 
A  similar  statute  is  applicable  to  actions  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and 
several  cases  have  been  decided  upon  the  construction  of  that  statute ; 
and  since  the  principle  of  the  statute  is  alike  in  both  cases,  the  cases 
thus  decided  are  equally  applicable  to  cases  arising  under  this  section. 
In  Buggies  v.  Fogg,  7  How.  324,  the  defendant,  before  answering  in 
the  action,  offered  to  allow  judgment  to  be  taken  against  himself  for 
$250  and  costs  in  a  case  in  which  the  complaint  claimed  $274 ;  this 
offer  was  refused.  The  defendant  then  answered  by  a  general  denial, 
and  also  interposed  a  counter-claim  for  $175.  On  the  trial  the  plaintiff 
recovered  $241.67,  which  was  less  than  the  offer  of  $230,  with  interest 
from  the  date  of  the  offer  to  the  day  of  trial ;  but  this  was  held  to  be 
a  more  favorable  jndorment  to  the  plaintiff  than  that  offered,  because 
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the  judgment  extinguished  the  counter-claim,  while  that  would  not 
have  been  the  result  if  the  offer  had  been  accepted,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was,  therefore,  entitled  to  costs. 

The  principle  is  the  same  where  the  plaintiff  recovers  the  precise 
sum  offered,  but  extinguishes  a  counter-claim  set  up  by  the  defendant 
after  the  date  of  the  offer  and  refusal,  and  where  the  offer  is  made 
before  answering  in  the  action.     Fidding  v.  Mills,  2  Bosw.  489. 

"Where  a  complaint  sets  out  a  note  and  account  as  the  causes  of 
action,  and  the  defendant  interposes  a  defense  by  answer,  setting  up  a 
counter-claim  or  a  set-off,  and  he  afterward  serves  an  offer  to  allow  the 
plaintiff  to  take  judgment  against  him  for  a  specified  sum,  which  the 
plaintiff  declines  to  accept,  and  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial  recovers  a 
verdict  for  a  less  amount  than  the  sura  offered,  with  interest  thereon 
to  the  date  of  the  verdict,  the  plaintiff  must  in  sucli  a  case  pay  costs  to 
the  defendant  from  the  time  of  the  offer,  because  the  verdict  is  less 
favorable  than  the  offer  since  an  offer  of  judgment  made  at  that  stage 
of  the  case,  and  its  acceptance  and  the  entry  of  judgment  thereon 
would  extinguish  the  counter-claim  or  set-off.  Schneider  v.  Jacobi,  1 
Duer,  694 ;  Kilts  v.  Seeber,  10  How.  270. 

The  principle  applicable  to  such  cases  is  clearly  and  forcibly  stated 
by  Beown,  J.,  in  Budd  v.  Jackson,  26  How.  398,  400,  401.  "When 
the  plaintiff  imites  in  the  same  action,  as  he  did  in  the  present  case,  a 
claim  that  is  not  disputed  with  one  that  is,  the  defendant  may  remove 
from  the  controversy  the  undisputed  claim  by  the  offer  under  the  sec- 
tion quoted,  and  thus  make  the  subsequent  costs  of  the  litigation 
depend  upon  the  litigation  in  regard  to  the  disputed  claim.  The  offer 
must  be  fully  equal  to  the  sum  actually  and  really  due  to  the  plaintiff, 
or  he  is  not  bound  to  accept  it,  and  whether  it  is  equal  to  that  sum  or 
not  is  to  be  determined  (if  it  is  not  accepted)  by  the  sum  subsequently 
proved  to  be  due  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury  or  the  report  of  the 
referee.  The  plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to  reject  the  offer,  and  to  proceed 
in  the  action  as  if  it  had  not  been  made,  but  he  does  this  at  the  peril 
of  losing  his  own  subsequent  costs,  and  also  of  paying  costs  to  the 
defendant  should  lie  fail  to  recover  a  more  favorable  judgment.  This 
'  more  favorable  judgment,'  spoken  of  in  the  section,  which  he  must 
recover  to  entitle  him  to  costs,  does  not  mean  in  the  case  of  a  money 
demand  upon  which  interest  is  accruing  a  sum  greater  at  the  time  of 
the  report  or  verdict  than  the  sum  offered,  because  the  excess  may  be 
made  np  of  the  interest  accruing  since  the  time  of  the  offer  and  pend- 
ing the  litigation.  Were  this  construction  to  obtain,  the  section  would 
become  practically  useless,  for  as  it  would  be  impossible  to  know  liow 
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long  the  litigation  has  to  last,  so  it  would  be  impossible  to  know  what 
sum  to  offer.  Besides,  if  the  offer  be  a  greater  sum  than  that  actually 
due  at  the  time  of  the  offer,  by  accepting  it  the  plaintiff  would,  in 
fact,  get  what  did  not  belong  to  him.  The  time  of  making  the  offer 
is  a  material  element  in  determining  whether  it  is  as  favorable  as  the 
judgment  recovered.  And  if  the  verdict  is  made  up  of  principal  and 
the  interest  which  accrued  upon  that  principal,  in  determining  which  is 
most  favorable  to  the  plaintiff,  the  interest  which  accrued  intermediate 
the  time  of  the  offer  and  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  is 
to  be  rejected  therefrom.  Thus,  in  the  present  case,  the  sum  named 
in  the  written  order  was  $357.44  ;  the  sum  found  due  the  plaintiff  by 
the  referee  is  $377.17,  being  $19.73  in  excess  of  the  sum  expressed  in 
the  offer,  but  as  this  excess  is  not  equal  to  the  interest  from  the  time 
of  the  offer  to  the  date  of  the  report  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  obtain 
a  more  favorable  judgment.  The  test  is  the  sum  due  to  the  plaintiff 
for  principal  and  interest  thereon  at  the  time  of  the  written  offer,  and 
not  that  sum  increased  and  enlarged  with  the  interest  intermediate  the 
date  of  the  offer  and  the  date  of  report  or  verdict."  In  the  case  just 
cited,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  costs 
from  the  time  of  the  offer,  but  must  pay  costs  to  the  defendant  from 
that  time  to  the  judgment. 

Interest  added  by  the  jury  or  by  the  court  to  the  damages  recovered 
upon  an  appeal  to  the  County  Court  from  the  judgment  of  a  court  of 
a  justice  of  the  peace  cannot  be  estimated  in  determining  whether  the 
judgment  in  the  County  Court  is  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than 
the  offer  of  the  respondent.  Pike  v.  Johnson,  47  N.  T.  1.  See,  also, 
Johnston  v.  Catlin,  57  id.  652  ;  Smith  v.  May,  32  How.  222 ;  S.  C„ 
2  Abb.  (N.  S.)  227 ;  Baldwin  v.  Brown,  37  How.  385 ;  Humiston  v. 
Ballard,  40  id.  40 ;  S.  C,  63  Barb.  11 ;  Tilman  v.  Eeane,  1  Abb. 
(IST.  S.)  23 ;  Kelly  v.  Bonested,  29  Hun,  546.  But  see  Bathgate  v. 
HasUn,  63 'E".  Y.  261. 

Taxation  of  costs.  The  practice  as  to  the  adjustment  of  costs  is  the 
same  as  in  actions  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and  there  is  no  need  of  stat- 
ing it  at  length  in  this  place,  since  the  usual  books  of  practice  will  fur- 
nish all  desired  information.  But  the  provisions  of  the  Code  may  be 
conveniently  given. 

"  Costs  must  be  taxed  by  the  clerk,  upon  the  application  of  the  party 
entitled  thereto ;  except  that  the  court  may  direct  that  interlocutory 
costs,  or  costs  in  a  special  proceeding,  be  taxed  by  a  judge.  The  clerk 
must  insert,  in  the  judgment  or  final  order,  the  amount  of  the  costs,  as 
taxed.     In  a  case  where  tlie  costs  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
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the  report  or  decision,  or  the  direction  of  the  court  for  final  judgment, 
upon  a  default,  or  after  a  jury  trial,  must  specify  which  party  or  parties 
are  entitled  to  costs ;  but  the  amount  of  the  costs  must  be  ascertained 
by  taxation.  The  allowance,  specified  in  section  3252  of  this  act,  must 
be  computed  by  the  clerk  upon  the  taxation  ;  but  the  value  of  property, 
required  to  be  ascertained  for  that  purpose,  must  be  ascertained  by  the 
court,  unless  it  has  been  fixed  by  the  decision  or  report,  or  by  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury,  upon  which  the  final  judgment  is  entered  ;  except  that, 
in  case  of  actual  partition,  it  must  be  determined  by  the  commissioners." 
Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §  3262. 

"Costs  may  be  taxed,  upon  notice  to  the  attorney  for  each  adverse 
party,  who  has  appeared,  and  is  interested  in  reducing  the  amount 
thereof.  Notice  of  taxation  must  be  served,  not  less  than  five  days  before 
the  taxation ;  unless  the  attorneys,  serving  and  served  with  the  notice,  all 
reside,  or  have  their  offices,  in  the  city  or  town  where  the  costs  are  to  be 
taxed  ;  in  which  case,  a  notice  of  two  days  is  sufficient.  A  copy  of  the 
bill  of  costs,  specifying  the  items,  with  the  disbursements  stated  in  de- 
tail, must  be  served  with  the  notice  of  taxation."  Id.,  §  3263. 

"  Costs  may  also  be  taxed  without  notice.  But  where  they  are  so 
taxed,  notice  of  retaxation  thereof  must  immediately  afterward  be  given, 
as  prescribed  in  the  last  section,  by  the  party  at  whose  instance  they 
were  taxed ;  in  default  whereof,  the  court  must,  upon  the  application 
of  a  party  entitled  to  notice,  direct  a  retaxation,  with  costs  of  the  motion, 
to  be  paid  by  the  party  in  default.  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion, 
upon  the  application  of  a  party  interested,  direct  a  retaxation  of  costs 
at  any  time.  Any  sum,  deducted  upon  a  retaxation,  must  be  credited 
upon  the  execution,  or  other  mandate  issued  to  enforce  the  judgment." 
Id.,  §  3264. 

"A  taxation  or  a  retaxation  may  be  reviewed  by  the  court,  upon  a 
motion  for  a  new  taxation.  The  order,  made  upon  such  a  motion,  may 
allow  or  disallow  any  item,  objected  to  before  the  taxing  officer,  in 
which  case,  it  has  the  effect  of  a  new  taxation  ;  or  it  may  direct  a  new 
taxation  before  the  proper  officer,  specifying  the  grounds  or  the 
proof  upon  which  the  item  may  be  allowed  or  disallowed  by  him." 
Id.,  §  3265. 

"  An  officer,  authorized  to  tax  costs  in  an  action  or  a  special  proceed- 
ing, must,  whether  the  taxation  is  opposed  or  not,  examine  the  bills  pre- 
sented to  him  for  taxation  ;  must  satisfy  himself  that  all  the  items  al- 
lowed by  him  are  correct  and  legal ;  and  must  strike  out  all  charges 
for  fees  other  than  the  prospective  charges  expressly  allowed  by  law, 
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where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  services,  for  which  they  are  charged, 
were  necessarily  performed."  Id.,  §  3266. 

"  A  charge,  for  the  attendance  of  a  witness,  cannot  be  allowed  with- 
out an  affidavit,  stating  the  nnmber  of  days  of  his  actual  attendance ; 
and,  if  travel  fees  are  charged,  the  distance  for  which  they  are  allowed. 
A  charge,  for  a  copy  of  a  document  or  paper,  cannot  be  allowed,  with- 
out an  affidavit,  stating  that  it  was  actually  and  necessarily  used,  or  was 
necessarily  obtained  for  use.  An  item  of  disbursements,  in  a  bill  of 
costs,  cannot  be  allowed,  in  any  case,  unless  it  is  verified  by  affidavit, 
and  appears  to  have  been  necessarily  incurred,  and  to  be  reasonable  in 
amount."  Id.,  §  3267. 

§  12.  Enforcement  of  the  judgment.  A  judgment  rendered  upon 
an  appeal  where  a  new  trial  has  been  had  in  the  appellate  court  is  en- 
forced in  the  same  manner  as  a  judgment  rendered  in  an  action  com- 
menced in  that  court,  that  is,  by  an  execution  issued  by  the  attorney 
for  the  successful  party  and  delivered  to  the  sheri£E  of  the  county  for 
service.  See  vol.  1,  p.  61,  §  3070. 

The  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  on  an  appeal  wherein  no  new 
trial  is  had  is  enforced  by  an  execution  issued  by  the  attorney  and  exe- 
cuted by  the  slierifE. 


PART  IX. 

SPECIAL  PEOOEEDINGS  AND  PKECEDENTS. 

CHAPTER  I. 

PEECEDENTS  OF  PLEADINGS. 

Section  1.  Complaints  on  contracts.  Pleadings  of  some  kind 
must  be  used  in  every  court  in  which  actions  are  tried  and  judgments 
rendered  upon  evidence  introduced.  In  justices'  courts  these  pleadings 
are  frequently  oral,  and  sometimes  quite  informal  and  insufficient  if 
duly  objected  to.  The  change  in  the  law  which  authorized  a  new  trial 
in  the  County  Court,  upon  an  appeal,  will  induce  more  general  care  as 
to  the  pleadings  interposed.  To  aid  the  young  pi'actitioner  in  this  par- 
ticular, a  selection  of  precedents  will  be  given,  which  will  include 
most  of  the  forms  of  pleading  required  in  actions  tried  in  this  court. 
And  where  the  law  relating  to  the  particular  precedent  has  been  dis- 
cussed in  this  work,  a  reference  will  be  made  to  the  pages  relating  to 
such  law. 

The  formal  parts  of  a  complaint  may  be  as  follows  : 
m  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Doe 

agst. 

Richard  Roe. 


Before  David  Kennedy,  Esq. 


The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendant,  and  alleges  {here  state  the 
cause  of  action). 

Wherefore,  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  in  his  favor,  and  against 
the  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  $200',  together  with  the  costs  of  this 
action. 

For  the  general  rules  relating  to  complaints,  see  amte,  305-326. 

Complaint  hy  an  infamt  plaintiff . 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


James  Smith,  an  infant,  by- 
John  Smith,  his  guar- 
dian, plaintiflF, 

agst. 
John  Doe,  defendant. 


Before  David  Kennedy,  Esq. 


Tlie  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendant,  and  alleges  that  he  is  an 
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infant,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  that  on  the  13th  day  of 
November,  1865,  the  said  John  Smith  was  duly  appointed,  by  the 
said  justice,  guardian  for  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting 
this  action ;  that  {state  cause  of  action).  Wherefore,  etc.  {state  de- 
mand of  judgmmt  as  ante,  1040).     See  ante,  307. 

Complaint  on  a  justices  judgment. 

{Title  and  commiencement  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the        day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  town  of  Mayfleld,  in 

the  county  of  Fulton,  the  said  John  Doe  commenced  a  civil  action 
against  the  said  Kiehard  Roe,  then  {and  still)  being  a  resident  of  said 
county,  before  Henry  Bartlett,  then  {and  still)  being  a  justice  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  said  county,  by  the  service  of  a  summons  upon  said 
■defendant  personally. 

That  the  said  summons  was  issued  by  and  under  the  hand  of  the  said 
justice,  and  directed  to  any  constable  of  the  said  county,  commanding 
him  to  summon  the  said  Richard  Roe  to  be  and  appear  before  the  said 
justice,  at  his  office  in  Mayfield  aforesaid,  on  the         day  of  , 

1865,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  to  answer  the  complaint  of  the  said 
John  Doe  in  a  civil  action,  and  was  b}'  the  said  justice  delivered  to 
John  W.  Brown,  then  {and  still)  being  a  constable  of  the  said  county, 
who  afterward,  and  before  the  time  of  appearance  therein  mentioned, 
returned  the  same  to  the  said  justice,  with  a  return  thereupon  in  writ- 
ing, with  his  name  signed  thereto,  that  he  had  on  the  day  of  , 
1865,  served  the  same  upon  the  said  Richard  Roe  personally.  That  at 
the  time  and  place  of  appearance  mentioned  in  the  said  summons  {if 
the  defendant  did  not  appear)  the  said  John  Doe  appeared  before  the 
said  justice,  and  the  said  Richard  Roe  did  not  appear  then,  nor  within 
one  liour  thereafter,  but  therein  made  default. 

{If  the  defendant  did  appear,  then  allege) :  The  said  John  Doe  and 
Richard  Roe  appeared  before  the  said  justice,  and  the  said  John  Doe 
complained  against  the  said  Richard  Roe  for  work  and  labor  {or  as  the 
cause  of  action,  may  have  been),  and  claimed  damages  to  the  amount  of 
$200  only.  That  the  said  Richard  Roe  answered  the  said  complaint 
by  interposing  a  general  denial  of  all  the  allegations  contained  in  the 
said  complaint  {with  any  other  defense  which  may  have  been  interposed) ; 
the  said  justice  then  and  there  holding  a  court  for  the  trial  of  the  said 
action. 

That  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had  before  the  said  justice  ; 
that  the  said  John  Doe  afterward,  and  on  the         day  of  ,  1865, 

at  the  place  aforesaid  {or  if  judgment  was  rendered  on  the  same  day, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at,  etc.,)  by  the  consideration  and 
judgment  of  the  said  justice,  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  said 
Richard  Roe,  for  the  sum  of  $150  damages  and  costs,  adjudged  to  the 
said  John  Doe  by  the  said  justice. 

That  said  jndgmeilt  still  remains  in  ftiU  force  and  effect,  wholly 
unsatisfied,  not  paid  iior  reversed,  annulled  nor  set  aside,  nor  has  the 
said  John  Doe  had  ejs«cution  thereof.     Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands 
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judgment  for  tlie  sum  of  $150,  with  interest  and  costs,  amounting  to 
the  sum  of  $200. 

For  the  rules  relating  to  complaints  on  judgments,  see  vol.  2,  pp 
223,  224. 

CoTryplamt  on  a  chattel  mortgage. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  am,te,  1040.) 

That  on  the         day  of  ,  18     ,  at  the  town  of  ,  in 

the  county  of  ,  the  defendant,  for  a  valuable  consideration,, 

made  his  chattel  mortgage  in  writing,  under  his  hand  {and  seal,  if 
there  is  one  attached),  and  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  copy).  That  the  said  mortgage  remains 
wholly  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  and  that  there  is  now  due  thereon  to 
the  plaintifi  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $  ,  with  interest 

on  the  same  from  the        day  of  ,   18     .     Wherefore  the 

plaintiff  demands  judgment,  etc.,  as  OMte,  1040.  See  vol.  1,  pp. 
263-329. 

Complaint  on  bond  for  paymsnt  of  money  only, 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  a/nte,  1040.) 

That  on  the         day  of  ,  18     ,  the  defendant  made  his  bond 

in  writing,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  and  delivered  it  to  the  plamtiff,. 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  copy).  That  the  said  bond 
remains  entirely  unpaid,  and  that  there  is  now  due  thereon  to  the 
plaintiff   from  the  defendant,  the  sum  of  $  ,  with  interest 

from  the        day  of  ,  18     ,    Wherefore,  etc.,  as  aaite,  1040. 

Oomplavnt  on  hond  for  limits. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the        day  of  ,  18     ,  at  a  court  held  by  and  before 

David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Mayfield,, 
in  the  county  of  Fulton,  the  plaintiff  duly  and  legally  recovered  a 
judgment  against  one  John  Smith  for  the  sum  of  $  in  an  action 

{state  the  cause  of  action,  which  must  he  one  in  which  the  defendant 
could  he  a/rrested  on  execution) ;  that  on  the        day  of  j  18     , 

the  said  justice  duly  issued  an  execution  iipon  the  said  judgment, 
which  execution  was  directed  to  any  constable  of  the  county  of  Fulton, 
and  contained  a  command  requiring  said  constable  to  {set  out  the  com.- 
mand  of  the  eosec^Uion) ;  that  said  execution  was  on  the  •  day  of 
,  18  ,  delivered  to  Jacob  Lawyer,  then  a  constable  of  the 
county  of  Fulton,  to  be  executed ;  that  said  Jacob  Lawyer,  on  the 
day  of  ?  18     ,  who  was  then  constable  as  aforesaid,  at  the 

town  of  Mayfield,  in  Fulton  county,  took  and  arrested  the  said  John 
Smith,  by  virtue  and  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  contained  in  sucli 
execution ;  that  on  the        day  of  ,  18     ,  the  said  constable 

delivered  the  said  John  Smith  to  Austin  Kasson,  Esq.,  who  was  then 
sheriff  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  and  wlio  kept  the  said  jail  of  said 
county,  by  his  under-sheriff,  Bradford  T.  Simmons,  Esq. ;  that  sucli 
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sheriff,  by  his  under-sheriff  aforesaid,  on  the  said        day  of  , 

18  ,  received  the  said  John  Smith  into  his  custody  as  such  sheriff,  etc., 
hy  virtue  of  such  execution  ;  that  such  John  Smith  remained  in  such 
custody  until  the  time  of  making  the  bond  hereafter  mentioned  ;  that 
on  the        day  of  ,  18     ,  at  the  village  of  Johnstown,  in  the 

said  county  of  Fulton,  the  said  John  Smith,  together  with  one  George 
Smith,  entered  into  and  executed  a  bond,  in  due  form  of  law,  for  the 
purpose  of  entitling  the  said  John  Smith  to  the  liberties  of  the  said 
jail ;  which  bond  was  delivered  to  the  said  sheriff  on  the  day  of 
,  18  ;  that  such  bond  was  executed  to  the  said  Austin  Kas- 
son,  Esq.,  as  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Fulton  ;  that  said  bond  contained 
and  was  subject  to  the  conditions  following,  viz.  {set  out  the  conditions 
of  the  bond) ;   that  on  the        day  of  ,  18     ,  the  said  sheriff 

duly  assigned  said  bond  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  on  the  day  of 
,18  ,  the  said  John  Smith  did  escape  and  go  at  large  from  the 
said  jail  liberties,  without  the  consent  and  against  the  will  of  the 
plaintiff,  wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  a  judgment  against  the  said 
George  Smith  for  the  sum  of  $200,  besides  the  costs  of  this  action. 

The  law  in  relation  to  escapes  will  be  found  in  vol.  2,  p.  438. 

Complaint  on  an  undertaking  for  an  attaohment. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the        day  of  ,  18     ,  the  defendant  herein  applied 

to  David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Mayfield, 
in  the  county  of  Fulton,  for  a  summons  against  the  plaintiff  herein,  and 
also  for  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the  property  of  the  plaintiff 
herein  to  accompany  said  summons ;  and  at  the  time  of  making  said 
application  delivered  to  said  justice  in  support  thereof  an  affidavit 
purporting  to  state  facts  authorizing  the  justice  to  issue  said  warrant ; 
and  also  delivered  to  said  justice  an  undertaking,  executed  by  said 
defendant  and  C.  D.  and  E.  F.  as  his  sureties,  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy  {here  set  out  a  copy  of  the  undeHaTting).  That  on  the  deliv- 
ery to  the  said  justice  of  the  affidavit  and  undertaking,  the  said  justice 
did    on  the      '  day  of  ,  18     ,  issue  a  warrant  of  attachment 

in  favor  of  the  defendant  herein  against  the  property  of  the  plaintiff 
herein,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out  copy  of  attachment) ; 
that  the  said  summons  and  warrant  of  attachment  were,  on  the 
day  of  ,  18     ,  by  the  direction  and  request  of  the  defendant 

herein  delivered  for  service  and  execution  to  one  Jacob  Lawyer,  a  con- 
stable of  the  county  of  Fulton  ;  that  said  constable  served  the  said 
summons  personally  on  the  plaintiff  herein,  and  by  virtue  of  the  war- 
rant of  attachment  did,  on  the  day  of  ,18  _,  attach  and 
take  into  his  possession  the  foUowing  property  of  the  plaintiff  herein 
{enumerate  amd  describe  the  a/rticles  attached). 

And  the  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  after  the  making  of  said  undertak- 
ing and  the  issuing  and  levy  of  such  warrant  of  attachment,  issue  was 
joined  before  said  justice  in  the  action  between  the  defendant  herein 
and  the  plaintiff  herein,  and  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  duly  had 
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that  the  plaintiff  herein,  the  defendant  in  the  action  aforesaid,  recovered 
judgment  against  the  plaintiff  in  said  action,  the  defendant  herein,  on 
the  merits  for  his  costs,  to- wit,  for  $7.30,  which  still  remains  nn- 
paid. 

And  the  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  bj  reason  of  the  issuing  of  such 
attachment  and  of  the  service  thereof  plaintiff  has  been  greatly  injured 
and  delayed  in  the  pi'osecntion  of  his  business  ip?'  other  damages  sus- 
tained hy  the  plaintiff),  and  the  value  of  such  attached  property  has  been 
greatly  impaired.  Wherefore,  etc.,  as  ante,  1040.     See  am,te,  185. 

Complaint  on  hond  given  on  damn  of  attached  property. 

{Title  and  Gommencenwnt,  as  a/nte,  1040.) 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  18       ,  one  A.  B.  was 

indebted  to  this  plaintiff  on  a  demand  arising  upon  contract ;  that  on 
the  day  of  j  18     j  this  plaintiff  made  application  in 

writing  to  David  Kennedy,  then  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of 
Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton  for  a  summons  against  the  said  A. 
B.  and  for  a  warrant   of   attachment   against  the  property  of  said  A. 

B.  to  accompany  such  summons  ;  that  said  application  was  accompanied 
by  an  affidavit,  which  showed  that  {state  the  grounds  of  the  applica- 
tion) ;  that  said  plaintiff  also  furnished  said  justice  with  an  undertaking 
such  as  is  required  by  law  in  such  cases ;  that  said  justice  did,  on  the 
said  day  of  ,18  ,  duly  issue  such  summons  and  also 
an  attachment,  which  was  as  follows  {set  out  a  copy) ;  that  such  sum- 
mons and  attachment  was  on  the  same  day  delivered  to  Jacob  Lawyer, 
who  was  then  a  constable  of  said  county  of  Fulton,  and  that  by  Aartue 
of  said  attachment,  the  said  Lawyer,  as  such  constable,  did,  on  the 
day  of  )  18  )  attach  and  take  into  his  custody  and  possession 
the  following  described  property  {designate  it),  which  then  belonged  to 
the  said  A.  B. ;  that  while  said  property  was  thus  in  the  custody  and 
possession  of  said  constable,  and  before  any  execution  had  been  issued 
npon  the  judgment  in  the  action  in  which  said  attachment  was  issued, 
one  0.  D.  claimed  that  he  was  the  owner  of  said  goods  and  chattels,  so 
attached  as  aforesaid ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  the  said 

C.  D.,  with  the  sureties,  E.  F.  and  G.  H.,  did  execute  a  bond  under 
their  hands  and  seals,  to  the  said  plaintiff ;  that  said  sureties  were  duly 
approved  by  the  said  justice  {or  the  constahle  who  held  tlie  attachment) ; 
that  said  bond  was  duly  delivered  to  the  said  constable,  which  bond  was 
as  follows  {set  out  a  copy) ;  that  upon  the  delivery  of  said  bond  to  the 
said  constable,  he  delivered  up  the  said  attached  property  to  the  said  C. 
D. ;  that  said  bond  was  afterward  duly  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  who 
is  now  the  owner  and  holder  thereof ;  that  this  action  is  brought  within 
three  months  from  the  date  of  said  bond  ;  and  the  plaintiff  alleges  that 
the  said  claimant,  C.  D.,  is  not  the  owner  of  the  said  attached  goods  and 
chattels,  but  they  are  the  property  of  said  A.  B.  Wherefore,  the  plaint- 
iff demands  judgment  in  his  favor,  against  the  defendants,  for  the  value 
of  said  goods,  etc.,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  time  when  they  were 
so  dehvered  to  the  said  G.  D.,  which  amounts  to  the  sum  of  $  , 
together  with  costs,  etc. 
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The  statutory  provisions  which  authorize  the  giving  of  such  a  bond, 
will  be  found  in  vol.  1,  p.  16.     And  see  ante^  192-195. 

Complaint  on  an  undertaking  on  an  appeal. 

(Title  a/nd  comtnenceinent,  as  am,te,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  day  of        ,  18     ,  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  a 

justice's  court,  held  by  and  before  David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  the  town  of  Mayfleld,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  against  one  A.  B.,  for  the  sum  of  $  damages 

and  costs;  that,  on  the  day  of        ,  18     j  the  said  A.  B.  brought 

an  appeal,  in  due  form  of  law,  upon  said  judgment  to  the  County  Court 
of  Fulton  county  ;  that,  upon  said  appeal,  an  imdertaking  was  given  by 
the  said  A.  B.,  which  was  made  and  executed  by  the  said  A.  B.,  together 
with  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  as  his  sureties  therein  ;  that  said  undertaking  was 
delivered  to  the  said  justice  by  the  said  A.  13.  for  the  use  and  benefit  of 
the  plaintiff,  which  undertaking  was  as  follows  {here  set  out  a  copy) ; 
that  said  justice  made  a  return  on  said  appeal  in  due  form  of  law  ;  that 
said  appeal  was  duly  argued  in  the  said  Coimty  Court,  and  the  judg-, 
meiit  of  the  justice  was  in  all  things  affirmed  by  said  County  Court,  on 
the  day  of  ,  18      ;  that  a  judgment  was  rendered  in 

favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  against  the  said  A.  B.,  on  said  appeal,  on  the 
day  of  ,  18      ,  for  $  damages,  and  $  costs ; 

that  an  execution,  in  due  form  of  law,  was  issued  upon  said  judgment, 
on  the  day  of  ,18     ,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Ful- 

ton, in  which  the  said  A.  B.  then  resided,  and  said  execution  was  re- 
turned by  the  said  sheriff  wholly  unsatisfied ;  that,  on  the  day 
of  ,  18  ,  a  demand  of  the  said  sum  of  damages  and  costs  was 
made  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and  the  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  the  sureties 
aforesaid,  who  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the  same ;  and  the  plaintiff 
says  that  the  said  sum  of  $  remains  wholly  unpaid  and  unsatisfied. 
Wherefore,  etc.    See  amte,  926. 

Complavnt  on  an  undertalcing  in  replevin. 

{Title  a/nd  com/mencement^  as  a/nte,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  18    ,  the  plaintiff  commenced  au 

action  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  certain  personal  property 
before  David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of 
Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  and  this  plamtiff  was  also  plaintiff 
in  that  action,  and  the  present  defendant,  A.  B.,  was  also  defendant  in 
that  action;  that  such  proceedings  were  had  in  that  action  that  one 
Jacob  Lawyer,  a  constable  of  said  county,  in  pursuance  of  the  process 
issued  in  said  action,  and  delivered  to  him  as  such  constable,  did,  on 
the  day  of  ,  18     ,  take  into  his  custody  and  possession  the 

following  named  articles  (^c/^e  them) ;  that  before  the  return  day  of 
the  summons  issued  by  the  said  justice,  the  said  A.  B.  served  a  notice 
upon  said  justice  that  he  requii-ed  a  return  of  the  property  replevied, 
and  also  aii  affidavit  of  ownership  of  said  property,  and  made  and  exe- 
cuted an  undei-taking,  in  writing,  which  was  also  executed  by  C.  D. 
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and  E.  F.,  as  sureties  for  the  said  A.  B. ;  that  said  imdertaking  was 
then  and  there  delivered  to  said  justice,  and  it  is  as  follows  {here  set 
out  a  copy) ;  that  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons  issued  by  said 
justice,  the  sureties  in  said  undertaking  appeared  and  justified,  where- 
upon said  justice  indorsed  his  allowance  on  said  undertaking  and  filed 
the  same ;  that  thereupon  the  said  personal  property,  so  taken  by  said 
constable,  was  returned  to  the  said  A.  B.,  in  pursuance  of  law ;  that 
such  proceedings  were  subsequently,  and  on  the  day  of  , 

18  ,  duly  had  by  and  before  the  said  justice  ;  that  this  plaintiflF  re- 
covered a  judgment  in  his  favor,  and  against  the  said  A,  B.,  adjudging 
that  this  plaintiff  was  the  owner,  and  entitled  to  the  immediate  posses- 
sion of  said  personal  property ;  that  such  judgment  also  adjudged  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  sum  of  $  as  damages  for  the 

wrongful  detention  of  said  personal  property,  and  the  value  of  said 
property  was  assessed  at  the  sum  of  $  ;  that,  on  the  day  of 

,  18  ,  this  plaintiff  duly  demanded  payment  of  the  said  dam- 
ages, and  of  the  value  of  the  property  so  assessed,  etc. ;  but  that  no 
part  thereof  has  been  paid,  and  the  said  defendants  are  now  justly  in- 
debted to  this  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $  thereon,  with'  interest 
thereon,  from  the  day  of  ,  18  .  Wherefore,  etc.,  as  ante, 
1040.     See  awite,  217-221. 

Complaint  on  iond  of  indem/nity . 

{Title  and  Gommencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  a  constable 
of  the  county  of  Fulton ;  that,  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  and 

while  the  plaintiff  was  such  constable,  the  defendant,  A.  B.,  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff  an  execution,  in  due  form  of  law,  to  be  executed  by  the 
plaintiff ;  that  said  execution  was  issued  upon  a  judgment  duly  ren- 
dered on  the  day  of  ,18  ,  by  David  Kennedy,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton  ;  that 
said  execution  was  duly  issued,  and  was  in  due  form  of  law,  and  was 
as  follows  {here  set  out  a  copy  of  the  execution) ;  that  on  the  day 
of  ,  18  ,  this  plaintiff  as  such  constable,  and  by  virtue  of  the 
said  execution,  levied  upon  certain  personal  property  then  in  the  pos- 
session of  C.  D.,  who  was  named  as  defendant  in  said  execution ;  that 
said  property  consisted  of  the  following  described  articles  {here  set  them 
out) ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  18  ,  and  after  such  levy,  and 
before  the  removal  or  sale  of  said  property,  one  E.  F.  claimed  to  be 
the  owner  thereof,  and  on  the  day  of  ,  18  ,  the  said  E.  F. 
notified  this  plaintiff  of  his  said  claim,  and  then  forbade  this  plaintiff 
from  selling  the  same  on  the  said  execution ;  that  due  notice  was  given 
to  the  said  defendant  A.  B.,  on  the  day  of  ,  18  ,  of  the 
said  claim  and  notice  of  the  said  E.  F. ;  that  the  said  defendant  A.  B. 
insisted  that  the  said  property  did  not  belong  to  the  said  E.  F.,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  should  sell  the  same  as  such  constable,  etc. ;  that,  on 
the  day  of  ,  18  ,  the  plaintiff  requested  the  said  defendant 
A.  B.  to  indemnify  him  against  the  consequences  of  such  sale;  that  on 
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the  day  of     '       ,  18     ,  the  defendant  A.  B.,  and  his  sureties, 

G.  H.  and  I.  J.,  duly  made  and  executed  a  bond  of  indemnity,  in 
■writing,  and  under  their  hands  and  seals,  and  delivered  the  same  to 
this  plaintiff,  which  bond  is  as  follows  {sei  out  a  copy  of  the  hond) ; 
that  afterward,  on  the  day  of  >  18     ,  the  plaintiff,  in  pur- 

suance of  said  execution,  and  on  the  faith  of  the  indemnity  aforesaid, 
duly  sold  said  property  as  such  constable ;  that,  on  the  day  of 

,  18  ,  the  said  E.  F.  brought  an  action  against  this  plaintiff, 
before  David  Kennedy,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county 
of  Fulton,  for  selling  said  property ;  that,  before  the  trial  of  said 
action,  due  notice  was  given  by  this  plaintiff  to  the  said  defendant  A. 
B.,  of  the  commencement  of  said  action,  and  the  said  defendant  A.  B. 
was  requested  to  defend  the  said  action,  which  he  neglected  and  re- 
fused to  do;  that,  on  the  day  of  ,  18  ,  such  proceedings 
were  had  by  and  before  said  justice,  that  the  said  E.  F.  recovered  a 
judgment  against  this  plaintiff  for  the  sura  of  $  ,  for  the  selling 
of  said  property  on  said  execution  aforesaid ;  that,  on  the  day  of 

,  18  ,  this  plaintiff  notified  said  defendant  A.  B.  of  the  ren- 
dition of  said  judgment  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  and  demanded  of  said 
A.  B.  that  he  should  pay  the  amount  thereof,  which  the  said  A.  B. 
neglected  and  refused  to  do  ;  that,  on  the  day  of  ?  18     , 

the  plaintiff  paid  the  amount  of  said  judgment  to  said  E.  F. ;  that,  in 
addition  to  the  payment  of  said  judgment,  the  plaintiff  was  compelled 
to  pay  the  sum  of  $  ,  as  fees  of  counsel  m  said  action,  and  he 

was  also  subjected  to  great  loss  of  time,  and  was  compelled  to  pay  large 
expenses  in  the  defense  of  said  action,  amounting  in  all  to  the  sum  of 
%  .     Wherefore,  etc.,  as  ante,  1040.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  250-255. 

Complaint  on  v/ndertaking  to  indemnify  in  case  of  a  lost  note,  etc. 

{Title  and  commen,c&ment,  as  amte,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  at  ,  the  plaintiff  made 

his  negotiable  promissory  note  {or  hill  of  exchange),  in  writing,  and 
delivered  the  same  to  the  defendant  A.  B.,  as  the  owner  and  holder 
thereof ;  that,  on  the  day  of  j  18     ,  and  after  the  maturity 

of  said  note,  the  said  A.  B.  demanded  payment  on  the  said  note  of  this 
plaintiff,  and  alleged  that  said  note  was  accidentally  lost ;  that  this 
plaintiff  refused  to  pay  the  said  note  because  of  its  non-production ; 
that,  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  the  said  A.  B.  commenced  an 

action  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  payable  by  said  note,  by  sum- 
mons, before  David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Mayfield, 
in  Fulton  county ;  that,  on  the  return  day  of  said  summons,  which  was 
on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  the  parties  appeared  and  joined  issue 

before  said  justice  in  said  action  ;  that  on  the  trial  of  said  action, 
which  was  on  the  day  of  joining  such  issue,  the  said  A.  B.  failed  to 
produce  the  said  note,  but  alleged  that  the  same  was  accidentally  lost ; 
that  the  said  A.  B.  then  and  there  made  and  executed  an  undertaking 
to  indemnify  this  plaintiff  as  is  required  by  law ;  that  said  undertaking 
was  also  executed  by  C.  D.  and  E.  F.  as  sureties  therein,  and  was  thea 
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and  there  duly  delivered  to  this  plaintiff ;  that  such  undertaking  is  as 
follows  (set  out  a  copy) ;  that  such  proceedings  were  afterward  had  by 
and  before  said  justice  that  he,  on  the  day  of  j  18     ,  ren- 

dered a  judgment  on  said  note  in  favor  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and  against 
this  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  $  ,  which  judgment  the  plaintiff 

paid  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  ;  that  the  said  note  was 
afterward  presented  to  the  plaintiff  by  one  G.  H.,  who  was  a  honafide 
purchaser  of  the  same  before  it  became  due,  for  value  paid  by  him  ; 
that  this  plaintiff  was  sued  upon  said  note  by  the  said  G.  H.,  before 
one  David  Kennedy,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Mayfield,  in  Fulton 
county,  and  a  judgment  recovered  against  him  in  favor  of  the  said  G. 
H.,  on  the        '     day  of  ,  18     ,  for  the  sum  of  $  damages, 

and  costs  of  action,  which  jiidgment  this  plaintiff  has  since  paid ;  mat 
afterward  due  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant,  who  refused 
to  repay  to  this  plaintiff  the  amoiint  of  said  judgment,  etc.  Where- 
fore, etc.,  as  cmte,  1040.  See  title  Bills  cmd  Notes  for  law  as  to  lost 
notes^  vol.  1,  pp.  752-758. 

Complaint  for  rent  due  on  lease  ;  lessor  against  lessee. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1864,  at  Johnstown,  in  the  county 
of  Fulton,  N.  T.,  by  a!  certain  instrument  in  writing,  the  plaintiff  did 
demise,  lease,  and  to  farm  let,  unto  the  defendant  and  his  assigns,  and 
the  defendant  did  hire  of  the  plaintiff,  a  certain  messuage  or  dwelling- 
house,  tenements  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances  particularly  de- 
scribed in  said  lease,  and  situated  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  Fulton 
county,  N.  Y.,  known  as  {briefly  describe  premises),  to  have  and  to  hold 
the  said  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  tenements  and  premises,  with  the 
appurtenances,  unto  the  said  defendant  and  his  assigns,  for  the  term  of 
one  year  from  the  said  Isi  day  of  MAj,  1864,  for  the  yearly  rent  of 
$100,  payable  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  {state  days  of  payment),  which 
rent  the  defendant  did  thereby,  for  himself  and  his  assigns,  promise, 
covenant  and  agree  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid ;  that  the  said 
defendant,  afterward,  to-wit :  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1864,  and  dur- 
ing the  said  terra,  entered  into  the  possession  and  was  possessed  of  the 
said  premises ;  that  the  plaintiff  has  fully  and  faithfully  performed 
the  said  agreement  and  its  covenants  on  his  part ;  that  the  said  defend- 
ant has  riot  kept  or  performed  the  said  agreement  or  covenant  on  his 
part,  and  that  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  there  was  due 
and  in  arrear  from  the  said  defendant  to  this  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $100, 
for  the  rent  aforesaid.     "Wherefore,  etc. 

For  the  law  relating  to  landlord  and  tenant,  see  vol.  1,  pp.  330-384. 

Use  and  occupation. 
That  on  the         day  of  ,  1864,  the  defendant  hired  from  this 

plaintiff,  and  thereupon  took  possession,  and  thereafter,  from  the 
day  of  ,  1864,  until  the  day  of  ,  1865,  had,  with  the 

permission  of  this  plaintiff,  the  use  and  occupation  of  a  certain  house 
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and  pretoises,  known  as  {describe  premises  hriefly),  the  property  of  this 
plaintiff ;  for  which  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  this  plaintiff  a  rea- 
sonable sum  {or  the  sum  of  dollars,  on,  etc.). 

That  the  sum  of  dollars  is  a  reasonable  sum  therefor,  but  that 

no  part  thereof  has  been  paid,  and  the  defendant  is  now  justly  indebted 
therefor  to  this  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  dollars,  with  interest  fl-om, 

etc.     Wherefore,  etc. 


■^) 


For  the  law  as  to  use  and  occupation,  see  vol.  2,  pp.  407-^11. 

Vomplaint  against  tenamt  for  not  keeping  in  repair,  etc 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1864,  by  a  lease  in  writing,  made  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  the 
plaintiff  leased  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  hired  of  the  plaint- 
iff, for  the  term  of  one  year  from  that  date,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  $150, 
a  certain  dwelling-house,  with  the  land  and  appurtenances,  situated  in 
the  village  of  Gloversville,  Fulton  county,  N.  Y.,  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  bounded  and  described  as  follows  {describe  premises  by 
boundaries  or  otherwise) ;  that  the  said  lease  was  as  follows  {set  out  a 
copy) ;  that  the  defendant  entered  into  the  possession  of  the  said  prem- 
ises under  and  by  virtue  of  said  lease,  and  occupied  and  possessed  them 
during  the  terra  specified ;  that  he  has  failed  to  keep  his  covenants,  or 
to  perform  the  agreement  so  made  by  him  in  said  lease,  but  that  on  the 
contrary  he  has  broken  the  same ;  that  he  has  not  kept  the  premises  in 
good  repair ;  that  he  has  left  them  in  an  un  tenantlike  condition ;  that 
the  fences  are  injured  and  broken  down  ;  that  the  roofs  of  the  dwell- 
ing-house are  leaky  and  admit  the  water,  so  that  the  walls  have,  in  con- 
sequence, been  greatly  injured  and  destroyed ;  that  the  window  glass 
have  been  broken,  and  the  doors  and  other  woodwork  of  the  house 
greatly  marred  and  defaced ;  and  tliat  the  premises  are  otherwise  in- 
jured and  out  of  repair  in  consequence  of  the  i-efusal  or  neglect  of  the 
defendant  to  keep  them  in  good  repair,  as  he  agreed  to  do,  to  the  dam- 
age of  the  plaintiff  of  $200.     Wherefore,  etc. 

For  the  law  relating  to  the  rights  and  duties  of  a  tenant  as  to  re- 
pairs, see  vol.  1,  pp.  373-380. 

Complaint  against  landlord  for  neglect  to  repair,  etc. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1864,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
■made  a  lease  in  writing,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  by  virtue  of  which 
the  defendant  leased  and  rented,  and  the  plaintiff  hired  the  following 
described  premises,  situated  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  Fulton  county, 
N.  Y.,  bounded  as  follows  {describe  premises),  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
$200 ;  that  said  lease  was  as  follows  {set  out  a  copy) ;  that  the  plaintiff 
entered  into  the  possession  and  occupation  of  said  premises  under  and 
by  virtue  of  said  lease,  and  used  them  for  the  purposes  for  which  they 
were  leased  and  hired ;  that  the  defendant  has  failed,  neglected  and 
132 
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refused  to  perform  the  covenants  and  agreements  on  his  part,  in  said 
lease  contained;  that  he  has  failed,  neglected  and  refused  to  make  the 
following  repairs  (specify  them  as  provided  for  in  the  lease) ;  and  that 
the  premises  are  greatly  out  of  repair  {describe  how,  a/rid  the  injuries 
resulting  therefrom),  to  the  great  damage  of  the  plaintifE  of  $200. 
Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  373-380. 

Gorriplai/nt  hy  schoolmaster  against  trustees,  etc.,   on  contract  with 

predecessors. 

{Title  amd  commjenoement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1860,  at  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the 
county  of  Fulton,  N.  Y.,  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  A.  B.,  0.  D. 
and  E.  F.,  three  trustees  of  school  district  number  two  in  said  town, 
conimeneed  teaching  the  district  school  in  said  district,  and  that  for  the 
space  of  six  consecutive  months  thereafter  he  continued  to  teach  and 
educate  as  a  schoolmaster  or  teacher,  the  scholars  or  pupils  sent  to  the 
school  so  taught  by  him  ;  that  before  and  during  the  time  the  plaintiff 
so  taught,  he  was  duly  qualiHed  and  licensed  to  teach,  in  the  manner 
required  by  law ;  that  the  said  trustees  promised  and  agreed  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  the  sum  of  $30  a  month,  for  each  month  during  which  the 
plaintiff  should  so  teach  said  school ;  that  the  plaintiff  has  fully  per- 
formed the  said  agreement  on  his  part,  by  teaching  for  the  time  and  in 
the  manner  so  agreed ;  that  the  defendants  have  not  performed  their 
said  agreement,  or  any  part  thereof,  but  they  have  wholly  neglected 
and  refused  to  perform  the  same ;  that  there  is  now  due  to  the  plaint- 
iff, from  the  said  defendants,  the  sum  of  $180.  Wherefore,  etc.  See 
vol.  1,  pp.  366,  367. 

If  there  had  been  a  change  ,of  trustees  during  the  time  the  plaintiff 
is  teaching,  or  before  he  sues  to  recover  his  wages,  the  complaint  ought 
to  state  that  fact,  which  may  be  alleged  as  follows :  "  That  afterward, 
and  on  the  day  of  ,  186  ,  the  said  A.  B.,  C.  D.  andE. 

F.  went  out  of  their  oflBce  of  trustees  {state  whether  ly  death,  expira- 
tion of  term  or  otherwise),  and  the  defendants  succeeded  them  in  the 
ofBce  of  trustees,  which  office  they  held  at  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  and  still  hold  ;  and  that  the  defendants  are,  therefore,  liable  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  $180,  etc." 

By  an  employee,  discharged  or  prevented  from  fulfilling  his  contract. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the         day  of  ,  1865,  at  ,  the  plaintiff 

and  the  defendant  made  an  agreement  in  writing,  of  which  the  follow- 
ing is  a  copy  {set  out  a  copy)  (or  made  an  agreement,  whereby  the 
plaintiff  undertook  to  render  his  services  to  the  defendant  as  book- 
keeper, or  as  salesman,  or  as  teacher,  or  otherwise  as  the  case  may  be, 
from  said  date  to  the  day   of  ,  1865  ;    in   consideration 

whereof  the  defendant  agreed  so  to  employ  the   plaintiff  during   said 
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period,  and  to  pay  liim  for  his  services  at  the  rate  of  dollars  each 

month) ;  that  the  plaintiff  (entered  upon  his  employment  under  said 
agreement,  and  duly  discharged  all  the  duties  thereof  until  the  day 
of  ,  1865,  and  he)  has  ever  since  been  and  still  is  ready   and 

wilhng  ^and  on  the        day  of  ,  1865,  duly  offered)  to  per- 

form all  the  conditions  of  said  agreement  on  his  part ;  that  the  defend- 
ant then  refused  and  still  refuses  to  allow  him  to  do  so,  or  to  pay  him 
therefor,  to  his  damage  of  $200.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.    1,   p.  229. 

Where  the  plaintiff  has  entered  into  such  service  under  the  contract, 
and  is  afterward  wrongfully  discharged  before  the  expiration  of  the 
term  of  service,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove  an  offer  to  serve. 
WaUis  V.  Warren,  4  Exch.  361.  And  see  Wilkinson  v.  Qaston,  9  Q. 
B.  137. 

£y  an  employer  on  refusal  to  serve. 

{TiUe  and  commencement,  as  am,te,  1040.) 

That  on  the         day  of  ,   1865,    at  ,   the  plaintiff 

and  the  defendant  made  an  agreement  in  writing,  of  which  the  follow- 
ing is  a  copj'^  {set  out  a  copy)  (or  made  an  agreement  whereby  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  render  his  services  to  the  plaintiff  as  book-keeper,  or 
as  a  salesman,  or  as  a  teacher,  or  otherwise  as  the  case  ma,y  be),  from 
said  date  to  the         day  of  ,  1865 ;  in  consideration  whereof 

the  plaintiff  agreed  so  to  employ  the  defendant  during  said  period,  and 
to  pay  him  for  his  services  at  the   rate  of  dollars   each   month ; 

that  the  plaintiff  (has  ever  been  ready  and  willing  to  employ  the  de- 
fendant, and  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  offered  to  do  so,  and 
has  otherwise)  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  on  his  part ;  that  the 
defendant  entered  upon  the  service  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  above-men- 
tioned day,  but  afterward  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  and  ever 
since  he  lias  refnsed  to  serve  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  to  his  damage  of 
$200.     Wherefore,  etc. 

Against  ov&rseers  of  poor  for  support  of  a  hastwrd  child  on  contract 

iy  predecessors. 

( Title  amd  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  the  defendants,  are  now,  and  were  at  the  time 
of  commencing  this  action,  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town  of  Broad- 
albin,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  N.  T. ;  that  heretofore  E.  F.  and  G. 
H.  were  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  said  town,  and  were  the  predeces- 
sors in  the  office  of  the  said  defendants  ;  that  on  the  1st  day  of  January, 
1865,  the  then  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  town  made  an  agree- 
ment with  the  plaintiff  for  the  support  of  I.  J.,  a  bastard  child,  charge- 
able to  the  said  town  of  Broadalbin,  and  for  the  support  and  mainte- 
nance of  which  said  bastard  child  two  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  the 
said  town  had  duly  made  an  order  of  filiation  and  support ;  that  said 
E.  F.  and  G.  H.  requested  the  plaintiff  to  support  and  maintain  such 
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bastard  child  for  the  term  of  six  months  from  the  said  1st  day  of 
January,  1865  (or  other  time,  as  the  fact  may  he),  for  which  support 
and  maintenance  the  said  E.  F.  and  G-.  H.  promised  and  agreed  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $2  for  each  week  of  such  time ;  that  the  plaint- 
iff, in  consideration  of  such  request  and  promise,  and  of  the  premises, 
did  then  and  there  promise  to  and  agree  with  the  said  E.  F.  and  G.  fl. 
to  support  and  maintain  said  bastard  child,  for  the  price  and  during  the 
time  mentioned ;  that  the  plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  such  request, 
promise  and  agreement,  did  well,  truly  and  properly  support  and  main- 
tain the  said  bastard  child  for  and  during  the  time  aforesaid  ;  that  the 
said  E.  F.  and  G.  H.  afterward,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865, 

went  out  of  their  office  as  overseers,  as  aforesaid  {state  whether  ly  ex- 
piration of  term,  or  how  otherwise),  leaving  the  said  sum  of  money 
due  and  unpaid  to  the  plaintiff,  thereupon  the  said  defendants  suc- 
ceeded them  in  the  said  office,  and  they  still  hold  the  same  ;  that  neither 
the  said  E.  F.  and  G.  H.,  nor  the  said  defendants,  have  either  of  them 
paid  the  said  sum  or  any  part  thereof,  but  the  same  remains  due  and 
unpaid  to  the  plaintiff.    Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  1,  pp.  257-262. 

Against  seller  for  not  delivering. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  a/nte,  1040.) 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 

entered  into  an  agreement  whereby  it  was  mutually  agreed  between 
them  as  follows :  that  the  defendant  should  sell  and  deliver  to  the 
plaintiff  at  Albany,  and  on  or  before  the  day  of  ,  1865 

{or  on  demand,  or  within  a  reasonable  time,  or  otherwise  as  the  case 
may  be),  fifty  barrels  of  flour,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  the  de- 
fendant therefor,  upon  the  delivery  of  said  flour,  at  the  rate  of  $10  for 
each  barrel ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  ready  at  the  time  and  place  appointed 
to  receive  said  flour,  and  to  pay  for  the  same  according  to  the  agree- 
ment ;  and  otherwise  has  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  on  his  part ; 
that  the  defendant  neglected  and  refused  to  deliver  said  flour,  to  the 
damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  $200.  Wherefore,  etc.  Vol.  2,  pp.  133,  347- 
349.     As  to  measure  of  damages,  ante,  785. 

Compladnt  against  purchaser  for  not  accepting  goods. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1865,  at  the  town  of  Kinderhook, 
Columbia  county,  N.  Y.,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  made  an 
agreement  by  which  the  plaintiff  sold  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defend- 
ant purchased  of  the  plaintiff,  one  hundred  bushels  of  corn,  at  the  price 
of  $1.50  per  bushel,  on  the  terms  hereinafter  stated  ;  that  by  the  terras 
of  said  contract  of  sale  the  said  com  was  to  be  delivered,  by  the  plaint- 
iff to  the  defendant,  on  the  10th  day  of  June,  1865,  at  the  dwelling- 
house  of  said  defendant,  in  said  town,  which  said  corn  was  to  be  paid 
for  by  the  defendant,  on  the  delivery  thereof  as  aforesaid ;  that  after- 
ward, and  on  the  said  10th  day  of  June,  1865,  the  said  plaintiff,  at  the 
dwelling-house  of  the  said  defendant,  offered  and  tendered  the  said  due 


RECEDENTS  OF  PLEADIJ^GS.  1053 

Complaints  on  contracts. 

hundred  bushels  of  corn  to  the  defendant,  and  was  then  and  there  ready 
and  willing  to  deliver  the  same  to  him,  as  by  said  agreement  he  was  re- 
quired ;  that  the  said  plaintiff  then  and  there  requested  the  said  defend- 
ant to  accept  the  said  corn,  and  to  pay  for  the  same  as  he  had  agreed ; 
but  that  the  said  defendant  then  and  there  refused  to  accept  or  receive 
the  same  or  to  pay  for  it,  and  that  he  has  always  refused,  and  still  re- 
fuses to  do  so ;  that  the  plaintiff  has,  by  such  refusal,  been  put  to  great 
expense  in  carrying  and  tendering  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  in 
returning  it  to  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and  also  in  rehousing  the 
same,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  $5iOO.  Wherefore,  etc.  As  to  the 
law  in  such  a  ease,  see  vol.  2,  p.  3i5.  As  to  the  general  law  of  sales, 
see  vol.  2,  pp.  1-136. 

Gompldint  to  recover  halance  on,  exchcmge  of  horses. 

{Title  cmd  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1864,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  T., 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  made  an  agreement  for  an  exchange  of 
horses ;  that  by  the  terms  of  said  agreement  it  was  agreed  that  the 
plaintiff  should  deliver  his  horse  to  the  defendant,  and  the  said  defend- 
ant, in  consideration  thereof,  was  to  deliver  his  horse  and  $60  in  ex- 
change therefor  ;  that  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  delivered  his  horse 
to  the  defendant  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  the  said  de- 
fendant also  then  and  there,  in  consideration  of  the  premises  and  of 
such  exchange,  promised  and  delivered  the  said  horse  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  he  also  then  and  there,  in  consideration  of  the  premises  and  of  such 
exchange,  promised  and  agreed  to  and  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
him  the  said  $50  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  February,  1864  {or  on  de- 
m,and  I  or  generally,  in  which  case  it  is  due  vmm.ediately) ;  that  the 
said  defendant  has  been  frequently  requested  to  perform  his  said  agree- 
ment by  paying  said  |50,  but  that  he  has  hitherto  neglected  and  refused 
to  do  so,  or  to  pay  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  $200, 
etc.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  ClarTc  v.  Fairchild,  22  Wend.  576  ;  Fa/r- 
ren  v.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y.  227 ;  Common  Coimts,  ante,  314,  315. 

Com/plaint  for  'breach  of  warranty  of  title  to  goods  sold. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  offer  and  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  purchased  of 
said  defendant  a  one-horse  sleigh  ;  that  the  purchase-price  thereof  was 
$100  ;  at  the  time  of  such  sale  and  before  the  purchase  was  completed, 
the  defendant  represented  and  warranted  that  the  said  sleigh  was  the 
property  of  the  defendant ;  that  the  plaintiff  beheved  and  relied  upon 
such  representation  and  warranty,  and  in  consideration  thereof  pur- 
chased said  sleigh  of  the  defendant,  and  then  and  there  paid  him  the 
said  sum  of  $100  therefor  ;  that  at  the  time  of  such  sale  the  said  de- 
fendant was  not  the  owner  of  said  sleigh,  but  the  same  was  then  the 
property  of  one  William  R.  Davidson,  which  the  defendant  at  the  time 
of  such  sale  and  warranty  well  knew.  That  afterward,  the  said  David- 
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son  commenced  an  action  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State  for  the 
recovery  of  the  possession  of  said  sleigh  ;  that  the  plaintiff  gave  the  de- 
fendant due  and  legal  notice  of  the  commencement  of  said  action,  and 
he  also  duly  requested  the  defendant  to  answer  and  defend  the  said 
action  so  commenced  by  said  Davidson  ;  that  the  defendant  neglected 
and  refused  to  answer  or  defend  said  action,  and  such  proceedings  were 
afterward  had  therein,  that  the  said  Davidson  recovered  a  judgment 
against  this  plaintiff  for  the  possession  of  the  said  sleigh,  together  with 
$100  costs  and  damages  of  said  action  ;  that  on  the  1st  day  of  May, 
1865,  and  before  this  action  was  brought,  the  plaintiff  demanded  a  re- 
payment of  the  said  defendant  of  the  purchase-price  of  the  said  sleigh, 
with  interest  thereon  from  the  time  of  such  payment,  as  well  as  the 
costs  and  damages  so  recovered  by  the  said  Davidson  against  this  plaint- 
iff ;  that  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  thus  sustained  damages 
to  the  amount  of  $200.     Wherefore,  etc. 

As  to  the  law  in  relation  to  the  warranty  of  title  to  personal  prop- 
erty, see  vol.  2,  pp.  98-100.  As  to  the  allegations  in  a  complaint  for 
a  breach  of  warranty,  see  vol.  2,  pp.  349-351. 

Complavntfor  hreaeh  of  warranty  as  to  quality  of  goods  sold. 

{TiUe  and  commencem,ent,  as  am,te,  1040.) 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  IST.  Y., 
the  defendant  offered  to  sell  and  deliver  one  hundred  barrels  of  ale  to 
the  plaintiff ;  that  the  defendant  was  then  and  there  a  brewer,  and  at 
that  time  carried  on  the  business  of  brewing  ale  at  the  place  -aforesaid ; 
that  the  defendant  then  and  there  represented  and  warranted  to  the 
plaintiff  that  the  said  ale  was  of  good  and  merchantable  qnaUty ;  that 
it  was  of  the  first  quality  to  ship  to  a  distant  seaport ;  that  the  said 
barrels  of  ale  were  well  and  properly  filled  with  ale,  and  that  such  ale 
would  not  sour  nor  burst  the  barrels  containing  the  same,  on  a  distant 
voyage  by  sea ;  that  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  believed  and  relied 
upon  such  representation  and  warranty  so  made  by  the  defendant,  and 
in  consequence  and  consideration  thereof,  the  plaintiff  then  and  there 
purchased  the  said  one  hundred  barrels  of  ale  of  the  defendant,  and  paid 
him  therefor  the  sum  of  $500  ;  that  the  said  ale,  at  the  time  of  such 
sale  and  warranty,  was  not  good  and  of  merchantable  quality,  nor  of 
the  first  quality  to  ship  to  a  distant  seaport,  nor  were  the  said  barrels 
well  and  properly  filled  with  ale,  nor  was  the  said  ale  of  such  a  quality 
that  it  would  not  sour  or  burst  the  barrels  on  a  distant  voyage  by  sea  ; 
but  that  on  the  contrary  to  such  a  warranty  as  aforesaid,  the  said  ale 
was  then  and  there  of  a  ba)d  and  unmerchantable  quality  ;  that  it  was 
unfit  to  ship  to  a  distant  seaport ;  that  the  barrels  were  but  partially 
filled  with  ale  ;  that  the  said  plaintiff  shipped  the  said  ale  to  a  distant 
seaport,  to-wit,  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  in  the  State  of  California, 
and  that  the  said  ale  did  sour  during  such  voyage,  and  became  unfit  for 
use ;  and  that  twenty-five  of  the  said  barrels  of  ale  did,  during  said 
voyage,  burst  the  barrels  containing  the  same ;  that  said  ale  was  of 
very  little  value  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the 
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plaintifE  has  sustained  damages  to  the  amount  of  $200.     Wherefore, 
etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  349-351. 

Complaint  against  receiptor  for  not  delivering  goods. 

{Title  mid  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  12th  day  of  January,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany, 
N.  T.,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  then 
and  there  deliver  to  him  one  sofa,  six  chairs  (state  the  articles),  the 
said  defendant  then  and  there  promised  and  agreed  with  the  plaintifE 
to  redehver  such  goods  and  chattels  to  the  plaintiff  on  his  demand 
therefor ;  that  on  the  same  day,  and  at  the  same  place,  the  plaintiff,  in 
consideration  of  such  promise  and  agreement,  delivered  the  said  goods 
and  chattels  to  the  plaintiff ;  that  afterward,  and  on  the  20th  day  of 
January,  at  the  city  of  Albany  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  duly  demanded 
a  redelivery  of  said  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  who  then  and 
there  refused  to  redeliver  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the 
plaintiff ;  and  that  the  defendant  has  ever  since  refused  to  redeliver 
such  goods  or  chattels  to  the  plaintiff,  although  frequently  requested  so 
to  do,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  $200.  Wherefore,  etc.  See 
vol.  1,  pp.  662-664. 

Complaint  against  am,  agent  for  not  accounting,  etc. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  am,te,  1040.) 

That  on  the  12th  day  of  January,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany, 
N.  Y.,  the  plaintiff  delivered  certain  goods  and  chattels  of  great  value 
to  the  defendant,  at  his  request ;  that  such  goods  and  chattels  consisted 
of  {des<^ibe  them  generally),  and  were  of  the  value  of  $200 ;  that  such 
goods  and  chattels  were  delivered  to  the  defendant,  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  as  an  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  for  a  reasonable  consideration  to  be 
paid  to  him  therefor  by  the  plaintiff ;  that  it  was  the  legal  duty  of  the 
defendant,  and  at  the  time  of  such  delivery  of  the  goods,  etc.,  to  the 
defendant,  for  sale,  etc.,  he  agreed  and  promised  to  the  plaintiff  that  he 
would  render  a  just,  full  and  reasonable  account  of  such  sales,  and  that 
he  would  also  pay  over  the  proceeds  thereof,  in  a  reasonable  time, 
whenever  he  should  be  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  do  so ;  that  the 
defendant  received  the  said  goods,  etc.,  and  afterward  sold  and.  disposed 
of  them  for  the  sum  of  $200 ;  that  since  such  sale,  etc.,  a  reasonable 
time  has  elapsed  for  the  accounting  and  paying  over  of  such  proceeds, 
etc.,  to  the  plaintiff ;  that  the  plamtiff,  on  the  1st  day  of  February, 
1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  T.,  duly  demanded  of  the  defendant 
an  accounting  for  the  proceeds  of  such  sale,  and  the  payment  of  the 
money  so  received  from  such  sale  by  the  defendant;  and  that  the 
defendant  did  then  and  there  refuse  and  neglect  to  account  for  or  pay 
over  said  sum  of  money,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  still  refuses  so  to  do, 
to  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  $200.     Wherefore,  etc. 

As  to  the  general  principles  relating  to  the  rights  and  duties  of 

agents,  see  vol.  1,  pp.  426-430. 
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If  the  plaintiff  cannot  prove  that  the  goods  have  been  sold,  the  com- 
plaint should  omit  the  allegation  of  sale,  and  allege  instead  thereof, 
"that  the  defendant  agreed  and  promised  to  account  for  the  goods 
delivered  to  him,  whenever  requested  by  the  plaintiff,"  and  the 
complaint  should  then  allege  "  that  on  the  day  of  , 

186     ,  at  the  tovsm  of  ,  the  plaintiff  duly  demanded  of  the 

defendant  that  he  should  account  for  the  said  goods  to  the  plaintiff,  or 
deliver  the  same  to  him  ;  and  that  the  defendant  then  and  there  neg- 
lected and  refused  to  account  for  said  goods,  or  deliver  them  to  the 
plaintiff." 

Such  a  form  of  action  is  proper  in  those  cases  in  -which  the  agent  may 
have  disposed  of  the  property  by  way  of  exchange  for  other  property, 
or  in  any  other  manner  which  did  not  produce  money  as  the  result  of 
the  disposition  of  the  property.  And  it  is  also  proper  in  those  cases 
in  which  the  agent  refuses  either  to  account  for  the  property,  or  to  return 
it  on  demand  ;  though  in  the  latter  case  an  action  for  the  conversion  of 
the  goods  would  be  preferable. 

Complaint  agwinst  agent  for  selling  goods  on  credit,  and  not  for  cash, 
or  a  good  hill,  contrary  to  orders. 

(Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  from  the  1st  day  of  May,  1865,  and  until  after  the  time  of 
the  making  the  sales  of  goods  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 
was  the  servant  and  agent  of  the  plaintiff ;  that  such  defendant  was  to 
be  paid  a  valuable  and  legal  consideration  for  the  services  so  rendered 
and  to  be  rendered  by  him  for  the  plaintiff ;  that  on  the  29th  day  of 
May,  1865,  the  plaintiff  employed  and  instructed  the  defendant  to  sell 
and  dispose  of  a  large  quantity  of  lumber  for  cash,  or  for  an  approved 
bill  for  a  short  date  ;  that  the  defendant  promised  and  agreed,  and  it 
was  also  his  legal  duty,  as  such  agent,  to  sell  the  said  hunber  for  cash, 
or  for  an  approved  bill  at  short  date  ;  that  afterward,  and  on  the  20th 
day  of  May,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  IST.  T.,  the  defendant  sold 
and  disposed  of  said  lumber  for  the  sum  of  $200,  otherwise  than  for 
cash  or  an  approved  bill  at  short,  date,  and  for  a  had  and  insufficient 
bill  of  exchange,  which  has  become  of  no  use  or  value  to  the  plaint- 
iff, and  which  sum  of  money  is  wholly  unpaid  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his 
damage  of  $200.     "Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  404,  450-453. 

Complaint  against  a  clerk  for  selling  goods  on  credit,  conl/rary  to 

express  orders. 

{Title  a,nd  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  sales  of  goods 
hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  a  dry  goods  merchant,  carry- 
ing on  the  business  as  such  in  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y. ;  that  at  the 
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time  of  the  sales  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  a  servant, 
shopman  or  clerk  of  the  plaintiff,  and  retained  to  act  as  such  in  said 
store  for  a  valuable  consideration  paid  and  to  be  paid  therefor  to  him 
by  the  plaintiff ;  that  the  plaintiff  directed  and  instructed  the  defend- 
ant, as  such  clerk,  etc.,  not  to  sell  any  goods,  etc.,  on  credit,  or  in  any 
other  manner  than  for  cash  on  delivery  of  the  goods  to  the  purchaser ; 
that  afterward,  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1865,  while  acting  as  such 
clerk,  in  violation  of  such  orders  and  instructions,  and  in  violation  of 
his  duty  as  such  clerk,  the  defendant  sold  and  delivered  a  large  quan- 
tity of  dry  goods,  etc.,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  to  one  John 
Smith,  which  goods  were  of  the  value  of  $200 ;  that  the  defendant 
sold  and  delivered  the  said  goods,  etc.,  to  the  said  Smith  on  credit,  and 
not  for  cash  ;  that  the  said  John  Smith  has  not  paid  plaintiff  for  the 
said  goods,  but  that  the  whole  amount  of  the  purchase-price  remains 
unpaid,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  $200.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  1, 
pp.  404,  450-453. 

Complaint  to  recover  a  reward  offered  hy  defendant. 

{Title  amd  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  12th  day  of  January,  1865,  in  the  city  of  Albany,  N". 
Y.,  the  defendant  published,  or  caused  to  be  published,  a  placard, 
handbill,  or  advertisement,  which,  after  reciting  that  one  Peter  Pay- 
well  had  been  robbed,  and  that  it  was  feared  that  he  had  also  been 
murdered,  contained  a  promise  and  agreement,  on  the  part  of  said  de- 
fendant, that  he  would  pay  the  sum  of  $200  to  any  person  who  should 
give  such  information  as  should  lead  to  the  discovery  and  conviction 
of  the  person  who  had  committed  said  crime,  except  that  the  person 
who  actually  committed  the  crime  should  not  be  entitled  to  such  re- 
ward ;  that  the  plaintiff  in  compliance  with  such  request  and  promise, 
afterward  and  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  did  give  to  the  de- 

fendant such  information  as  led  to  the  discovery  of  the  said  criminal, 
who  was  not  this  plaintiff ;  that  afterward  on,  etc.,  at,  etc.,  at  a  Court 
of  Oyer  and  Terminer,  held  at  the  city  of  Albany,  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Albany,  one  A.  B.,  who  was  guilty  of  the  said  offense  of 
robbery,  etc.,  was  in  due  course  of  law  tried  and  convicted  of  the  said 
robbery,  in  consequence  of  such  information  so  given  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  the  said  sum  of  $200  has  not  been  paid  to  the  said  plaintiff 
by  the  said  defendant.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  1,  pp.  205,  206, 
211. 

Verified  complaint  against  maker  of  a  note. 
{Title  and  commiencem^nt,  as  amte,  1040.) 

That  the  said  defendant  heretofore  for  value  received  made  and  de- 
livered to  the  plaintiff  his  promissory  note,  in  writing,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  true  copy  of  the  note) ;  that  no  part  of 
said  note  has  been  paid  {or  if  a  payment  has  been  made  add),  except 
the  sum  of  dollars ;  arid  that  there  is  now  due  to  the  plaintiff 

133 
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from  the  defendant  on  said  note  the  sum  of  dollars,  with  in- 

terest thereon  from  the        day  of  ,  1882.     "Wherefore,  etc. 

{Signature  of  plaintif.) 

Verification. 
State  of  New  York, 
County  of  , 

A.  B.,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  plaintiff  in  the  above-en- 
titled action,  that  the  foregoing  complaint  is  true  to  his  own  knowledge 
except  as  to  the  matters  therein  stated  to  be  alleged  on  information  and 
belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  he  believes  it  to  be  true. 

{Jurat.)  {Signature.) 

If  the  complaint  is  made  and  verified  by  an  attorney  or  agent  of  the 
plaintiff  who  has  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts,  the  commence- 
ment may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

"  The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendant  and  alleges  upon  informa- 
tion and  belief."  The  complaint  should  be  signed  by  the  person  veri- 
fying it.  The  agent  must  set  forth  in  the  affidavit  the  grounds  of  his 
belief  as  to  all  matters  not  stated  upon  his  knowledge,  and  the  reason 
why  it  is  not  made  by  the  plaintiff.     Ante,  326. 

Yerifi^iation  hy  an  agent 

{  Venue.) 

A.  B.,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  above-entitled  action ;  that  the  foregoing  complaint  is  true  to  his 
own  knowledge  except  as  to  the  matters  therein  stated  to  be  alleged  upon 
information  and  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  he  believes  it  to  be  true ; 
that  the  sources  of  deponent's  information  and  the  grounds  of  his  belief 
as  to  the  existence  and  truth  of  the  facts  alleged  in  said  complaint  on 
information  and  belief,  are  statements  and  admissions  made  to  depo- 
nent by  the  defendant  after  an  inspection.of  the  note  in  said  complaint 
mentioned  to  the  effect  that  said  note  was  "  all  right  and  should  have 
been  paid,' '  and  also  information  derived  from  a  personal  inspection  of 
the  note,  which  is  in  deponent's  possession ;  that  this  affidavit  is  not 
made  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  reason  that  he  is  absent  from  this  State. 

{Jurat.)  {Signature.) 

Complaint  against  maker  a/nd  inaorser. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  amte,  1040.) 

That  the  defendant  A.  B.,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  heretofore  made  his 
promissory  note  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out 
a  copy  of  the  note),  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  defendant  0.  D. ; 
and  the  said  C.  D.  afterward  indorsed  said  note,  and  the  same  was 
thereupon,  and  before  it  became  due,  for  value  received,  duly  trans- 
ferred to  the  plaintiff,  who  then  became  and  still  is  the  owner  and 
holder  thereof ;  that  when  the  said  note  became  due  it  was  duly  pre- 
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sented  at  ,  the  place  where  it  was  made  payable,  for  payment, 

and  payment  thereof  then  and  there  dnly  demanded,  which  was  re- 
fused ;  whereupon  the  said  note  was  then  and  there  duly  protested  for 
non-payment,  of  all  which  the  said  0.  D.  had  due  notice.  That  the 
said  defendants  have  not  paid  the  said  note  or  any  part  thereof  ;  and 
that  there  is  due  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendants  thereon  the  sum 
of  $  and  $  expenses  of  protest,  with  interest  on  said  sum 

of  $  from  the        day  of  ,  18     .     Wherefore,  etc.     See 

Bills  and  Notes,  vol.  1,  pp.  690-804. 

Complaint  on  a  note  made  hy  partners. 

{Title  a/nd  (mnmencement,  as  a/nte,  1040.) 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  note  hereinafter  mentioned  and  set 
forth  the  defendants  were  partners,  and  doing  business  under  the  firm 
name  of  Yail  &  McFarlan  ;  that  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1865,  at 
the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defendants  made,  under  their  firm  name 
of  Vail  &  McFarlan,  and  delivered  to  the  plaintifif  their  promissory 
note  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  full  copy 
of  the  note) ;  and  that  there  is  now  due  to  the  plaintiff  thereon  from, 
the  defendants  the  sum  of  $200,  with  interest  from  the  13th  day  of 
January,  186  .     Wherefore,  etc. 

Complawit  on  a  note  wrongly  dated. 

{Title  a/nd  commencement.,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 
the  defendant  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  which,  by  mistake, 
bears  date  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1863,  when  in  truth  and  fact  it 
was  intended  that  it  should  bear  date  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1864, 
and  the  defendant  thereby,  for  value  received,  promised  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  or  his  order  {or  'hearer)  the  sum  of  $150,  one  month  after  the 
1st  day  of  January,  1864,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
that  said  note  has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof  ;  but  the  defend- 
ant is  now  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  thereon  in  the  sum  of  $150,  with 
interest  from  the  said  1st  day  of  January,  1864.     Wherefore,  etc. 

Complaint  on  a  note  made  hy  an  agent. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 
the  defendant,  by  one  A.  B.,  his  duly  authorized  agent,  made  and  deliv- 
ered his  promissory  note  in  writing  to  the  plaintiff ;  that  the  following 
is  a  'copy  of  said  note  {set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  note) ;  that  there  is 
now  due  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendants  on  said  note  the  sum  of 
$100,  with  interest  from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1 864.    Wherefore,  etc. 

Complaint  on  a  note  hy  a  surviving  partner. 
{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.)' 
That  at  the  time  of  making  the  note  hereinafter  mentioned  and  set 
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forth,  the  plaintifE  and  one  A.  B.  were  partners,  doing  business  at  the 
city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  under  the  firm  name  of  Smith  &  Mead ;  that 
on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany  aforesaid,  the  defendant 
made  and  delivered  to  the  said  firm,  under  their  finn  name  of  Smith 
&  Mead,  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy  {set  out  a  fvll  copy  of  the  note) ;  that  on  the  25 th  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1864,  at  Albany,  aforesaid,  the  said  Mead  died,  leaving  the  plaintiif 
the  sole  surviving  partner  of  said  firm  ;  and  that  there  is  now  due  to 
the  plaintiff  on  said  note  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $100,  with 
interest  from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  etc.  See 
vol.  1,  pp.  521,  546,  647 ;  ante,  76. 

Cornplaint  on  note  iy  ^a/yee  against  survvovng  maker. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  am,te,  1040.) 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  note  hereinafter  mentioned  and  set 
forth,  the  defendant  and  one  A.  B.  were  partners,  doing  business  at 
Albany,  N.  Y.,  under  the  firm  name  of  "Wright  &  Simmons  ;  that  on 
the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany  aforesaid,  they  made,  in  their 
firm  name,  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  their  promissory  note  in  writ- 
ing, of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  note) ; 
that  on  the  10th  day  of  March,  1864,  at  Albany  aforesaid,  the  said 
defendant  "Wright  died,  leaving  the  defendant  Simmons  the  sole  sur- 
viving partner  of  said  firm  ;  and  that  there  is  now  due  on  said  note 
from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $150,  with  interest  from 
the  13th  day  of  January,  1864.     "Wherefore,  etc.     See  ante,  83-85. 

Com/plaint  iy  Ji/rst  indorsee  against  inaher  of  note. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  de- 
fendant A.  B.  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  oi  which  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy  (set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  note),  and  delivered  the 
same  to  the  defendant  C.  D. ,  therein  named  as  payee,  who,  then  and 
there,  for  value  received,  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff  ;  and  that  there  is 
now  due  to  the  plaintiff  thereon  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $100, 
with  interest  from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  etc. 
See  vol.  1,  Bills  and  Notes. 

Complaint  on  note  by  second  indorsee  against  maker. 

{Title  amd  commsncement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  de- 
fendant A.  B.  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy  {set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  note),  and  delivered  the 
same  to  C.  D.,  the  payee  therein  named,  who  then  and  there  indorsed 
it  and  delivered  it  so  indorsed,  and  thereafter,  and  before  its  maturity, 
the  same  came  lawfully  into  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  for  value ; 
that  the  plaintiff  is  now  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  the  same,  and 
that  there  is  now  due  to  him  thereon  from  the  defendant  the  snm  of 
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$175,  with  interest  from  the  13th  day  of  Jamiary,  1864.  "Wherefore, 
etc.     See  vol.  1,  MiUs  and  Notes. 

Complaint  on  note  ;  first  indorsee  against  jpayee  and  indorser. 
{Title  and  Gommencementy  as  ante,  1040.) 
That  on  the  10th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  T.,  one  A. 

B.  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy  {set  out  afuU  copy  of  tlie  note),  and  delivered  it  to  the  defendant 

C.  D.,  who  was  named  a  payee  therein  ;  that  the  said  defendant  then 
and  there  indorsed  the  said  note  to  the  plaintiff  for  value ;  that  at  ma- 
turity the  said  note  was  duly  presented  for  payment  but  was  not  paid, 
of  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice ;  and  that  the  defendant  is  now 
justly  indebted  on  said  note,  to  the  plaintiff,  in  the  sum  of  $100,  with 
interest  from  the  13th  day  of  Jaiuiary,  1864.  "Wherefore,  etc.  See 
voL  1,  JSills  and  Motes. 

Co7tiplaint  on  a  hill  of  exchange  y  jpayee  against  acceptor. 

{Title  and  commen/xment,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  de- 
fendant accepted  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  a  bill  of  exchange,  of 
which  the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  bill) ;  that 
there  is  now  due  to  the  plaintiff  thereon,  from  the  defendant,  the  sum 
of  $100,  with  damages  and  interest  from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864. 
"Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  1,  Bills  and  Notes. 

Complaint  on  hill  of  exchange  ;  payee  against   dramer  for  non^ac 

ceptance. 

{Title  and  commenceineni,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  13tli  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  K  T.,  the  de- 
fendant A.  B.  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy  {set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  hill),  and  delivered  the  same 
to  the  plaintiff  ;  that  the  same  was  duly  presented  to  0.  D.,  therein 
named  as  drawee,  for  acceptance,  but  was  not  accepted,  of  which  the 
defendant  A.  13.  liad  due  notice ;  that  the  said  bill  of  exchange  had 
not  been  paid,  nor  an}"-  part  thereof,  and  that  there  is  now  due  thereon, 
to  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant,  the  sum  of  $170,  with  interest 
from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  1, 
Bills  and  Notes. 

Complaint  on  a  hill  of  excha/nge  ;  payee  against  drawer  and  acceptor. 

{Title  and  ccrmmencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  de, 
fendant  A.  B.  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  dated  on  that 
day,  and  directed  the  same  to  C.  D.,  and  thereby  required  the  said  C, 
D.  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff  $100,  three  months  after  the  date 
thereof,  for  value  received,  and  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff ;  that  then 
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and  there  {or  on  the        day  of  ,  186  ,  at        )  the  defendant  C. 

D.,  upon  sight,  accepted  the  said  bill ;  that  at  maturity  the  same  was 
duly  presented  to  the  defendant  C.  I).,  for  payment,  but  was  not  paid, 
of  which  the  defendant  A.  B.  had  due  notice ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ants are  now  justly  indebted  upon  said  bill  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 
of  $100,  with  interest  from  the  15th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore, 
etc.     See  vol.  1,  Bills  and  Notes. 

Complaint  on  a  hill  of  exdham^e  /    indorsee  against  drawer  and  ac- 
ceptor for  rwn-acoepta/nce. 

{Title  a/nd  comtnencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  'de- 
fendant A.  B.  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day, 
and  directed  it  to  one  C.  D.,  and  thereby  required  the  said  C.  D.  to  pay 
to  the  order  of  the  defendant  E.  F.,  $100,  sixty  days  after  the  date 
thereof,  for  value  received,  and  delivered  it  to  the  defendant  E.  F. ; 
that  the  said  E.  F.  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff ; 
that  the  same  was  duly  presented  to  the  said  C.  D.  for  acceptance,  but 
was  not  accepted,  of  which  the  defendants  had  due  notice ;  that  the 
plaintiff  is  now  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  said  bill,  and  that  the 
same  has  not  been  paid,  or  any  part  thereof ;  and  tliat  the  defendants 
are  now  justly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  thereon  in  the  sain  of  $100, 
with  interest  from  the  15th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  etc. 
See  vol.  1,  Bills  and  Notes. 

Complaint  on  a  Mil  of  exchange,   against  drawer,  acceptm-  and  in- 
dorser,far  nmvpayment. 

{Title  and  commenceTnent,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  de- 
fendant A.  B.  made  his  bill  of  exchange,  in  writing,  dated  on  that 
day,  and  directed  it  to  the  defendant  0.  D.,  and  thereby  recmired  said 
defendant  0.  D.  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  defendant  E.  F.  $100, 
ten  days  after  date  thereof,  for  value,  and  delivered  it  to  the  defend- 
ant E"  F.  ;  that  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  T., 
the  defendant  C.  D.,  upon  sight  thereof,  accepted  said  bill;  that  on 
the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  aforesaid,  the  defendant  E. 
F.  indorsed  the  same  and  delivered  it  so  indorsed,  and  thereafter,  and 
before  maturity,  the  same  came  lawfully  into  the  possession  of 'the 
plaintiff,  for  value ;  that  at  maturity  the  same  was  duly  presented  to 
the  defendant  C.  D.  for  payment,  but  was  not  paid,  of  which  the  de- 
fendants A.  B.  and  E.  F.  had  due  notice  ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  law- 
ful owner  and  holder  of  the  said  bill,  and  that  the  same  has  not  been 
paid,  nor  any  part  thereof,  and  the  defendants  are  now  justly  indebted 
to  him  therefor  in  the  sum  of  $100,  with  interest  from  the  14th  day  of 
January,  1864.     Wherefore,  etc.      See  vol.  1,  Bills  and  Notes, 


PKEOEDENTS  OF  PLEADmGS.  1063 

Complaints  on  contracts. 

Oomplavnt  on  a  hill  of  exchange,  drawer  against  acceptor,  on  a  bill 
returned  to  drawer  and  taken  v/p  iy  him. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1010.) 

That  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  JST.  Y.,  the 
plaintiff  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and 
directed  it  to  the  defendant,  and  thereby  required  the  defendant  to  pay 
to  the  order  of  one  A.  B.,  $90,  ten  days  after  the  date  thereof, 
and  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  A.  B. ;  that  on  the  14th  day 
of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  aforesaid,  the  defendant,  upon  sight 
thereof,  accepted  said  bill  for  value  received ;  that  on  the  26th  day  of 
January,  1864,  at  Albany,  aforesaid,  the  same  was  returned  to  the 
plaintiff  for  non  payment,  and  th^  plaintiff,  as  drawer  thereof,  was 
then  and  there  compelled  to  pay  to  said  A.  B.  {or  to  the  holder  thereof) 
the  sum  of  $100,  being  the  amount  of  said  bill  with  costs  of  protest  and 
interest ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  now  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  said 
bill,  and  that  the  same  has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof;  and 
that  the  defendant  is  "now  justly  indebted  to  him  thereon  in  the  sum  of 
$100.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  1,  Bills  and  Notes. 

Complaint  upon  check  ;  payee  agavnst  drawer. 

{Title  a/nd  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the 
defendant  made  his  check  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and  directed 
the  same  to  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  and  thereby 
required  said  bank  to  pay  to  this  plaintiff  or  order  {or  iearer),  $100 
for  value  received,  and  delivered  said  check  to  the  plaintiff ;  that  the 
same  was  duly  presented  to  the  said  Commercial  Bank  for  payment, 
but  was  not  paid,  of  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice,  and  he  is 
now  justly  indebted  to  this  plaintiff  thereon  in  the  sum  of  $100,  with 
interest  from  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864.  "Wherefore,  etc.  See 
vol.  1,  Bills  and  Notes. 

ComploMht  upon  check  /   indorsee  or  hearer  against  drawer. 

{Title  a/nd  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  de- 
fendant made  his  check  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and  directed  to 
the  Commercial  Bank  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  and  thereby  required  the  said 
Commercial  Bank  to  pay  one  A.  B.  or  order  {or  bearer),  $150,  for 
value  received,  and  delivered  it  to  said  A.  B.  {if  payable  to  order,  add 
who  indorsed  the  same  and  delivered  it  so  indorsed) ;  and  the  same 
thereafter  came  lawfully  to  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  ;  that  there- 
after the  same  was  duly  presented  to  said  Commercial  Bank  for  pay- 
ment, but  was  not  paid,  of  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice  ;  that 
this  plaintiff  is  now  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  the  same,  and  that 
the  defendant  is  now  justly  indebted  to  him  thereon  in  the  sum  of 
$150,  with  interest  from  the  15th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore, 
etc.    See  vol.  1,  Bills  and  Notes. 
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Complwint  on  a  check ;  indorsee  against  drawer  ;  drawer  insoloent, 
non-jpresentment  therefor  excused. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  amte,  1040.) 

That  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defend- 
ant made  his  check  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and  directed  the 
same  to  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Albany,  N.  T.,  and  thereby  required 
the  said  Commercial  Bank  to  pay  to  the  order  of  one  A.  B.  $75,  for 
value  received,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  A.  B.,  who  thereupon 
indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff ;  that  on  the  said  14th  day  of  January,  1864, 
said  Commercial  Bank  had  stopped  payment  {or  the  said  drawer  was 
insolvent),  and  said  check  has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof ;  and 
the  defendant  is  now  justly  indeljted  to  this  plaintiff  thereon,  in  the 
sum  of  $75,  with  interest  from  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864.  "Where- 
fore, etc.     See  vol.  1,   Bills  am,d  Notes. 

Com/plaint  upon  check  y  indorsee  or  hea/rer  aga/mst  d/ra/wer  and  in- 

dorser. 

{Title  and  commiencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  IS..  T.,  the  de- 
fendant A.  B.  made  his  check  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and  di- 
rected to  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  and  thereby  required 
said  Commercial  Bank  to  pay  to  the  defendant  C.  D.,  or  order  {or 
iearer},  $100,  for  value  received,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  defend- 
ant C.  D. ;  that  thereiipon  the  said  defendant  C.  D.  indorsed  the  same 
to  the  plaintiff  (or  indorsed  the  same  and  deli/vered  it  so  indorsed ;  and 
thereafter  it  came  la/wfully  into  thepossession  of  the  plaintiff,  for  value) ; 
that  said  check  was  duly  presented  for  payment,  but  was  not  paid,  of 
which  the  defendants  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  had  due  notice ;  that  the  plaint- 
iff is  now  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  said  check,  and  the  defend- 
ants are  now  justly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  thereon,  in  the  sum  of 
$100,  with  iriterest  from  the  16th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore, 
etc.     See  vol.  1,  Bills  and  Notes. 

Complaint  against  tank  on  certified  check. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  am,te,  1040.) 

That  the  defendants  are  a  corporation,  created  by  and  under  the  laws 
of  this  State,  organized  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  legislature  entitled 
"  An  act  to  authorize  the  business  of  banking  "  {or  if  acquired  under  a 
special  cha/rter,  state  the  title,  date  of  act,  etc.),  and  the  acts  amending 
the  same  ;  that  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y., 
one  A.  B.  made  his  check  in  writing,  bearing  date  on  that  day,  and  di- 
rected it  to  the  defendants,  and  thereby  required  them  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  order  {or  hearer),  $100,  for  value  received,  and  delivered  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff  ;  that  on  the  14th  day  of  Jannary,^  1864,  the  de- 
fendants, by  their  agent  duly  authorized  thereto  in  writing,  accepted 
and  certified  the  same  to  be  good  ;  that  thereafter  the  same  was  duly 
presented  for  payment,  but  was  not  paid  ;  and  the  defendants  are  now 
justly  indebted  to  this  plaintiff  thereon,  in  the  sum  of  $100,  with  in- 
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terest  from  the  lith  day  of  January,  1864.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol. 
1,  pp.  226,  237,  448. 

CofirvpLmnt  upon  a  chattel  note;  holder  agmnst  maker. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  22d  day  of  April,  1850,  at  New  York  city,  the  defend- 
ants, for  vahie  received,  and  expressed  in  the  note  hereinafter  mentioned 
and  set  forth  {or  when  no  consideration  is  expressed  in  the  note,  for 
and  in  consideration  of,  etc.,  stating  the  real  consideration),  made  their 
promissory  note  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: 
"  For  value  received,  we  jointly  and  severally  promise  to  pay  to  0.  L. 
Brown,  or  order,  in  merchandise,  on  demand,  after  Mav  1,  1850,  $100. 
T.  G.  Eichardson.  New  York,  April  22d,  1850.  David  Woods,"  and 
delivered  the  same  to  the  said  C.  L.  Brown  ;  that  afterward,  and  on  the 
22d  day  of  April,  1850,  at  New  York  aforesaid,  the  said  note  was  duly 
indorsed  by  the  said  C.  L.  Brown  to  the  plaintiff ;  that  thereafter,  and 
on  the  2d  day  of  May,  1850,  the  plaintiff  duly  demanded  the  payment  of 
said  note  of  the  defendants,  in  merchandise,  at  their  store,  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  at  No.  500  Broadway,  which  merchandi-se  the  plaintiff 
was  ready  and  willing  to  accept  and  receive  of  the  defendants,  in  pay- 
ment of  said  note,  according  to  its  terms  and  conditions  ;  that  the  said 
defendants  then  and  there  refused  to  pay  the  said  note  in  merchandise 
or  in  money ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  now,  and  was  at  the  commencement 
of  this  action,  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  said  note  ;  that  the  plaint- 
iff has  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of  the  same  on  his  part,  but 
that  the  same  has  not  been  paid  nor  any  part  thereof,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants are  now  justly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  therein,  in  the  sum  of 
$100,  with  interest  from  the  2d  day  of  May,  1860.  Wherefore,  etc. 
See  vol.  1,  pp.  721-727.  See,  also.  Brown  v.  Richardson,  20  N.  Y. 
472. 

Complaint  on  a  guaranty  of  payment. 

{Title  and  coTnmencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1863,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  one  A.  B.,  by 
agreement  in  writing  with  this  plaintiff,  hired,  and  the  plaintiff  let  to 
him,  the  building  No.  55  State  street,  in  the  city  of  Albany,  aforesaid, 
at  the  yearly  rent  of  $150,  payable  quarterly,  which  rent  the  said  A. 
B.,  by  said  agreement,  promised  punctually  to  pay ;  that  the  defendant, 
in  consideration  of  the  premises  and  of  one  dollar  to  him  paid  and  as 
a  security  for  the  punctual  payment  of  said  rent,  then  and  there  sub- 
scribed and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  an  agreement  in  writing,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  full  and  literal  copy  of  the  guar- 
anty) ;  that  the  said  A.  B.  occupied  the  said  premises  under  the  said 
agreement  of  hiring,  from  the  1st  day  of  May,  1863,  to  the  1st  day  of 
May,  1864;  that  the  said  A.  B.  has  made  default  in  the  payment  of  the 
rent  thereof,  and  is  now  justly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 
$100  for  the  rent  of  said  premises,  due  on  each  quarter ;  that  the  plaint- 
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iff  duly  demanded  the  rent  of  said  A.  B.  on  the  proper  quarter  day  for 
the  payment  thereof;  and  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1864,  he  requested 
the  said  A.  B.  to  pay  the  full  amount  of  said  rent,  which  he  neglected 
and  refused  to  pay,  and  that  the  whole  rent  of  said  premises  remains  due 
and  unpaid ;  that  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  and  on  the  4th 
day  of  May,  1864,  the  plaintiff  duly  notiiied  said  defendant  of  said 
demand  and  non-payment  of  rent  by  the  said  A.  B.,  and  the  plaintiff 
then  and  there  duly  demanded  payment  from  the  defendant  of  said 
sum  of  $100,  which  he  neglected  and  refused  to  pay^  and  that  the  said 
rent  has  not  been  paid  nor  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage 
of  $100.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  687-689 

Ccmvplavnt  on  guaranty  to  pay  for  goods  sold,  etc. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  IST.  T.,  in  con- 
sideration that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  would  sell 
to  one  A.  B.,  on  a  credit  of  three  months,  such  goods,  etc.,  aa  the  said 

A.  B.  should  desire  to  purchase  of  the  plaintiff",  the  defendant  prom- 
ised to  be  answerable  to  the  plaintiff"  for  the  payment  by  the  said  A. 

B.  of  the  price  of  goods,  etc.,  so  sold  on  credit  to  the  said  A.  B. ;  that 
a  memorandum  of  said  agreement  was  thereupon  made  in  writing  ex- 
pressing the  consideration  thereof,  and  was  subscribed  by  the  defend- 
ant, of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  Tnemo- 
randum) ;  that  the  plaintiff  afterward,  and  on  the  faith  of  said  guar- 
anty, sold  and  delivered  to  said  A.  B.  {state  the  goods  sold),  for  the 
sum  of  $200,  on  a  credit  of  three  months,  which  sum  became  due 
therefor  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  20th  day  of  April,  1864  ;  that  payment 
of  the  same  was  then  duly  demanded  of  the  said  A.  B.,  but  the  same 
was  not  paid,  of  all  of  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice;  that  on  the 
21st  day  of  April,  1864,  at  Albany,  aforesaid,  payment  of  the  same 
was  daly  demanded  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant,  but  the  same 
has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of 
$200.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  687-689. 

Complavnt  on  guaranty  of  a  precedent  debt. 

{Title  and  coTtimencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  one  A. 
B.  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $100,  which  was  then 
{or  on  the  16th  day  of  January,  1864,  became)  due  and  payable  to  the 
plaintiff;  that  on  the  15th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany  aforesaid, 
the  defendant  made  and  subscribed  a  memorandum  in  writing,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  jull  copy  of  the  memorandAim),  and 
thereby  promised  and '  agreed,  for  value  received,  to  answer  to  the 
plaintiff  for  said  debt,  and  to  pay  the  same  to  him ;  that  on  the  17th 
day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany  aforesaid,  payment  of  the  said  money 
was  duly  demanded  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  said  A.  B.,  but  the  same 
was  not  paid,  of  all  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice ;  that  on  the 
18th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany  aforesaid,  payment  of  the  same 
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was  duly  demanded  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant,  but  the  same 
has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of 
$100,  with  interest  from  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864.  "Wherefore, 
etc.     Vol.  1,  pp.  687-689. 

On  contraot  of  sale  or  return. 

{Title  a/nd  coTnmencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 

the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  delivered  to  him  {fyriefiy 
describe  the  goods)  then  and  before  that  time  the  property  of  the  plaint- 
iff, of  the  value  of  $200,  upon  the  condition  and  consideration  that  the 
defendant  would  purchase  the  same  for  $200  {or  at  a  reasonable  price), 
or  return  the  said  property  to  the  plaintiff  within  a  reasonable  time, 
which  the  defendant  then  and  there  undertook  and  promised  to  do ; 
that  the  plaintiff  has  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of  said  agree- 
ment on  his  part ;  that  although  a  reasonable  time  for  the  defendant  to 
purchase  or  pay  for  said  goods,  or  to  return  them  to  the  plaintiff,  had 
elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  he  has  not  done  so, 
to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  $200.  "Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  2, 
pp.  23,  24. 

For  services  ;  general  form. 
{TiUe  am,d  commencement,  as  a/nte,  1040.) 

That  from  the  1st  day  of  May,  1865,  to  the  first  day  of  October,  1865, 
the  plaintiff  rendered  services  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  as  a  clerk 
in  his  store  {or  as  the  fact  ma/y  he) ;  that  for  said  services  the  defendant 
promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  $50  a  month  {or  that  the  same  were  rea- 
sonably worth  $50  a  month,  which  sum  became  due  on  the  day  of 
,  1865) ;  that  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid.  Wherefore, 
etc.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  199-240 ;  vol.  2,  pp.  351-373. 

For  services  ;  upon  an  accov/rd. 

{litle  and  commencement,  as  amte,  1040.) 

That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  on  an  account  for  the 
work,  labor  and  services  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  servants  in  {state  hriejly 
the  nature  of  the  services  rendered),  performed  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  between  the  1st  day  of  January,  1864,  and  the  1st  day  of 
October,  1865,  in  the  sum  of  $150,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  first 
day  of  November,  1865  ;  that  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid  {ex- 
cept the  sum  of  ,  etc.).  "Wherefore,  etc.  Seevol.  1,  pp.  199-240;  vol. 
2,  pp.  351-873. 

For  work  and  materials  furnished. 

{Title  amd  com/mencemsnt,  as  a/nte,  1040.) 

That,  from  the  1st  day  of  January,  1865,  to  the  1st  day  of  July, 
1865,  the  plaintiff  rendered  services  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  in 
printing  five  thousand  copies  of  a  work  called  "  Abbott's  Forms,"  and 
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that  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  furnished  the  paper  and  other  mate- 
rials necessary  in  the  said  work,  upon  the  like  request,  and  that  he  de- 
livered the  same  to  the  defendant ;  that  the  said  services  and  materials 
were  reasonably  worth   the  sum  of  $  ,  which  sum  became 

due  on  the  day  of  November,  1866  ;  that  no  part  of  the  same 

has  been  paid.  Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  373-376. 

For  goods  sold  /  seller  against  huyer. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N. 

T.,  the  plaintiff  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  {here  designate  the 
articles,  as  dry  goods,  crockery,  groceries,  etc.) ;  that  the  same  were  rea- 
sonably worth  the  sum  of  $100  ;  that  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid 
{except,  etc.).     Wherefore,  etc.    See  vol.  2,  p.  345. 

Goods  sold;  price  agreed  on. 

{Title  and  com,'mencement,  as  a/nte,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,'  at  the  village  of  Valaticj 

N.  T.,  the  plaintiff  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  (briefly  desig- 
nate the  articles) ;  that  the  defendant  then  promised  to  pay  therefor 
the  sum  of  $100  {if  a  credit  was  given,  say,  on  the  day  of  , 

1865) ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  plaintiff  demanded 

of  the  defendant  payment  of  the  said  sum,  that  no  part  thereof  has  been 
paid  {except,  etc.).     Wherefore,  etc. 

Goods  sold  I  upon-  an  account. 

{Title  am,d  commencement,  as  ante  1040.) 

That,  on  the         day  of  ,  1865  {or  hetnoeen  two  days,  nrnning 

them),  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $100 
on  an  account  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant,  at  Yalatie, 
N.  Y. ;  that  the  same  became  payable  on  the  day  of  ,1865, 

but  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid  {except  the  sum  of  ).  Where- 

fore, etc. 

For  hoard  and  lodging. 

{Title  a/nd  commencement,  as  ante,-104:0.) 

That  from  the  day  of  ,  1 865,  until*  the  day  of 

,  1865,  the  defendant  occupied  certain  rooms  in,  and  part  of  the 
house  No.  street  {or  in  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house,  in 

the  village  of  Johnstown),  by  permission  of  the  plaintiff,  and  was  fur- 
nished by  the  plaintiff,  at  his  request,  with  food,  attendance  and  other 
necessaries ;  that  in  consideration  thereof,  the  defendant  promised  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  dollars  {or  that  the  same  were 

reasonably  worth  the  sum  of  dollars);  that  the  defendant  has  not 

paid  the  same.     Wherefore,  etc. 
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Mire  of  personal  property. 

{Tide  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  between  the  day  of  ,  1865,  and  the  day 

of  ,  1865,  the  defendant  hired  from  the  plaintiff  horses,  car- 

riages and  saddles,  for  which  he  owes  the  plaintiff  on  an  account 
thereof,  the  sum  of  $100,  which  was  due  and  payable  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865  ;  that  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid  {except 

the  sum  of,  etc.)     Wherefore,  etc. 

Hire  of  chattels,  with  damages  for  ill  use. 

{Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  1040.) 

First.  For  a  first  cause  of  action,  that  on  the  day  of  , 

1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defendant  hired  from  the 
plaintiff  household  furniture,  plate,  pictures  and  books,  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff,  to-wit  {describe  or  enumerate  the  articles,  or  refer  to  a 
schedule  amnexed),  for  the  space  of  six  months  then  next  ensuing,  to 
be  returned  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  expiration  of  said  time,  in 
good  condition,  reasonable  wear  and  tear  thereof  excepted ;  that  he 
promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  thereof  $100  at  the  expiration 
of  said  six  months  (or  otherwise  as  the  case  m,ay  ie)  ;  that  no  part 
thereof  has  been  paid  {except  the  sum  of,  etc.)  Second.  For  a  second 
cause  of  action,  this  plaintiff  further  states  that  the  value  of  the 
property  so  hired  by  the  defendant,  as  above  alleged,  was  $500  ;  that 
the  defendant,  not  regarding  the  said-  undertaking  to  return  the  said 
property  in  good  condition,  took  so  little  care  thereof,  that  through  his 
negligence,  carelessness  and  ill  use,  the  same  became  broken,  defaced 
and  damaged,  beyond  the  reasonable  wear  thereof,  and  in  that  con- 
dition were  returned  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  of  $100.  Where- 
fore, etc.  See  vol.  1,  pp.  586-691. 

Money  lent  /  lender  against  borrower. 

{Title  mid  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  Ist  day  of  January,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N. 
Y.,  the  plaintiff  lent  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  the  sum  of  $150, 
on  the  condition  and  terms  that  it  should  be  repaid  {with  interest)  upon 
demand  {or  repaid  on  the  \st  day  cf  May,  1865) ;  that  thereafter  and 
before  this  action  was  commenced  {or  on  the  1st  day  of  Nomi>riher, 
1865),  the  plaintiff  duly  demanded  payment  of  the  same  from  the  de- 
fendant, bat  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid  {except  the  sum  of,  etc.)  ; 
and  the  defendant'  is  now  justly  indebted  to  this  plaintiff  in  the  sum 
of  $150,  from  the  1st  day  of  May,  1865  {or  if  it  was  to  ie  repaid  on 
demand,  claim  interest  jr.om,  the  day  of  deTnand.)  Wherefore,  etc. 
See  vol.  2,  pp.  376-378. 

Mon&y  lent;  assignee  of  lender  against  borrower. 
{Title  and  commervcem&nt,  as  ante,  1040.) 
That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany, 
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N.  Y.,  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  one  A.  B.  in  the  sum  of 
on  account  for  money  lent  by  said  defendant,  and  for  money  paid,  laid 
out  and  expended  by  said  A.  B.  to  and  for  the  use  of  said  defendant, 
and  at  his  request ;  that  thereafter  and  before  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  the  said  A.  B.  duly  assigned  said  indebtedness  to  this 
plaintiflE,  of  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice,  but  no  part  of  the 
same  has  been  paid,  and  there  is  now  due  and  payable  to  this  plaintiff 
thereon  the  sum  of  $100  {with  interest  from  the  day  of,  etc.). 

"Wherefore,  etc. 

Money  had  and  reoei/ved. 

{Title  and  commenGement,  as  amte,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany, 

N.  Y.  {or,  at  sundry  times  hetmeen  the  day  of  ,  1865, 

am,d  the  doA/  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Troy,  N.  y.),  the 

defendant  received  from  one  A.  B.  {or  received  from  the  plaintiff,  and 
as  his  agent,  or  otherwise  as  the  case  may  he)  the  sum  of  $100  to  the 
use  of  the  plaintiff ;  that  thereafter,  and  before  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  the  plaintiff  demanded  payment  thereof  from  the  defend- 
ant ;  that  he  has  not  paid  any  part  thereof  {except  the  sv/m  of,  etc.) 
Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  391-40T. 

To  recover  money  lost  hy  hettvng. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Saratoga 

Springs,  the  plaintiff  and  one  A.  B.  entered  into  a  wager,  depending 
upon  the  result  of  the  general  election  in  this  State,  in  that  year,  which 
was  then  about  to  take  place  {or,  upon  the  event  of  a  horse-race  then 
about  to  take  place);  that  while  the  event  upon  which  said  wager  was 
made  was  still  contingent  {or,  unknown,  or  ioth)  the  plaintiff  deposited 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  as  stakeholder,  the  sum  of  $200,  to  abide 
the  event  of  such  wager,  whereby  an  action  has  accrued  to  the  plaint- 
iff, according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  betting  and  gaming. 
Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  402-405. 

Money  received  onjudgmsnt  afterwa/rd  reversed. 

{Title  a/nd  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  or  about  the  1st  day  of  January,  1865,  the  defendant  re- 
covered judgment,  duly  given  against  this  plaintiff,  in  a  justice's  court, 
held  by  and  before  Harley  Bartlett,  E^.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the 
town  of  Mayfield,  Fulton  county,  N.  Y.,  in  an  action  for  the  recoveiy 
of  money  lent,  etc.,  in  which  action  the  defendant  was  plaintiff  and  this 
plaintiff  was  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  $100  ;  that  oh  the  day  of 

,  1865,  at  the  said  town  of  Mayfield,  the  plaintiff  was  compelled 
to  pay,  and  did  pay  to  the  defendant,  the  sum  of  $100  in  satisfaction 
thereof;  that  afterward,  on  the  1st  day  of  April,  1865,  by  the  judg- 
ment of  the  County  Court  of  Fulton  county  {or  other  appellate  court), 
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said  first-mentioned  judgment  was  duly  reversed,  but  that  no  part  of 
the  sum  paid  in  satisfaction  thereof  has  been  repaid  to  this  plaintiff. 
Wherefore,  etc.  See  Zott  v.  Swezey,  29  Barb.  87,  93 ;  Scholey  v. 
Ealsey,  72  N.  Y.  578 ;  Sturges  v.  Allia,  10  Wend.  355  ;  Marriott  v. 
Bampton,  7  Term  E.  269 ;  Walker  v.  Ames,  2  Cow.  428  ;  White  v. 
Ward,  9  Johns.  232;  vol.  2,  p.  755. 

Money  paid. 

( Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N. 

T.,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  paid  to  one  A.  B.  the 
sum  of  $100 ;  that  in  consideration  thereof,  the  defendant  promised  to 
repay  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  {on  demand) ;    that  {on  the  day 

of  ,  1865,  the  plaintiff'  demanded  paymm,t  of  the  same  from  the 

defendant,  but)  he  has  not  repaid  the  same.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol. 
2,  pp.  378-391. 


By  surety  against  principal,  for   money  paid  on,   undertahing   on 

appeal. 

{Title  and  commencem^ent,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  one  A.  B.  recovered,  in  a 

justice's  court,  held  by  and  before  Harley  Bartlett,  Esq.,  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  Fulton  county,  ]>.  Y.,  a  judg- 
ment duly  given  against  the  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  $100,  for  money 
lent  {or  as  the  case  m,ay  ie),  from  which  judgment  the  defendant  ap- 
pealed to  the  County  Court  of  Fulton  county ;  that,  on  the  day 
of  ,  1865,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  executed 
an  undertaking  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a 
copy);  that,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  said  County  Conrt 
duly  affirmed  the  said  justice's  judgment,  and  the  sum  of  $40  was 
awarded  and  adjudged  as  damages  and  costs  on  the  said  appeal ;  that, 
on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  plaintiff  paid  $140  upon  the  said 
appeal  undertaking,  to  the  said  A.  B.  ;  that,  on  the  day  of  , 
1865,  this  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  the  said  sum  of  $140, 
but  that  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid  to  him.  Wherefore,  etc. 
See  vol.  1,  pp.  677-679. 

Money  dtie  on  an  account. 
{Title  and  comm^encement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $200, 
upon  an  account  for  {state  hriefly  the  consideration,  as  for  goods  sold, 
money  lent,  services  rendered,  etc.),  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  be- 
tween the  day  of  ,  1865,  and  the  day  of  ,  1865 ; 
that  the  said  sum  of  $200  became  payable  thereon  on  the  day  of 
,  1865,  but  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid.  Wherefore,  etc.  As 
to  furnishing  a  bill  of  particulars,  see  ante,  315-318. 
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On  an  aocovmt  stated. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  day  of    .  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N".  T., 

an  account  was  stated  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  and  upon 
such  statement  a  balance  of  $200  was  found  to  be  due  from  said 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff ;  that  {the  defendamt  then  a/nd  there  promised 
to  pay  said  sum,  hut)  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid.  Wherefore,  etc. 
iSee  vol.  2,  pp.  4:114r-17  as  to  an  account  stated. 

On  an  award. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  T., 

disputes  and  differences  were  subsisting  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendant,  touching  a  demand  made  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defend- 
ant, for  the  sum  of  $200  for  services  rendered  by  the  plaint- 
iff to  the  defendant,  as  a  clerk  in  his  store,  and  at  his  request, 
which  demand  the  defendant  disputed  and  refused  to  pay  {or  other 
claim,  as  the  case  may  he) ;  that  for  the  purpose  of  putting  an  end  to 
said  disputes  and  differences,  they  then  and  there,  by  an  agreement  in 
writing,  submitted  themselves  to  the  arbitrament,  award  and  final  de- 
termination of  one  A.  B.,  indifferently  chosen  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff' 
and  defendant,  to  arbitrate  and  determine  concerning  said  disputes  and 
differences,  and  mutually  promised  each  other  to  abide  by  and  perform 
his  award ;  that  thereafter  *  the  said  arbitrator,  having  undertaken  the 
arbitration,  heard  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant;  and  on  the  day 

of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  duly  made  and  published  his 

award,  in  writing,  of  and  concerning  the  matter  so  referred,  which 
award  bears  date   the  day   of  ,  1865,   and  thereby  he 

awarded  and  declared,  that  after  due  appearance  before  him  on 
behalf  of  this  plaintiff  and  said  defendant,  he  found  that  the  said  de- 
fendant was  justly  indebted  to  this  plaintiff  in  the  said  sum  of 
$200  for  the  services  aforesaid  {or  as  the  case  mxiy  he) ;  that 
the  plaintiff  has  duly  performed  aU  the  conditions  on  his  part,  and  after- 
ward, and  on  or  about  the  day  of  ,  1865,  he  gave  notice 
of  said  award  to  the  defendant,  and  demanded  of  him  payment  of  the 
said  sum  of  $200 ;  that  the  defendant  then  and  evei  since  has  refused  to 
pay  the  same,  and  there  is  now  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff 
thereon,  the  sum  of  $200,  with  interest  from  the  day  of  , 
1865.     Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  2,  pp.  831-869. 

For  revoking  submission  to  arhitrators. 

{ Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  1040,  then  set  forth  the  suhmission 
wnd  suhsequemt  precedings  according  to  the  facts  svhstamtially  as 
in  preceding  form,  to  the  *,  then  add!) 

On  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  Albany,  aforesaid,  the  said 

arbitrator  proceeded  upon  the  said  submission  so  made  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  said  parties  then  appeared  before  the  said  arbitrator  and  proceeded 
to  the  trial  and  investigation  of  the  matters  so  submitted  to  such  arbi- 
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trator ;  tliat  afterward,  and  on  the  day  last  mentioned,  and  after  the 
investigation  had  been  commenced,  and  before  the  cause  was  finally 
submitted  to  said  arbitrator,  the  said  defendant  revoked  the  said  sub- 
mission (5y  a  revocation  in  writing),  whereby  the  powers  of  the  said 
arbitrator  in  the  premises  ceased,  and  were  annulled,  and  whereby  the 
said  plaintiflE  sustained  great  damages,  to-wit,  to  the  amount  of 
$200,  for  his  costs,  expenses  and  damages,  in  employing  and  paying 
counsel,  subpoenaing  and  paying  witnesses,  and  in  otherwisepreparing 
for  the  trial  of  the  said  cause  before  the  said  arbitrator,  Wheref ore, 
etc.  See  vol.  2,  pp.  862,  863. 

Upon  a  compromise  of  an  action. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  day  of  ,   1865,  an  action  was  pending 

between  the  parties  to  this  action,  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover from  the  defendant  the  sura  of  $200,  which  the  defendant 
owed  to  the  plaintiff,  but  which  he  disputed ;  that  in  consideration 
that  the  plaintiff  would  discontinue  his  said  action,  and  would  accept 
$100  in  satisfaction  of  said  disputed  claim,  the  defendant  promised  to 
pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $100  {on  the  day  of,  etc.) ;  that  the 

plaintiff  did,  accordingly,  discontinue  his  said  action ;  and  that  no  part 
of  the  said  sum  of  $100  has  been  paid.     Wherefore,  etc. 

§  2.  Complaints  for  torts.  The  general  rules  relating  to  complaints 
in  actions  for  torts  or  wrongs  will  be  found  in  a  preceding  chapter. 
See  ante,  318.  The  essential  allegations  in  the  several  actions  will 
readily  be  gathered  from  the  following  precedents. 

Trespass  to  land. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  a/nte,  1040.) 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  defendant  wrongfully 

broke  and  entered  certain  lands  of  the  plaintiff  (briefly  designati/ng 
them),  and  depastured  the  same  with  cattle  to  his  damage  of  $100. 
Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  p.  472. 

The  sa/me  ;  another  form. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  town  of  Kinderhook, 

the  defendant  forcibly  broke  and  entered  {or  wrongfully  entered)  upon 
the  plaintiff's  lands  Qyriefly  designating  them),^a.nd  trod  down  the  grass, 
cut  the  timber,  and  otherwise  injured  said  premises,  to  the  plaintiff's 
damage  of  $100.    Wherefore,  etc. 

The  same,  for  cutting  and  converting  timber. 
{Title  and  com/mencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

{As  in  thelast  form  down  to  *,  and  then  continue  ^Awsy)  and  then  cut 
down  and  carried  away  the  trees  and  timber  of  this  plaintiff,  and  con- 
135 
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verted  and  disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use,  to  the  plaintifi's  dam- 
age of  $100.     Wherefore,  etc. 

For  treble  da/mages  for  injuring  trees. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  a/nte,  1040.) 

That  the  defendant,  in  the  month  of  ,  1865,  wrongfully  and 

unlawfully  entered  upon  the  land  of  the.  plaintiff,  in  the  town  of  Kinder- 
hook  (briefy  describe  premises,  the  smne  then  bei/)ig  in  the  possession  of 
the  plaintiff ),  and  did,  without  the  leave  of  the  plaintiff,  the  owner  there- 
of,  cut  down  [or  ca/rry  off,  or  cut  down  amd  ca/rry  off)  ten  maple  trees  and 
five  oak  trees  {or  otherwise  describe  the  wood,  wriderwood,  trees  or  timber), 
of  the  value  of  $100 ;  and  girdled  {or  otherwise  despoiled^)  other  trees 
{designating  number  omd  kind)  of  the  value  of  $25 ;  whereby  the 
plaintiff  lost  said  trees  and  timber,  and  the  land  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff  was  greatly  damaged  and  lessened  in  value  to  the  amount  of 
$25 ;  and  thereby  the  defendant,  by  the  force  of  sections  1667  and 
1668  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  became  liable  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff'  treble  the  amount  of  said  damages.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  voL 
3,  pp.  482,  483, 

For  diverting  water  from,  plai/ntiff^s  nvill. 

{Title  and  commen/iement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully- 
possessed  of  a  water  mill,  called  a  grist-mill  {or  sa/uj-mill),  situated  upon 
the  Kinneatto  creek,  at  Vail's  Mills,  in  the  town  of  Mayfield ;  that  the 
plaintiff  then  had  a  right  to  use  and  employ  the  water  of  said  creek, 
and  to  have  the  same  flow  to  and  through  his  mill  in  a  convenient  and 
customary  manner,  according  to  the  natural  and  usual  flow  of  said  creek,, 
and  without  the  hindrance  of  the  defendant  or  any  other  person  ;  that 
on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  and  on  various  other  days  between 

that  time  and  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  defendant  (^owmp^ 

the  premises,  and  intending  to  injure  the  plam,tiff)  wrongfully  *dug- 
up  and  removed  the  banks  of  said  creek  above  the  said  mill,  and  for 
sixty  days  diverted  the  water  {or  a  part  of  the  water)  thereof  from 
running  to  and  through  said  mill  {or  built  a  dam  across  said  creek 
above  said  mill,  and  for  sixty  days  stopped  the  water  thereof  from 
running  to  and  through  said  mill) ;  that,  by  reason  of  such  acts  of  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff's  mill,  which  was  able,  and,  before  such  ob- 
struction or  diversion  of  water,  was  used,  to  grind  five  hundred  bushels 
of  grain  each  day,  but  that  thereafter,  and  during  the  time  of  such  ob- 
struction or  diversion,  said  mill  was  in  consequence  thereof  unable  to 
grind  more  than  two  hundred  and  fifty  bushels  of  grain  each  day,  to 
the  plaintiff's  damage  of  $200.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  p.  509. 

For  erecting  a  dam,  below,  causing  backwater. 
{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

{As  in  the  preceding  form,  to  the  *,  amd  then  continuing :)  erected  a 
dam  and  mill  upon  the  same  stream,  a  little  below  the  plaintiff's  said 
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mill,  and  has  continued  the  same  ever  since,  whereby  the  defendant 
causes  a  backwater  that  hinders  a  free  course  of  said  stream  from  the 
plaintiff's  mill,  to  the  nuisance  of  his  mill,  and  to  the  hindrance  of  his 
business,  to  his  damage  of  $200 ;  that,  by  reason  of  such  acts  of  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff's  mill,  which  was  able,  and,  before  such  ob- 
struction of  the  water  of  said  stream,  was  used  to  grind  five  hundred 
bushels  of  grain  each  day,  but  that  thereafter,  and  during  the  time  of 
such  obstruction  of  the  water,  the  said  mill  was  unable,  in  consequence 
of  such  obstruction,  to  grind  more  than  two  hundred  and  fifty  bushels 
a  day,  to  the  plaintiffs  damage  of  $200.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  1, 
p.  522. 

Nuisance  arising  from  slaughter-house, 

{Title  a/nd  Gommenoement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  the  plaintiff  is,  and  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned  was 
{the  owner),  and  possessed  of  the  house  and  lot  No.        ,  in 
street,  in  the  city  of  ,  which  he  inhabited  with  his  family ; 

that  the  defendant  was  also  then  possessed  of  certain  premises  contigu- 
ous to  {or  in  immediate  viovnity  of)  those  of  the  plaintiff ;  *  that  the 
defendant,  in  the  month  of  ,  1865,  erected  on  his  said  premises 

a  slaughter-house  and  cattle-pens,  and  thereafter  f  kept  and  slaughtered 
therein  large  numbers  of  cattle  and  hogs,  thereby  causing  noxious  and 
offensive  smells,  and  loud  and  offensive  noises,  and  tainting  and  corrupt- 
ing the  atmosphere,  so  as  to  render  the  dwelling-house  and  premises  of 
the  plaintiff  unfit  for  habitation,  to  the  nuisance  of  the  said  dwelling- 
house  and  premises  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  to  his  damage  of  $200. 
"Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  445-458. 

^or  continuing  a  nuisa/nce. 
{As  in  the  last  form  to  the  *  and  then  oontmiue :)  that  ever  since  the 
day    of  ,   1865,    the   defendant    has    maintained  a 

slaughter-house  on  his  premises  contiguous  thereto  {or  in  the  imme- 
diate viomity  thereof),  and  has  {as  m  the  last  form  from  the  f  to  the 
end  of  the  form.) 

Trespass  for  taking  goods,  etc. 

{Title  a/nd  commencemsnt,  as  amte,  1040.) 

That  on  the        day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany, 

N.  Y.,  the  defendant  unlawfully  took  from  the  possession  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  carried  away  {here  Iriefly  designate  the  goods)  the  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of  $200  {and  still  tmlanjofuWy  detwms 
the  same  from  the  plavntiff),  to  his  damage  of  $200.  "Wherefore,  etc. 
See  vol.  2,  pp.  541-553. 

Trover,  for  converting  goods,  etc. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  before  and  until  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff 
was  lawfully  possessed  of  {very  Iriefly  designate  the  goods,  or,  where 
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he  was  not  in  possession,  say,  was  entiiJ^d  to  immedMte  possession  of, 
designating  the  goods),  which  was  his  property,  and  was  of  the  value 
of  $200 ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Va- 

latie,  the  defendant  then  being  in  possession  of  said  goods,  unlawfully 
converted  and  disposed  of  the  same,  to  his  own  use,  to  the  plaintiff's 
damage  of  $200.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  553-686. 

Trover  hy  assignee  after  conversion. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  before  and  until  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  one  A.  B. 
was  lawfully  possessed  of  {briefly  designate  the  goods),  or  was  entitled 
to  the  immediate  possession  of  (designating  the  goods,  etc.),  which  was 
then  the  property  of  said  A.  B.,  and  of  the  value  of  $200  ;  that  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Kinderhook,  the  defend- 

ant, being  then  in  possession  of  said  goods,  unlawfully  converted  and 
disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  A.  B., 
of  $200 ;  that  afterward,  and  on  the         day  of  ,  1865,  the 

said  A.  B.  duly  assigned  to  the  plaintifiE  his  claim  against  the  defend- 
ant for  the  damages  for  said  conversion.     Wherefore,  etc. 

Replevin;  ordina/ry form. 

{Title  and  commencem,6nt,  as  a/nte,  1040.) 

That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully 
possessed  of  {describe  the  goods  partioulourly),  of  the  value  of  $100,  then 
and  ever  since  his  property  ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  {state 
the  particular  place),  the  defendant  wrongfully  took  said  goods  and 
chattels  from  the  possession  of  this  plaintiff,  and  still  detains  the  same 
to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  $100.*  Wherefore  the  plaintiff  de- 
mands judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the  recoveij  of  the  posses- 
sion of  said  goods  and  chattels,  or  for  the  sum  of  $100,  the  value 
thereof,  in  case  a  delivery  cannot  be  had ;  together  with  $100,  his  dam- 
ages and  for  his  costs,  etc.    See  vol.  2,  pp.  631-644. 

Replevin  ;  owner  against  wrong -doer  for  taking  goods  from  plaintiff'' s 

bailee. 

{Title  amd  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned  the  plaintifiE  was,  and  still  is, 
the  owner  of  {describe  the  chattels  particula/rly),  of  the  value  of  $100 ; 
which  goods  were  then  in  possession  of  one  A.  B.,  to  whom  the  plaint- 
iff had  leased  or  let  the  same  for  a  certain  term  {or  otherwise,  as  the 
case  may  be) ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  Yalatie,  the  de- 

fendant wrongfully  took  said  goods  and  chattels  from  the  possession  of 
the  said  A.  B.,  and  still  unjustly  detains  the  same,  to  the  plaintiff's 
damage  of  $100 ;  that  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  the  said 
term  expired,  and,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  became  entitled  to  the  im- 
mediate and  exclusive  possession  of  said  goods  and  chattels.  {Then  de- 
mand judgment  as  vn  the  last  form  after  the  *.) 
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Mepl&oin  j  assignee  against  wrong-doer. 
'     [Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  one  A.  B.  was  lawfully  pos- 
sessed of  {briefly  designate  the  goods)  the  property  of  the  said  A.  B.,  of 
the  value  of  $100 ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village 

of  Kinderhook,  the  defendant  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  took  said 
goods  and  chattels  from  the  possession  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and  ever  since 
has  unjustly  detained  the  same,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  A.  B.  of  $100 ; 
that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  said  A.  B.  duly  assigned  to 

the  plaintiff  said  goods  and  chattels,  and  his  claim  to  damages  for  said 
taking  and  detention.  {Demand  for  judgment  as  in  the  last  two  forms.) 
See  vol.  2,  pp.  "631-644.  As  to  the  practice  in  replevin  action,  see 
ante,  204-231. 

For  a  false  warra/nty  of  a  horse. 
{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Kinderhook, 

the  defendant  offering  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff  a  certain  horse,  warranted, 
and  falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  said  horse  to  be  sound,  kind  and 
true,  and  gentle  and  quiet  in  harness ;  that  the  plaintiff,  relying  upon  said 
warranty  and  representations,  then  and  there  purchased  said  horse,  and 
paid  to  the  defendant  therefor  the  sum  of  $200  ;  that  at  the  time  of 
said  warranty,  representations  and  sale,  the  said  horse  was  unsound,  un- 
kind and  untrue,  and  restive  and  ungovernable  in  harness,  and  had  an 
infectious  disease,  and  was  actually  worthless  {or  was  worth  $100  less 
than  he  would  have  been  had  he  heen  as  represented  and  warranted), 
and  was  well  known  by  the  defendant  to  be  so  at  the  time  of  such  sale, 
etc.,  and  that  the  said  horse  still  so  remains  {if  special  damages  are 
davmed,  allege  them  as  follows,  or  as  the  case  may  be) ;  that  the  plaint- 
iff relying  upon  the  said  representations  and  warranty  of  the  said  de- 
fendant, afterward  attempted  to  use  the  said  horse  in  harness,  and  the 
said  horse  being  unkind,  unsteady,  restive  and  ungovernable  in  harness, 
without  the  fault  of  the  plaintiff,  ran  away,  greatly  injuring  and  break- 
ing the  plaintiff's  wagon,  and  greatly  injuring  and  bruising  the  plaintiff, 
whereby  tlie  plaintiff  became  sick,  sore  and  lame,  and  was  hindered 
from  attending  to  his  work,  as  a  mason,  and  was  put  to  great  expense 
in  repairing  his  wagon  and  harness,  and  in  recovering  from  his  hurts 
and  injuries ;  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  was  misled 
and  injured  to  his  damage  of  $200.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  2,  pp. 
349.  350. 

For  a  fraudulent  conceal/ment  on  a  sale. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the        day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Kinderhook, 

the  plaintiff  bought  of  the  defendant  his  certain  horse  for  the  sum  of 
$200,  then  paid  therefor  ;  that  the  defendant  then  and  there  well 
knew  tiiat  the  said  horse  had  the  heaves,  which  fact  was  then  unknown 
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to  the  said  plaintiff ;  he,  the  said  defendant,  then  intentionally,  falsely 
and  fraudulently  concealed  the  said  fact  from  the  knowledge  of  the 
said  plaintiff,  and  thereby  sold  the  said  horse  to  him  for  the  price  afore- 
said ;  and  that  the  said  horse  so  purchased  from  the  defendant  had  the 
heaves  at  the  time  of  the  said  sale  and  purchase  thereof  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  said  defendant,  and  was  thereby  rendered,  and  has  since 
continued,  utterly  unfit  for  use,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  $200. 
Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  625-629. 

For  fraudulently  obtaining  goods  on  credit. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the         day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Gloversville, 

the  defendant,  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintiff  by  in- 
ducing the  plaintiff  to  sell  him  goods,  falsely  and  fraudulently  repre- 
sented to  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  solvent,  and  worth  $20,000  over  and 
above  all  his  liabilities  {or  otherwise  as  the  representations  were) ;  that 
the  plaintiff,  relying  on  said  representations,  was  thereby  induced  to 
sell  {and  deliver)  to  him  {briefly  designate  the  goods)  of  the  value  of 
$200  ;  that  said  representations  were  false  in  that  {stating  m  what  re- 
spect), and  were  then  known  by  the  defendant  to  be  so ;  that  no  part  of 
the  price  thereof  has  been  paid  {and,  if  the  goods  were  not  delivered) ; 
that  the  plaintiff,  in  preparing  and  shipping  the  said  goods,  arid  in 
stopping  them  in  transit,  expended  $25,  to  his  damage  of  $200. 
Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  55-74. 

Fraudulently  representing  credit  of  a/rwther  person. 

{Title  and  oommsncement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the         day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Gloversville, 

the  defendant,  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintiff,  falsely 
and  fraudulently  represented  to  him  that  one  A.  B.  was  in  good  credit 
and  safe  to  be  trusted,  and  worth  the  sum  of  $20,000  over  and  above 
his  debts  and  liabilities  {or  otherwise,  as  the  fraudulent  representations 
were) ;  that  the  plaintiff,  relying  on  said  representations,  sold  and  de- 
livered twenty-five-dozens  of  buckskin  gloves  {or  other  goods),  of  the  value 
of  $200,  to  said  A.  B.,  upon  a  credit  of  four  months ;  but,  although  said 
time  has  expired,  said  A.  B.  has  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  for  said 
goods ;  that,  in  truth,  and  as  the  defendant  then  well  knew,  said  A.  B. 
was,  at  the  time  of  such  representations,  insolvent,  and  not  in  good 
credit,  nor  safe  to  be  trusted,  nor  worth  any  thing  over  and  above  his 
debts  and  liabilities ;  that  by  means  of  said  promises  the  plaintiff  has 
wholly  lost  said  goods,  and  the  value  thereof,  to  his  damage  of  $200. 
Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  424-430. 

Against  owner,  for  act  of  driver  of  carriage. 
{Title  am,d  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the        day  of  ,  1865,  the  plaintiff  was  riding  along 

the  public  highway,  in  the  town  of  Kinderhook,  in  a  one-horse  car- 
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riage,  drawn  bv  one  horse,  both  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the 
vahie  of  $500 ;  that  the  defendant  was  then  the  proprietor  of  a  stage 
and  four  horses,  which  were  then  passing  along  said  highway  in  the 
possession  of  the  defendant  {or  of  the  c[efendant\s  servant),  who  was 
driving  the  same ;  that  the  defendant  {or,  that  the  said  servant)  so 
carelessly  drove  and  managed  said  stage  and  horses,  that  by  reason  of 
his  negligence  said  stage  struck  the  plaintiff's  carriage,  and  overthrew 
and  broke  the  same,  and  threw  down  the  plaintiff's  horse,  breaking  his 
leg,  and  threw  the  plaintiff  out  of  his  carriage  upon  the  ground  {or 
otherwise  describe  the  injury  aoGordi/tig  to  the  fact),  whereby  the  plaint- 
iff was  bruised  and  wounded,  and  was  for  sixty  days  prevented  from 
attending  to  his  business,  and  was  put  to  great  expense  in  repairing  his 
chaise,  and  in  endeavoring  to  get  healed  of  his  own  hurts,  and  he  was 
obliged  to  kill  his  said  horse  in  consequence  of  his  leg  being  broken  as 
aforesaid,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  $200.  "Wherefore,  etc. 
See  vol.  1,  pp.  439-443. 

For  neglecting  to  return  execution. 

{TiUe  and  commenc&ment,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  execution  hereinafter  mentioned  the 
defendant  was  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Montgomery,  in  this  State ; 
that  on  the         day  of  ,  1865,  in  an  action  in  a  justice's  court 

before  Joseph  French,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  town  of 
Amsterdam,  in  the  county  of  Montgomery,  in  this  State,  wherein  this 
plaintiff  was  plaintiff,  and  one  A.  B.  defendant,  the  plaintiff  recovered 
a  judgment  duly  given  by  said  justice  against  said  A.  B.  for  $200, 
which  judgment  was  thereafter  duly  docketed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk 
of  the  county  of  Montgomery ;  that  on  the        day  of  ,  1865, 

an  execution  against  the  property  of  the  said  A.  B.  was  duly  issued  by 
this  plaintiff  on  said  judgment  and  directed,  and  then  delivered  to  the 
defendant  as  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Montgomery,  of  which  execution 
the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  copy  with  the  indorsements) ;  *  that 
although  {jruxre  tha/r^  sixty  days  elapsed  after  the  deUvery  of  the  said 
execution  to  the  defendant,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  yet  he  has,  in  violation  of  his  duty  as  such  sheriff,  failed  to 
return  the  same,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  $200.    Wherefore,  etc. 

For  neglecting  to  levy. 

{As  in  the  last  form  to  the  *,  then  continue  thus) :  That  aLhough  at 
the  time  of  the  said  delivery  of  said  execution  to  the  defendant  there 
was  within  said  county  personal  property  belonging  to  the  said  defend- 
ant, to-wit  (designate  it  briefly),  out  of  which  the  defendant  might 
have  satisfied  the  execution  {of  which  jproperty  he  then  and  there  had 
notice)  ;  nevertheless,  in  violation  of  his  duty  as  such  sheriff,  he  failed 
to  levy  the  moneys  or  any  part  thereof,  as  by  said  execution  he  was 
requu-ed  to  do,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  $200.  Wherefore, 
etc.     See  vol.  2,  p.  432. 
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For  false  return  to  an  execution. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  and  return  of  the  execution  herein- 
after mentioned  the  defendant  was  a  constable  of  the  town  of  Amster- 
dam, in  the  county  of  Montgomery,  in  this  State  ;  that  on  the  day 
of  ,  1865,  this  plaintin  recovered  a  judgment,  duly  given  in  an 

action  in  a  justice's  court  before  Joseph  French,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  town  of  Amsterdam,  in  the  county  of  Montgomery,  against  one 
A.  B.  for  the  sum  of  $200  ;  that  on  the        day  of  ,  1865,  an 

execution  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  A.  B.  was  duly 
issued  upon  said  judgment  by  the  said  justice,  and  directed  and  then 
delivered  to  the  defendant  as  such  constable,  of  which  execution  the 
following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  copy) ;  that  the  defendant,  as  such  con- 
stable. Old,  within  sixty  days  thereafter,  by  virtue  of  said  execution, 
levy  on  certain  goods  and  chattels  of  said  A.  B.,  within  said  county,  of 
a  value  sufficient  to  satisfy  said  judgment,  together  with  the  defend- 
ant's fees  and  poundage ;  that  notwithstanding  the  premises,  and  in 
violation  of  his  duty  as  constable,  he  did  not  satisfy  said  judgment  or 
any  part  thereof  ;  but  has  returned  upon  said  execution  to  the  said  jus- 
tice, that  the  said  A.  B.  had  not  any  goods  or  chattels  within  the  said 
county,  whereby  he  could  cause  to  be  levied  the  amount  of  the  said 
judgrtient,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  $200. 
"Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  p.  M3. 

For  an  escape. 

{Title  amd  commencement,  as  ante,  1 040.) 

That  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  execution  and  of  the  escape 
hereinafter  mentioned  the  defendant  was  one  of  the  constables  of  the 
county  of  Columbia,  in  this  State;  that  on  the        day  of  , 

1865,  in  an  action  brought  in  a  justice's  court  before  James  Miller, 
Esq. ,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Kinderhook,  in  the  said  county 
of  Columbia,  by  this  plaintiff  against  one  A.  B.  for  wrongfully  and 
unlawfully  converting  certain  personal  property  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff,  this  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  duly  given  by  said  court 
against  said  A.  B.  for  $200  ;  that  on  the         day  of  ,  1865,  an 

execution,  in  proper  form,  against  the  goods  and  chattels  and  against 
the  person  of  the  defendant  was  duly  issued  by  said  justice  upon  said 
judgment  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  as  such  constable,  which  exe- 
cution was  as  follows  {set  out  a  copy) ;  that  thereafter  the  defendant, 
as  such  constable,  at  the  town  of  Kinderhook,  arrested  said  A.  B.  pur- 
suant to  said  execution  ;  but,  in  violation  of  his  duty  as  such  constable, 
he  neglected  and  refused  to  commit  the  said  A.  B.  to  jail  as  he  was  by 
said  execution  demanded ;  and  on  the        day  of  ,  1865,  at 

Kinderhook  aforesaid,  the  said  defendant,  without  the  consent  of  the 
plaintiff,  unlawfully  permitted  the  said  A.  B.  to  escape,  to  the  damage 
of  the  plaintiff  of  $200.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  438-443. 
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For  heeping  a  mischievous  dog,  hy  whioh  plainti^  was  iitten. 

(Title  and  commenGeinent,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioaed,  the  defendant  wrongfully 
kept  a  dog,  well  knowing  him  to  be  of  a  ferocious  and  mischievous 
disposition,  and  accustomed  to  attack  and  bite  mankind  {that  the  de- 
fendant, while  he  kept  his  dog  as  aforesaid,  wrongfully  am,d  negli- 
gently suffered  such  dog  to  go  atla/rge,  without  heing properly  guarded 
or  confined)  ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village 

of  Valatie,  the  said  dog,  while  in  the  keeping  of  the  defendant,  at- 
tacked and  bit  the  plaintiff,  and  wounded  him  in  the  leg,  whereby  this 
plaintiff  became  lame  and  so  remained  for  six  weeks,  and  was  thereby 
occasioned  great  pain,  and  prevented  from  going  on  with  his  business 
as  a  day  laborer,  and  was  obliged  to,  and  actually  did,  expend  $25  in 
endeavoring  to  heal  himself  of  said  wounds,  to  his  damage  of  $100. 
Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  611-617. 

For  Tteepvng  a  dog  accustomed  to  bite  sheep  and  other  amiimals 

{Title  and  com,mencement,  asa/nte,  1040.) 

That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  wrongfully 
kept  a  dog  {^eU  Tcnowing  him  to  he  accustomed  to  hv/nt,  chase,  bite, 
worry,  and  kill  sheep,,  lambs  and  other  domestic  animals),  which  said 
dog  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  and  on  other  days,  between 

that  day  and  the  commencement  of  this  action  {wrongfully  came  upon 
the  plaintiffs  lomd  and  there)  hunted,  chased,  bit  and  worried  ten 
sheep  and  twenty  lambs  of  the  plaintiff,  being  of  the  value  of  $200  ; 
that  by  means  thereof  five  of  the  said  sheep  and  ten  of  the  said 
lambs  of  the  plaintiff,  being  of  the  value  of  $100,  died  and  became 
of  no  value  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  residue  of  the  said  sheep  and 
lambs  of  the  said  plaintiff,  being  also  of  great  value,  were  injured,  and 
rendered  of  no  value  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  of  $200,  Where- 
fore, etc.     See  vol.  2,  p.  616. 

For  a  penalty  given  by  statute. 

{TiUe  cmd  comm-encement,  as  am,te,  1040.) 

That  the  plaintiff  is  an  inhabitant  of  the  town  of  Athens,  in  Greene 
county  ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  said  town  of 

Athens,  the  defendant  set  a  stationary  fish  net  in  the  creek  commonly 
called  the  Murderer's  creek,  in  the  town  of  Athens,  in  the  county  of 
Greene,  that  is  to  say,  in  a  portion  of  said  creek  running  through  said 
town,  and  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of 
the  State  of  New  York,  entitled  "An  act  to  prevent  the  destruction  of 
fish  in  Murderer's  creek,  in  the  town  of  Athens,"  passed  March  13, 
1838  ;  that  by  reason  thereof,  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plamtiff 
in  the  penalty  and  sum  of  $10,  one-half  for  himself  and  one-half  for 
the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  said  town,  for  the  use  of  the  poor,  and  an 
action  has  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  same.  Wherefore,  etc. 
See  vol.  2,  p.  458. 
136 
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Against  depositary  {or  hailee)for  not  talcing  care  of  goods. 

{Title  and  oommeThoement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  10th  day  of  January,  1865,  the  plaintiflE  delivered  to 
the  defendant  a  large  quantity  of  goods,  wares  and  merchandise,  to-wit, 
{designate  or  describe  the  articles),  of  the  value  of  $200,  to  be  by  the 
defendant  safely  and  securely  kept  for  the  plaintiff  {for  a  reasonable 
compensation,  to  be  paid  therefor  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant) ; 
and  the  said  goods,  etc.,  were  to  be  returned  and  redelivered  to  the 
said  plaintiff  when  the  said  defendant  should  be  thereafter  requested ; 
that,  although  the  said  defendant  received  the  said  goods,  etc.,  from 
the  plaintiff,  as  aforesaid,  and,  although  the  said  defendant  was  after- 
ward, on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1865,  and  before  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  requested  by  the  said  plaintiff  to  redeliver  the  said  goods, 
etc.,  to  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  yet  the  said  defendant,  not  regarding 
his  said  promise  and  undertaking,  and  his  duty,  did  not,  nor  would 
take  due  proper  care  of  and  safely  and  securely  keep  the  said  goods, 
etc.,  or  any  part  thereof,  for  the  said  plaintiff,  nor  did,  nor  would  he  at 
the  same  time  when  he  was  so  requested  as  af  oi'esaid,  or  at  any  time 
afterward,  redeliver  the  same  to  the  plaintiff ;  but  on  the  contrary 
thereof,  he,  the  said  defendant,  so  carelessly  and  negligently  con- 
ducted himself  with  respect  to  the  said  goods,  etc.,  and  took  so  little 
care  thereof,  that  by  and  through  the  mere  carelessness,  negligence 
and  improper  conduct  of  the  said  defendant,  and  his  servants  in  that 
behalf,  that  the  said  goods,  etc.,  were  wholly  lost  to  the  said  plaintiff, 
to  his  damage  of  $200,  etc.     Wherefore,  etc. 

Against  mecha/riic  {or  bailee)  fo7'  doing  work  badly. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Kinderhook, 

a  written  agreement  was  made  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendant,  by  virtue,  or  by  the  terms  of  which,  it  was  agreed^  that  the 
defendant  should  take  down  a  certain  store  in  the  said  village  of  Kinder- 
hook,  and  would  build  another  store  at  the  village  of  Valatie  for  the 
said  plaintiff,  agreeably  to  certain  plans  thereof,  then  in  the  possession 
of  the  defendant ;  that  the  said  contract  was  as  follows  {set  out  a  copy) ; 
that  afterward,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  de- 
fendant erected  and  built  the  said  store,  with  the  appurtenances,  for  the 
plaintiff,  yet  the  said  defendant  did  not  build  the  said  store  agreeably 
to  the  said  plans,  agreement  and  particulars,  with  good  and  proper  ma- 
terials, and  in  a  sound,  substantial,  and  workmanlike  manner,  but  wholly 
neglected  and  refused  so  to  do  ;  but  on  the  contrary,  the  defendant 
erected  and  built  the  last-mentioned  store,  with  the  appurtenances,  dif- 
ferent from  and  contrary  to  the  said  plans,  agreement  and  particulars, 
and  with  bad  and  improper  materials,  and  in  a  slight,  inartificial  and 
unworkmanlike  manner,  contrary  to  the  form,  effect  and  intention  of 
the  said  plans,  specifications  and  agreement,  to  the  damage  of  the 
plaintiff  of  $200.     Wherefore,  etc. 
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Against  mechanic  for  not  using  due  care  and  sJcill  in  repairing. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  the  defendant,  being  a  watchmakM-  {or,  as  the  case  may  be),  at 
the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  plaintiff,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865, 
delivered  to  him  a  watch  {or  other  article)  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value 
of  $200,  to  be  repaired  by  the  defendant  for  reward ;  that  in  consid- 
eration of  the  premises,  the  defendant  then  undertook  said  employ- 
ment, and  to  use  due  care  and  skill  in  repairing  said  watch  {or  other 
article),  and  to  take  due  care  thereof  while  in  his  possession,  and  to  re- 
deliver the  same  to  the  plaintiff  on  request ;  that  the  said  defendant 
did  not  take  due  and  proper  care  of  the  said  watch  whilst  in  his  pos- 
session, whereby  the  said  watch  was  broken  and  injured  ;  and  he  did 
not  use  due  care  or  skill  in  repairing  the  said  watch,  but  did  his  work 
in  so  careless  and  unworkmanlike  manner,  that  no  beneiit  was  derived 
therefrom,  and  the  watch  was  not  improved,  but,  on  the  contrary,  was 
materially  injured,  to  the  plaintiff 's  damage  of  $100.     "Wherefore,  etc. 

Against  common  carrier  for  loss  of  goods. 

{Title  and  comnhencerruent,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  a  com- 
mon carrier  of  goods  for  hire,  between  the  places  hereinafter  mentioned  ;* 
that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  in  considera- 

tion of  the  sum  of  $  then  paid    {or   agreed   to  he  paid)  to  him 

by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  agreed  safely  to  carry  to  the  city  of 
TTtiea,  N.  Y.,  and  there  to  deliver  to  James  Pay  well,  or  order  {as  the 
case  was),  certain  goods,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of 
$200,  consisting  of  {here  Iriejly  describe  the  goods),  which  the  plaintiff 
then  and  there  delivered  to  the  defendant,  who  received  the  same  upon 
the  agreement  and  for  the  purposes  before  mentioned  ;  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  safely  carry  and  deliver  the  said  goods  pursuant  to  said 
agreement   {although  on  the  day  of         ,  1865,  at  TJtica,   and 

before  the  commencerAent  of  this  action,  the  plaintiff,  or  said  James 
Paywell,  demanded  the  same  of  him) ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  de- 
fendant so  negligently  conducted  and  so  misbehaved,  in  regard  to  the 
same  in  his  calling  as  a  carrier,  that  they  were  wholly  lost  to  the  plaint- 
iff, to  his  damage  of  $200.     "Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  614^650. 

JFor  breach  of  carrier's  duty. 

{As  in  the  last  form  to  the*,  and  then  continue  :)   That  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  one  A.  B.  dehvered  to  the  de- 

fendants, and  they,  as  such  carriers,  received  certain  goods,  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff,  to-wit :  {describe  the  goods)  of  the  value  of  $200,  to 
be  by  the  defendants  safely  carried  to  Port  Jackson,  in  Montgomery 
county,  N.  Y.,  and  there  to  be  delivered  to  Adam,  "W.  Kline,  for  a 
reasonable  reward,  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  {or  as  the  case  may  be) 
therefor ;  that  the  defendant  did  not  safely  carry  and  deliver  the  said 
.  goods,  but,  on  the  contrary,  so  negligently  conducted,  and  so  misbe- 
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haved  in  regard  to  the  same  in  their  calling  as  carriers,  that  the  same 
were  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  of  $200.  Wherefore, 
etc. 

This  last  form  is  a  proper  one  to  be  used  in  those  cases  in  which  no 
special  contract  was  made  with  the  carrier,  bnt  it  is  sought  to  make  him 
liable  for  a  breach  of  his  duty  toward  the  public. 

Against  an  innkeeper  for  loss  of  a  trunic,  etc. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1040.) 

That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  the 
keeper  of  a  common  inn  in  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  known  as  the 
"  Merchants'  Hotel,"  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  this  plaintiff 

was  received  by  the  defendant  into  his  said  inn  as  a  traveler  {or  guest) 
together  with  his  baggage,  to-wit,  a  trunk  {or  valise,  etc.,)  containing 
{here  designate  contents  lost),  the  property  of  the  plaintiff ;  that  the 
defendant  and  his  servants  so  negligently  conducted  themselves  in 
regard  to  the  same,  that  while  he  so  remained  at  said  inn,  as  a  traveler 
{or  guest),  his  said  trunk  {or  valise,  etc.)  was  taken  away  from  the 
room  of  this  plaintiff  by  some  person  or  persons  to  the  plaintiff 
unknown  ;  and  thereby  the  same  became  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  to 
his  damage  of  $200.  Wherefore,  etc.  As  to  the  liabilities  of  inn- 
keepers, see  vol.  ],  pp.  603-614. 

§  3.  Answers.  In  selecting  subjects  of  defense,  and  in  framing 
precedents  of  answers,  it  will  be  intended  to  give  such  forms  as  shall 
be  most  useful  in  practice,  and  such  subjects  as  have  been  discussed 
in  this  work.  To  give  a  form  for  every  particular  defense  will  not  be 
attempted,  though  it  is  believed  that  such  a  variety  will  be  found  as 
will  materially  assist  the  young  practitioner. 

Formal  parts  of  a/n  answer. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COTJET. 


Jolin  Doe,  plaintiff,  | 

agit.  \  Before  David  KEisnsrEDT,  Esq. 

Richard  Roe,  defendant.      ( 

The  defendant  hi  the  above,  entitled  action  answers  the  comi)laint 
therein,  etc.  {state  defense).  Wherefore  the  defendant  demands  judg- 
ment in  his  favor  for  costs,  etc. 

If  there  are  several  defendants,  and  there  is  a  defense  interposed  by 
one  defendant  the  commencement  may  be  changed  so  as  to  read  as 
follows  :  "  The  defendant  A.  B.,  in  the  above  entitled  action,  answers 
the  complaint,"  etc. 
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Nonjoinder  of  plaintiffs  in  actions  wpon  controGt. 

{Title  of  action.) 

The  defendant  answers  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  action, 
and  alleges  *  that  the  supposed  contract  mentioned  in  the  complaint 
was  made  by  the  said  defendant,  with  this  present  plaintiff,  and  one 
A.  B.,  jointly,  and  not  otherwise ;  that  the  said  A.  B.  is  still  living,  and 
now  resides  m  the  town  of  ,  in  the  county  of  ,  in  this 

State.  Wherefore  f  the  defendant  demands  judgment  that  this  action 
abate  and  that  judgment  be  rendered  in  his  favor  for  the  costs- of  this 
action. 

If  the  action  is  one  in  which  a  set-off  is  interposed  as  a  defense,  the 
claim  for  judgment  may  be  as  follows  : 

Wherefore  the  defendant  demands  judgment  in  his  favor  for  the  sum 
of  $200,  besides  the  costs  of  this  action. 

Non-joinder  of  plaintiffs  in  actions  of  tort. 

{Title  of  action.) 

{As  in  the  last  form  to  the  *,  then  continue:)  that  as  to  the  taking 
{or  the  converting)  of  said  horse  {or  other  property),  the  same  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  said  supposed  trespass  {or  conversion),  the  property  of 
the  plaintiff  and  one  A.  B.,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  of  the  plaint- 
iff alone;  that  the  said  A.  B.  is  still  living  and  now  resides  in  the  town 
of,  ,  in  the  county  of  ,  in  this  State.     Wherefore  {as 

in  the  last forin  from  the  f).  See  ante,  19. 

;  Non-joinder  of  defendant  in  actions  upon  contract. 

{Title  of  action.) 

{As  in  the  last  two  forms  to  the  *,  and  then  continue:)  that  the  said 
work  and  labor  mentioned  in  the  complaint  were  done,  and  the  said 
money  mentioned  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant, jointly  with  one  A.  B.,  who  is  still  living,  and  resides  at  the 
town  of  ,  in  the  county  of  ,  in  this  State.     Wherefore 

{as  in  two  last  forms  from  the  f). 

AcHon  hrouffht  m  wrong  town. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ahove,  to  the*,  and  then  continue:) 
That  the  said  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action, 
resided  and  had  a  legal  residence  in  the  town  of  Ephratah,  in  the  county 
of  Fulton ;  and  that  the  said  defendant,  at  the  same  time,  resided  and 
had  a  legal  residence  in  the  town  of  Northampton,  in  said  county,  and 
had  not  absconded  from  his  said  residence ;  and  that  this  action  was 
brought  in  the  town  of  Perth,  in  said  county,  and  the  summons  {or 
other  process)  was  made  returnable  in  the  said  town  of  Perth,  which 
does  not  adjoin  either  the  said  town  of  Ephratah  or  Northampton. 
Wherefore,  the  defendant  demands  judgment  that  this  action  abate, 
and  that  he  recover  his  costs.     See  amte,  1 6-22. 
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Another  OGtion  pendmg. 

{Title  cmd  commencement,  as  ante,  1085,  to  the  *,  and  then  continue ;) 
That  at  the  commencement  of  this  action  there  was,  and  still  is,  another 
action  pending  in  a  justice's  court,  before  William  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Broadalbin,  in  Fulton  county,  in 
this  State,  between  the  same  parties  as  in  this  action,  and  for  the  same 
cause  as  that  set  forth  in  the  complaint  in  this  action.  Wherefore,  etc. 
{as  in  last  form).    See  vol.  2,  pp.  659-662. 

General  denial. 
{Title  of  action.) 

The  defendant,  answering  the  complaint  in  this  action,  denies  each 
and  every  allegation  thereof. 

As  to  what  matters  may  be  proved  under  a  general  denial,  see  vol. 
2,  pp.  651-656.  As  to  what  matters  must  be  specially  pleaded  by  set- 
ting them  up  in  the  answer,  see  vol.  2,  pp.  656-659. 

General  denial  of  one  of  several  causes  of  action. 

{Title  of  action.) 

The  defendant,  answering  the  first  cause  of  action  conta,ined  in  the 
complaint  in  this  action,  denies  each  and  every  allegation  of  the  com- 
plaint respecting  the  same.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  651-656. 

Specif  G  denial. 
{Title  of  action.) 

The  defendant,  answering  the  complaint  in  this  action,  denies  that 
he  ever  indorsed  said  note  mentioned  therein. 

Infamjoy  of  defendant ;  act/ion  on  contract. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  supposed  contract  {amd  on  delivery 
of  the  goods,  or  other  consideration)  alleged,  he  was  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  to-wit,  twenty  years  of  age.  Wherefore,  etc.  See 
vol.  2,  pp.  662-672. 

Infancy  of  defendant ;  actions  for  torts. 

{Title  and- commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  wrongful  acts  and  grievances  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  said  horse  was  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  by 
virtue  of  a  contract  of  bailment  for  hire,  and  that  the  alleged  beating, 
and  the  fatiguing  by  over-driving  occurred  and  took  place  through  the 
unskillfulness  and  the  want  of  knowledge,  discretion,  and  judgment  of 
the  defendant ;  that  on  the  termination  of  the  contract  of  bailment,  the 
defendant  returned  and  redelivered  said  horse  to  the  plaintiflE  in  full 
life  ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  bailment,  and  of  the  committing  of  the 
supposed  wrongful  acts  and  grievances,  the  defendant  was  an  infant 
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under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  to-wit,  of  twenty  years  of  age. 
Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  662-672. 

Inscmity  of  defendcmt. 

{Title  cmd  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  alleged  promise  (or  agreement,  or,  of 
executing  the  alleged  deed),  the  defendant  was  of  unsound  mind,  and 
thereby  incapable  of  making  {or  executing)  and  understanding  the  same, 
as  the  plaintiff  then  well  knew.  "Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  2,  pp. 
672-675  ;  see  also  the  next  form. 

Intoxication  of  defendant. 

{Title  and  com^mencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  before,  and  at  the  time  when  the  defendant  made  the  said 
promissory  note  {or  indorsed  it),  he  was  so  drunken,  intoxicated,  and 
under  the  influence  of  intoxicating  liquor,  and  thereby  so  entirely  de- 
prived of  sense,  understanding,  and  the  use  of  his  reason,  as  to  be 
unable  to  comprehend  the  meaning,  object,  nature,  or  effect  of  the  said 
promissory  note  {or  indorsement),  or  to  contract  or  promise  thereby, 
of  all  which  premises  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  when  he, 
the  defendant,  made  the  said  note  {or  indorsed  it),  and  always  since, 
had  full  knowledge  and  notice.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  2,  pp.  675- 
678. 

Jiesdss-lon  of  contract. 

{Title  and  comm,encem,ent,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  after  the  making  of  the  contract  alleged  in  the  complaint,  it 
was  agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  that  the 
said  contract  should  be  waived,  abandoned  and  rescinded,  and  they 
then  waived,  abandoned,  and  rescinded  the  same  accordingb^  "Where- 
fore, etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  62-74. 

Coverture  of  the  defendant. 

{Tide  and  commsncement,  as  a/nte,  1084.) 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  promissory  note  mentioned  in  the 
complaint,  the  defendant  was  and  still  is  a  married  woman,  the  wife  of 
one  John  Smith  ;  that  said  note  was  not  given  in  or  about  the  carrying 
on  of  any  separate  business  by  defendant,  nor  for  property  purchased 
by  her,  nor  does  said  note  relate  to  defendant's  separate  estate,  nor  was 
it  made  for  the  benefit  thereof.  'Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  2,  pp. 
311-323. 

Alteration  of  instrument  without  consent. 

{Title  and  cormnerhcement,  as  am,te,  1084.) 

That  after  the  making  {or  acceptance)  and  issue  of  said  promissory 
note  {or  hilV)  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  same 
was  materially  altered,  without  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  by  adding 
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the  signature  of  A.  B.  as  a  joint  maker  thereof  (or,  hy  cutting  of  the 
signatwre  of  one  A.  B.  who  tjoas  a  joint  inaker  thereof  ^  or  hy  adding 
the  words  "pa/ydble  at  or  otherwise,  as  the  case  may  he).  Wherefore, 
etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  682-694. 

Illegal  demand  ;  money  lost  at  play. 
{Title  and  corwmencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  heretofore,  to-wit,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city 

of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  played  together  at  a 
game  of  chance  called  ,  for  stakes,  upon  credit,  and  not  for  ready 

money  ;  and  at  said  gaming  the  plaintiff  won  $  of  the  defendant, 

which  he  did  not  pay ;  that  thereafter  the  defendant  gave  the  plaintiff 
the  note  mentioned  in  the  complaint  for  said  money  so  staked  and  lost 
at  play.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  403-405. 

JVote  given  for  liguors  sold  without  license. 

( Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

Tliat  the  only  consideration  for  said  note  was  for  the  sale  of  strong  or 
spirituous  liquors,  sold  hy  {the  payee  of  the  note),  in  quantities  less  than 
five  gallons  to  said  defendant,  in  the  town  of  ,  and  county  of  , 

the  said  (the  seller),  at  the  time  of  such  sale,  having  no  license  for  the 
sale  thereof,  as  required  by  the  Laws  of  18  ,  either  grocer  or  tavern 
license ;  that  the  said  note  was  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  after  it  was 
due,  and  without  consideration,  and  after  he  had  full  knowledge  of  the 
foregoing  facts.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  714,  715. 

Higher  security  taken. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  after  said  account  (or  note,  or  other  simple  contract  dd>t) 
became  due,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  plaintiff 
and  this  defendant  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  give  the  plaintiff 
his  bond  under  seal  {or  should  confess  judgment  to  the  plaintiff ),  for 
said  sum  so  due  ;  that  in  pursuance  of  said  agreement,  this  defendant, 
on  the  day  of  >  18     ,  gave  to  the  plaintiff  his  bond  under 

seal,  in  the  penal  sum  of  $  ,  conditioned  for  the  payment  by  him 

to  said  plaintiff  of  said  sum  of  $         ,  so  due,  on  the  day  of        , 

18  ,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  with  interest.  Wherefore,  etc. 
See  vol.  2,  pp.  724-728. 

Former  action  ;  and  judgment  for  defendant. 

(Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  after  the  supposed  cause  of  action  in  the  complaint  in  this  ac- 
tion mentioned  had  accrued,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  and  on  the  day  of  ,1S,  at  the  town  of  Kinder- 

hook,  Columbia  county,  in  this  State,  in  an  action  brought  before  James 
Miller,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  said  town  and  county,  by  the 


PEECEDENTS  OF  PLEADINGS.  1089 

Answers. 

present  defendant  against  the  present  plaintiff,*  for  the  same  cause  of 
action  as  that  set  forth  in  the  complaint  in  this  action,  the  said 
present  defendant  recovered  judgment  duly  given,  upon  the  merits 
thereof,  against  the  said  present  plaintiff",  for  $200  (or  state  the  judgment 
given).     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  p.  YiO. 

Fwmer  action  hy  defendant,  and  plaintiff  set  off  his  demand. 

{As  in  the  last  form,  to  the  *,  then  continue :)  in  an  action  arising 
upon  contract,  and  in  which  a  set-off  was  allowable,  the  present  defend- 
ant recovered  judgment  duly  given,  upon  the  merits  thereof,  against  the 
present  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  $200,  with  the  costs  of  action  ;  that  in 
the  said  action  before  the  said  James  Miller,  f  the  present  plaintiff  did 
set  off  against  the  said  demand  of  the  present  defendant  the  same 
cause  of  action  now  set  forth  in  the  present  plaintiff's  complaint,  which 
cause  of  action  so  set  off  as  aforesaid,  with  the  other  matters  in  ques- 
tion, were  then  and  there  heard,  tried  and  determined  by  the  said  court, 
before  the  said  James  Miller.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  2,  p.  736. 

Fwmsr  action  in  which  plaintiff  ought  to  have  set  off,  hut  did  not. 

{As  i/n  the  last  inoo forms  to  the  f,  then  continue :)  The  present  plaint- 
iff did  neglect  to  plead  or  set  off  his  demand,  mentioned  in  his  com- 
plaint as  his  cause  of  action,  against  the  demand  of  the  defendant  in  the 
action  aforesaid,  before  said  James  Miller ;  and  that  the  action  before  the 
said  James  Miller  was  commenced  after  the  cause  of  action  mentioned 
in  this  complaint  had  accrued.  Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  p.  738. 

Former  recovery  hy  plaintiff  for  same  cause  of  action 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  at  the  town  of  Kinderhook, 

in  Columbia  county,  in  this  State,  in  an  action  brought  before  James 
Miller,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  said  town  and  county,  and  at  a 
court  then  and  there  held  by  and  before  him,  the  said  plaintiff  com- 
plained for  the  same  cause  of  action  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the 
complaint  as  the  cause  of  action  herein  ;  that  such  proceedings  were 
thereupon  had  in  said  court,  that  on  the  day  of  j  18     , 

at  the  said  town  of  Kinderhook,  the  said  plaintiff,  by  the  judgment  of 
the  said  court,  recovered  against  the  said  defendant,  bj^  a  final  judg- 
ment on  the  merits,  the  sum  of  $200  for  same  cause  of  action  mentioned 
in  the  complaint  therein,  with  the  costs  of  suit,  etc.  Wherefore,  etc. 
See  vol.  2,  p.  735. 

Eecaitpmmt  in  action  for  goods  sold,  alleging  Ireach  of  warranty  on 

the  sale. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  the  said  goods  were  sold  and  delivered  in  the  piece  or  package, 
and  without  an  opportunity  for  the  defendant  to  examine  the  same  ;  and 
137 
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that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  same  it  was  represented  and  agreed  by 
the  said  {seller,  orplam.tiff\  that  the  same  should  be  free  from  any  defect 
or  injury,  and  would  be  marketable  ;  whereas,  in  fact,  a  portion  of  said 
goods,  being  dry  goods  and  hosiery,  were  unmarketable,  defective,  and 
injured,  and  the  colors  of  the  same  were  destroyed  and  changed,  which 
was  unknown  to  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and  delivery, 
whereby  the  defendant  sustained  damage  to  the  extent  of  $100,  being 
the  amount  of  the  price  of  the  goods  so  injured  or  defective ;  which  said 
last-mentioned  amount  the  defendant  claims  shall  be  deducted  from 
the  amount  that  may  be  proved  against  him  on  the  trial  of  this  action. 
Wherefore  the  defendant  demands  judgment  that  his  said  damages  be 
deducted  from  the  plaintiff's  demand.     See  vol.  2,  p.  757. 

Heooupment  in  am,  action  upon  a  note  gi/uen  for  property  sold,  cmd  a 
hreach  qf  warrcmty  on  the  sale. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.; 

That  the  said  note  was  not,  before  it  became  due,  transferred  and 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff  for  value;  that  the  said  note  was  made  and 
delivered  by  the  defendant  to  one  A.  B.,  who  was  at  that  time  an  agent 
or  servant  of  the  plaintiff,  and  acting  as  such  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
in  that  transaction,  in  exchange  for  a  quantity  of  segars,  which  was 
sold  by  sample  at  that  time  by  said"  A.  B.  as  such  agent ;  that  when 
said  segars  were  delivered  to  this  defendant,  they  did  not  correspond 
with  the  samples,  and  were  not  worth  more  than  $100  ;  that  as  soon  as 
the  defendant  learned  the  character  of  said  segars,  he  offered  to  said 
A.  B.,  as  such  agent,  to  return  them,  which  he  is  still  ready  and  will- 
ing to  do.  Wherefore  the  defendant  claims  judgment  that  he  may  re- 
coup $100,  the  amount  of  his  damages  in  this  behalf,  from  the  amount 
of  said  note. 

Setoff. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action, 
the  plaintiff  was,  and  stiU  is,  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  the  sum  of 
$200  for  the  following  cause :  {here  state  the  cause  of  action  or  matter 
relied  on  as  a  set-off),  out  of  which  said  sum  of  money  so  due  to  the 
defendant,  which  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  he 
hereby  offers  to  set  off  to  the  plaintiff  so  much  as  will  be  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  plaintiff's  damages  or  demand,  if  any,  in  respect  to  the  al- 
leged matters  complained  of  in  the  complaint.  Wherefore  the  defend- 
ant demands  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  balance  due  from 
him  to  the  defendant,  together  with  costs,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  p.  766. 

Statute  of  limitations. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint  did  not  accrue 
within  six  {or  other  number,  as  the  case  may  he)  years  before  the 
commencement  of  this  action.  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  2,  pp.  779- 
821. 


PRECEDENTS  OF  PLEADINGS.  1091 

Answers. 


lielease. 

{Title  and  commeneement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  after  the  making  of  the  contract  {or  other  instrument),  and  the 
alleged  breach  thereof  {or  after  committing  the  supposed  wrongs  or 
grievances),  in  the  complaint  mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  action,  to-wit :  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  the  plaintiff, 

in  consideration  of  $10,  by  deed  released  this  defendant  from  tne  claim 
set  up  in  the  complaint  {or,  executed  to  this  defendant  a  release  of 
which  the  following  is  a  copy,  giving  copy).  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol. 
2,  pp.  821-831. 

Arhitrament  and  awa/rd. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  after  the  maturity  of  the  note  {or  aft&r  the  accruing  of  the  other 
cause  of  action)  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  to-wit :  on  the  day 

of  J  18     ,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  (by  their  londs  of  ar- 

hii/ratiorC)  mutually  submitted  the  demand  alleged  in  the  complaint 
{among  other  controversies)  to  the  arbitration  of  one  A.  B.,who,  there- 
after and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to-wit :  on  the 
day  of  )  18     ,  by  his  award  duly  made  and  published,  awarded 

that,  etc.  {stating  the  svhstcmce  of  the  awa/rd) ;  that  the  defendant,  on 
the  day  of  ,18     ,  and  before  the  commeneement  of  this 

action,  duly  performed  the  said  award  on  his  part  by  (here  state  pay- 
ment or  tender,  etc.,  as  the  case  may  ie).  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol.  2, 
pp.  831-869. 

Accord  and  satisfaction. 

{TiUe  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  after  making  the  contract  {or  other  instrument)  and  the  alleged 
breach  thereof  {or,  after  committing  ths  supposed  grieoa/nces),  in  the 
complaint  mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to- 
wit  :  on  the  day  of  >  18  ,  this  defendant  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  accepted  and  received  from  the  defendant 
$200  {or  one  valuable  horse),  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the 
damages  {or  moneys,  or  liability,  or  debt,  or  as  the  case  may  be)  in  the 
complaint  mentioned,  and  of  all  the  damages  by  the  plaintiff  sustained 
by^reason  of  the  non-performance  {or  nonpayment,  or  neglect,  or  acts) 
therein  alleged.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  869-880. 

Tender  qfpa/yment. 

{Title  a/nd  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and  on  the  day  of 
,18  ,  at  Kinderhook,  N.  Y.,  this  defendant  tendered  to  the 
plaintiff  $200  in  payment  of  said  note  and  interest  {or  other  indebted- 
ness), but  he  refused  to  receive  the  same  ;  that  this  defendant  has  ever 
since  remained,  and  still  is,  ready  and  willing  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  said 
sum,  but  the  plaintiff  has  hitherto  refused  to  receive  the  same  ;   that 
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this  defendant  now  brings  the  said  sum  of  $200  into  court  [or  if  al- 
ready put  into  court,  that  this  defendant  has  paid  said  sum  of  $200 
into  this  court  in  this  action)  ready  to  be  paid  to  tlie  plaintiflf,  if  he  will 
accept  the  same.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  p.  880. 

Justification  of  entry  into  plaim,tiff''s  house,  and  seizi/ng  his  goods 
under  an  execution  against  him. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 
First  defense.  A  general  denial.  See  ante,  1086. 
Second  defense.  And  for  a  further  answer  in  this  action  the  defend- 
ant says,  that  heretofore,  to-wit,  on  the  day  of  >  18  ,  one 
John  Doe  duly  recovered  a  judgment  in  a  civil  action  against  this 
plaintiff,  Eichard  Eoe,  before  one  Harley  Bartlett,  then  \am,d  now)  a 
justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county  of 
Fulton,  in  this  State  {here  state  the  manner  of  obtaining  the  judgment 
as  stated  in  an  action  upon  a  justices  judgment,  down  to  and  in- 
cluding the  rendition  of  judgment,  as  in  the  form,  ante,  ,  ,  and 
then  conti/nue) ;  that  afterward,  to-wit,  on  the  day  of  , 
18  ,  the  said  justice  duly  and  legally  issued  an  execution  upon  the 
said  judgment,'  which  execution  was  as  follows  {set  out  a  copy) ;  that 
said  execution  was  on  the  same  day  delivered  to  this  defendant,  who 
then  was  {and  now  is)  a  constable  of  the  county  of  Fulton  ;  that  after- 
ward, and  before  the  return  day  of  the  said  execution,  this  defendant, 
as  such  constable,  and  by  virtue  of  said  execution,  did  peaceably  and 
quietly  enter  the  dwelling-house  of  this  plaintiff  {the  outer  door  thereof 
leing  then  open),  in  order  to  seize  upon,  levy  and  take  in  execution  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  this  plaintiff ;  that  in  so  entering  upon  said 
premises  the  defendant  did,  not  make  any  unnecessary  noise,  nor  do 
any  unnecessary  damage,  nor  remain  longer  than  necessary  to  execute 
the  said  process ;  that  afterward,  to-wit,  on  the  day  of  '  , 
18  ,  and  before  the  return  day  of  said  execution,  the  defendant  at  the 
time  aforesaid  did  duly  sell  the  goods  and  chattels  so  levied  upon,  for 
the  sum  of  $200  ;  that  afterward,  to-wit,  on  the  '  day  of  "  , 
18  ,  and  on  the  return  day  of  said  execution,  the  defendant  duly  re- 
turned said  execution  to  the  said  justice,  Harley  Bartlett,  and  on  the 
same  day  also  paid  over  the  said  $200  to  said  justice,  as  by  said  execution 
he  was  commanded ;  that  the  said  levy  and  sale  are  the  same  acts, 
and  constitute  the  same  cause  of  action  alleged  in  plaintiff's  complaint. 
Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  433-436,  550. 

Justification  of  trespass  hy  reason  of  defective  fences. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

Mrst  defense.  A  general  denial     See  ante,  1086. 

Second  defense.  That  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  occupy  fams 
which  adjoin  each  other,  and  which  are  separatpd  by  a  line  fence  which 
the  plaintiff  was  legally  bound  to  keep  in  repair ;  ;that  the  plaintiff,  and, 
all  other  tenants  or  occupants  of  the  plaintiff's  farm,  which  is  the  same 
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premises  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  from  a  time  whereof  the  memory 
of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  have  repaired  and  ought  to  repair  said 
fence  ;  and  the  plaintiff,  at  and  before  the  times  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint, ought  to  have,  repaired  and  maintained  said  fence  so  as  to  pre- 
vent the  cattle  of  the  defendant  from  escaping  on  to  the  land  of  the 
plaintifE  (if  the  obligation  to  maintain  the  fence  rests  in  agreement, 
allege  it  accordingly) ;  that  the  plaintiff  neglected  to  keep  the  said 
fence  in  repair,  by  means  whereof  the  cattle  of  the  defendant  escaped 
over  the  said  fence,  and  on  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby, 
and  without  the  fault  of  the  defendant,  was  committed  the  supposed 
injury  in  the  complaint  alleged ;  that  the  defendant,  as  soon  as  he  had 
notice  of  the  escape  of  the  said  cattle,  entered  upon  the  plaintiff's  prem- 
ises for  the  sole  purpose  of  driving  said  cattle  therefrom,  and  the  de- 
fendant did  then  drive  the  said  cattle  off  from  the  plaintiff's  premises 
afe  soon  as  possible,  and  doing  no  unnecessary  damage,  which  said  acts 
are  the  supposed  wrongs  and  injuries  in  the  complaint  mentioned  and 
alleged.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  501-503, 

Justification  for  taking  property.;  dannage  feasa/nt. 

{Title  a/nd  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  at  the  times  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  this  defendant  {or  one 
A.  -B.)  was  lawfully  possessed  of  the  real  property  upon  which  the 
(cattle)  therein  mentioned  were  taken,  to-wit,  a  certain  meadow  called, 
etc.  {or  describe  as  the  fact  may  be)  ;  that  the  {cattle)  alleged  in  the 
complaint  to  have  been  taken  and  carried  away  by  the  defendant  were, 
at  the  time  therein  stated,  wrongfully  upon  the  said  premises  of  the 
said  defendant  {or  of  one  A.  B.),  and  then  and  there  incumbering  the 
same  and  doing  damage  thereon  ;  that  {actvng  by  the  command  of  the 
said  A.  £.)  this  defendant  then  and  there  took  said  property,  and  re^ 
moved  the  same  away  to  a  convenient  distance,  doing  no  unnecessary 
damage  thereto,  and  there  left  the  same  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff ; 
that  these  acts  are  the  same  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains  in  his  com- 
plaint.    "Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  p.  506. 

Eviction  of  tenant. 

{Title  and  cormnencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

that  after  making ,  of  the  lease  {or  after  the  letting)  mentioned  in 
the  complaint,'  and  before  any  part  of  the  rent  in  the  complaint  de- 
manded became  payable,  the  plaintiff'  forcibly  entered  upon  the  premises, 
and'removed  the  defendant  therefrom  {or  from  apart  thereof,  describ- 
ing the  part),  and  kept  him  out  of  possession  from  thence  until  the 
day  of  ,  18     {or  until  after  the  rent  became  dite).  Where- 

fore, etc.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  366-373. 

Surrender  of  premises. 
{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  before  the  rent  claimed  in  the  complaint  became  due  {or  before 
the  alleged  breaches,  or  the  breaches  by  this  defense  answered)  the  de- 
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fendant  surrendered  to  the  plaintiff  the  demised  premises,  and  all  the 
residue  of  the  said  term  then  to  come,  and  unexpired  therein,  and  the 
plaintiff  then  accepted  such  surrender,  and  took  possession  of  the  said 
premises.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  359-364. 

Wa/avt  or  failure  of  consideraUon. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  the  bill  {or  note)  meutioned  in  the  complaint  was  accepted  {or 
given)  by  the  defendant,  for  the  price  of  goods  to  be  sold  and  delivered 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  before  the  said  bill  {or  note)  should 
become  due ;  that  the  defendant  has  always  been  ready  and  willing  to 
buy  and  accept  said  goods  from  the  plaintiff,  and  has  duly  performed  all 
the  conditions  on  his  part ;  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  sold  or  delivered 
the  same  to  the  defendant  {though  the  defendant,  on  the  day  of 

,\%     ,at  ,  duly  requested  hirni  so  to  do) ;  that,  except 

as  aforesaid,  there  never  was  any  consideration  for  the  acceptance  or 
payment  of  said  bill  {or  giving  as  payment  of  said  note)  by  the  defend- 
ant. Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol,  1,  pp.  188-210,  758-768 ;  vol.  2,  p. 
902. 

Statute  offra/uds;  leasing  or  sale  of  la/nds. 

{Title  and  comnkencement,  as  oMte,  1084.) 

That  neither  the  said  lease,  though  for  a  longer  period  than  one  year 
{or  said  cont/)^act  for  the  sale  of  said  lamds),  nor  any  note  or  memoran- 
dum thereof  expressing  the  consideration,  was  ever  in  writing,  and  sub- 
scribed by  the  defendant  by  whom  the  lease  {or  sale)  is  alleged  to  have 
been  made,  or  by  any  lawfully  authorized  agent  of  said  defendant  {nor 
was  said  agreement  ever  partly  performed).  Wherefore,  etc.  See  vol. 
2,  pp.  273-284. 

Statute  of  frauds;  agreem^ent  not  to  he  performed  within  one  yea/r. 

{Title  am,d  oommencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  although  the  said  agreement  by  its  terms  was  not  to  be  per- 
formed within  one  year  from  the  making  thereof,  neither  said  agree- 
ment nor  any  note  or  memorandum  thereof  {expressing  the  considera- 
tion) was  ever  in  writing,  and  subscribed  by  the  said  defendant,  who  is 
sought  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  by  his  lawful  agent.  Wherefore, 
etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  245-257. 

Statute  of  frauds  ;  promdse  to  answer  for  debt  or  default  of  another. 

{Title  and  comm,encement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  the  supposed  promise  in  the  complaint  alleged  is  a  special 
promise  to  answer  for  the  debt  {or  default,  or  miscarriage)  of  another 
person,  to-wit,  of  one  A.  B.  in  said  complaint  mentioned  ;  that  no  note 
or  memorandum  of  such  contract  {expressing  any  consideration)  was 
made  in  writing,  or  subscribed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith, 
to-wit,  this  defendant  Qmt  on  the  cont/rary,  the  same  vjas  wholly  with- 
out consideration.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  ^^yl-'iilZ. 
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Statute  of  frauds  /  sale  of  personal  property. 

{Title  and  Gommencement,  as  ante,  10  84.) 

That  although  the  alleged  contract  was  for  the  sale  of  goods  {or 
chattels,  or  thvngs  m  action)  for  the  price  of  $50  or  upwards,  no  note 
or  memorandum  thereof  was  ever  made  in  writing,  and  subscribed  by 
the  said  defendant  sought  to  be  charged  thereby,  or  by  his  lawful  agent ; 
nor  did  the  said  defendant  accept  or  receive  any  part  of  such  goods  {or 
<3my  of  the  evidences  of  such  things  in  action) ;  nor  did  the  said  de- 
fendant at  the  time  pay  any  part  of  the  purchase-money.  Wherefore, 
■etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  110-126. 

JPayment. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  the  defendant  satisfied 
and  discharged  the  plaintijBE  's  claim  by  payment.  Wherefore,  etc.  See 
vol.  2,  pp.  907-928. 

Payment  hy  hill  or  note. 

{Title  a/nd  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  after  the  accruing  of  the  alleged  debt,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  the  defendant  delivered  to  the  plaintifi^,  and 
the  plaintiff  received  from  him,  for  and  on  account  of  said  debt,  a  bill 
of  exchange  drawn  by  the  plaintiff  upon,  and  accepted  by  the  defend- 
ant {or  a  promissory  note  made  hy  the  defendant),  for  the  sum  of  $200, 
payable  to  the  plaintiff,  or  order  {or  hearer)  at  three  months  after  date, 
which  period  had  not  elapsed  at  the  commencement  of  this  action. 
Wherefore,  etc.     See  vgl.  2,  pp.  918-922. 

Dv/ress  hy  imprisonmnent. 

{Title  a/nd  oommenoement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  {contract), 
was  impressed  by  the  said  plaintiff  {and  others  in  collusion  with  him), 
and  then  and  there  detained  until,  by  the  force  and  duress  of  impris- 
onment, the  defendant  made  and  delivered  the  same.  Wherefore,  etc. 
See  vol.  2,  p.  928. 

Duress  hy  threats. 

{Title  and  corrnnencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  the  instrument  in  the  complaint  mentioned  was  obtained  from 
the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff  {and  others  in  collusion  with  him)  by 
duress  of  the  defendant  in  threatening  {or  heating)  the  defendant,  in 
consequence  of  which,  and  in  fear  and  apprehension  thereof,  the  de- 
fendant executed  the  instrument.     Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  p.  928. 
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Contract  or  instrument  obtained  lyfroAjd. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  the  plaintiff  induced  the  defendant  to  make  the  note  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  by  representing  that  said  plaintiff  was  authorized  by 
one  A.  B.,  to  whom  defendant  owed  the  amount  of  the  note,  to  take  a 
note  to  himself  in  satisfaction  of  such  debt ;  that  the  said  representa- 
tion was  false,  and  was  made  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  this 
defendant ;  that  the  defendant  received  no  consideration  whatever  for 
said  note.     Wherefore,  etc. 

Usury  in  making  note. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  the  note  mentioned  in  the  complaint  was  made  and  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  usurious  agreement  between  the  defendant 
and  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  should  pay  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  should  receive,  reserve  and  secure  to  himself,  for  the  loan 
of  the  money  for  which  said  note  was  given,  a  greater  sum  than  at  the 
rate  of  six  per  cent  per  annum,  to-wit,  at  the  rate  of  {ten)  per  cent  per 
annum  ;  that  the  said  sum  was  deducted  and  reserved  from  the  amount 
of  said  note  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  balance  only  paid  to  this  defend- 
ant ;  that  is  to  say,  that  this  defendant  agreed  to  pay,  and  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  receive  the  sum  of  {twenty-fioe)  dollars  for  said  loan,  the 
plaintiff  reserving  and  securing  to  himself  for  the  loan  of  money  on 
the  said  note,  until  the  maturity  thereof,  the  sum  of  {tnoent/i^-jwi)  dol- 
lars.    Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  659-579. 

Cause  of  action  assigned. 

{Title  a/nd  commencement,  as  amte,  1084.) 

That  after  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods  {or  other  cause  of 
action)  in  the  complaint  mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  the  plaintiff"  duly  assigned  his  cause  of  action  against  this 
defendant  arising  therefrom  {or  said  judgment,  or  other  thing  in 
action)  to  one  A.  B.,  who  then  became,  and  who  still  is  the  lawful 
owner  and  holder  thereof.     Wherefore,  etc. 

Mistake  in  amwunt  of  note. 

{Title  and  commencemsnt,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  the  said  note  was  given  upon  a  settlement  of  account  between 
the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  and  was  intended  by  them  to  be  made 
and  received  for  the  sum  of  $100,  then  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  be 
the  amount  due  him  from  the  defendant ;  but  that  when  it  was  made, 
it  was,  by  mistake  of  the  parties,  given  for  the  sum  of  $200  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  instead  of  the  sum  of  $100,  which  was  all  that  was 
due ;  and  as  to  the  excess,  to-wit,  $100,  there  is  not,  and  never  was,  any 
consideration.     Wherefore,  etc. 
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Answers. 

License. 

(Title  cmd  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  on  tlie        day  of  ,18        {oMd  at  various  times 

between  that  Aay  and  the        day  of  ,  18    )^  the  plaintiff 

gave  to  this  defendant  license  to  enter  {etc.,  according  to  the  facts) ; 
that  under  and  in  pursuance  of  said  license  of  the  plaintiff,  the  de- 
fendant did  enter  {etc.,  state  acts  of  the  defendant  accordvng  to  the 
facts),  which  acts  are  the  same  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains ;  and 
the  defendant  denies  each  and  every  allegation  of  the  complaint  incon- 
sistent with  the  foregoing.    Wherefore,  etc.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  483-490. 

Lien  for  services. 

{Title  amd  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  said  goods  and  chattels  were  manufactured  by  the  defendant  as 
a  carpenter  and  joiner  {or  as  the  case  may  be) ;  and  that  he  detained 
them  by  virtue  of  his  lien  as  a  mechanic,  and  the  manufacturer  thereof, 
as  security  for  the  payment  of  $100,  the  money  due  him  from  the 
plaintiff  for  work  and  labor  in  manufacturing  them ;  that  the  said  sum 
is  still  due  from  the  plaintiff  therefor,  and  unpaid.  Wherefore  the  de- 
fendant detained  {and  still  detains)  said  goods  and  chattels.  Where- 
fore, etc.    See  vol.  1,  pp.  650-662. 

Replevin  ;  title  in  defendant  or  in  a  stranger. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  a/nte,  1084.) 

That  the  goods  and  chattels  mentioned  in  the  complaint  were  the 
property  of  the  defendant  {or  the  properly  of  one  A.  B.)  at  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  not  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  {if 
Utle  is  in  the  defendant,  demand  judgment  as  follows) :  wherefore, 
this  defendant  demands  judgment  for  a  return  of  said  goods  and 
chattels,  with  damages  for  the  taking  and  detention  thereof,  and  for  the 
costs  of  this  action.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  640-644;  vol.  1,  pp.  862-878. 

Estoppel. 

{Title  wnd  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to  allege  or  say  that  the 
defendant  is  not  the  owner  of  the  said  horse  in  the  complaint  men- 
tioned, because  the  defendant  says  that  on  the  day  of  _  _ , 
18  ,  .at  the  town  of  ,  in  the  county  of  ,  in  this 
State,  he  purchased  said  horse  of  one  A.  B.,  and  paid  the  sum  of  $200 
therefor;  that  at  the  time  of  making  said  purchase  the  said  plaintiff 
was  present  and  knew  that  this  defendant  was  about  to  purchase  said 
horse ;  that  the  said  plaintiff  did  not  at  the  said  sale,  nor  at  any  time 
prior  thereto,  disclose  to  this  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  or 
owned  the  said  horse,  or  any  interest  in  him ;  that  this  defendant  made 
said  purchase  in  good  faith,  without  any  notice  or  knowledge  that  the 
plaintiff  had  any  interest  in  it,  or  any  ownership  thereof.  Wherefore, 
etc.  See  vol.  2,  pp.  934r-952. 
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Demurrer, 

Answer,  puis  darrein  continuance. 

{Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  1084.) 

That  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  or  to  maintain  his  aforesaid  ac- 
tion further  against  this  defendant,  because  since  the  last  continuance 
of  this  action  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  to  the        day  of  , 

,18  ,  the  said  plaintiff  by  deed  duly  released  the  defendant  from  all 
claims  or  demands,  actions  or  causes  of  action,  etc.     Wherefore,  etc. 

If  the  matter  set  up  in  the  answer  arose  or  accrued  during  the  trial, 
and  before  the  close,  the  defense  should  be  interposed  by  amending  the 
answer.     Price  v.  Peters,  15  Abb.  197. 

§  4.  Demurrer. 

Demurrer  to  complaint. 

{Title  of  action.) 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint  {or  to  the  first  cause  of  ac- 
tion set  forth  in  the  complavnt)  in  this  action,  and  for  grounds  of  de- 
murrer states,  that  the  complaint  {or  the  first  cause,  etc.)  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.     See  am,te,  338-344. 

Dem,urrer  to  answer. 

{Title  of  action.) 

The  plaintiff  demurs  to  the  counter-claim  stated  in  the  defendant's 
answer  upon  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  counter-claim.     See  ante,  338-344. 


CHAPTER    II. 

SPECIAL  PROCEEDINGS. 

Section  1.  Summary  proceedings  to  recover  the  possession  of 
real  property. 

Notice  to  pay  rent  or  sv/rrender  possession. 
To  A.  B. : 

Take  notice,  that  you  are  indebted  to  me  in  the  sum  of   $  for 

rent  of  the  house,  real  property  and  premises  now  occupied  by  you, 
situate  in  the  ,  of  ,  in  the  county  of  ,  and  de- 

scribed as  follows  :  (briefly  describe  demised  premises)  and  that  I  re- 
quire the  payment  of  said  rent  within  three  days  from  the  service  of 
this  notice,  or  the  possession  of  said  premises. 

{Date.)  (Signature.) 

See  vol.  1,  pp.  155,  3i3. 

Affidavit  of  service  of  notice. 

County  of  ,  ss. : 

C.  D.,  being  duly  sworn,  says  be  did,  on  the  day  of  , 

18  ,  personally  serve  a  notice,  of  which  the  foregoing  is  an  original 
duplicate,  upon  A.  B.,  the  tenant  therein  named,  by  delivering  such 
notice  to,  and  leaving  the  same  with,  said  A.  B.,  at  the  of  , 

,  in  said  county,  at  the  same  time  showing  said  A.  B.  the 
foregoing  original  notice. 

(Jurat.)  {Signature.) 

Notice  to  terminate  tencmcy  at  will. 
To  A.  B. : 

Take  notice,  that  you  are  required  to  surrender  and  deliver  up  pos- 
session of  the  real  property,  house  and  premises  which  you  now  hold  of 
me  situated  in  the  ,  of  ,  county  of  ,  and 

described  as  follows  :  {briefly  describe  premises),  and  to  remove  there- 
from within  one  month  pursuant  to  the  statute  relating  to  the  rights 
and  duties  of  landlord  and  tenant. 

{Date.)  {Signature.) 

See  vol.  1,  p.  158,  §  2236  ;  id.,  p.  343. 

Petition  to  remove  tena/ntfor  non-payment  of  rent  after  demand. 
County  of  ,  ss. : 

To  T.  Z.,  Esq.,  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  of  the  {town)  of  W. : 

The  petition  of  A.  B.  respectfully  shows  that  your  petitioner  is  the 
owner  in  fee  {or  if  not  such  owner,  state  the  interest  entitling  to  posses- 


1100  SPECIAL  PROCEEDINGS. 

Summary  proceedings  to  recover  the  possession  of  real  property. 

sion)  of  the  real  property,  house  and  premises  situated  in  the  {town)  of 
(  W.)  in  said  county,  described  as  follows :  {describe  the  premises)  that 
on  or  about  the  day  of  ,  1883,  your  petitioner  as  landlord  let  and 
rented  the  said  real  property,  house  and  premises  unto  0.  D.,  for  the 
term  of  ,  from  the  day  of  ,  1883,  $  at  the  rent  of  $  , 
payable  monthly  in  advance ;  *  {or  otherwise  as  the  fact  may  he)  that 
said  C.  D.  is  now  justly  indebted  to  your  petitioner  in  the  sum  of 
%  for  the  rent  of  said  real  property,  house  and  premises  pursuant 
to  the  agreement  under  which  the  same  are  held  as  aforesaid,  to-wit,  for 
{one  month)  rent  due  by  the  terms  of  said  agreement  on  the  day  of 
,  1883  ;  t  that  on  the         day  of  ,  1883,  at   {ten) 

o'clock  in  the  {forenoon)  at  said  real  property,  house  and  premises,  your 
petitioner  demanded  said  rent  of  said  C.  D.,  which  he  then  and  there 
refused  to  pay.  That  said  rent  has  not  been  paid  nor  has  any  part 
thereof.  That  said  C.  D.  holds  over  and  continues  in  possession  of  the 
demised  real  property,  house  and  premises  {or  if  only  a  part,  state  what 
pa/rt),  after  demand  of  said  rent  has  been  made  without  the  permission 
of  your  petitioner,  his  said  landlord,  f 

Your  petitioner,  therefore,  prays  for  a  final  order  removing  said 
C.  D.  as  tenant  {or  if  the  premises  have  heen  under-let  or  assigned,  or 
any  part  thereof  add  and  E.  F.  as  under-tenant  and  G.  H.  as  his 
assignee)  from  said  real  property,  house  and  premises,  pursuant  to  law. 

(j)ate,  signature  of  petitioner  and  verification,  as  a/nle,  p.  118.) 

If  the  original  tenant  has  died,  under-let  or  assigned  the  premises, 
or  any  part  thereof,  state  the  facts  in  the  petition  at  the  *,  and  to  whom, 
and  what  portion,  if  only  a  part.  See  Code  of  Civil  Pro.,  §§  2231, 
2235  ;  vol.  1,  pp.  155,  15T. 

Petition  to  remove  tenant  for  nori-payment  of  rent  after  notice. 

{Proceed  as  in,  above  form  to  the  \,  then  omit  the  matter  between 
the  ft,  OMd  insert  in  the  place  thereof),  and  your  petitioner  further 
shows  that  he  has  caused  at  least  three  days'  notice,  in  writing,  to  be 
duly  served  upon  said  C.  D.,  on  the         day  of  ,  1883,  as 

appears  by  the  afiidavit  hereto  annexed,  requiring  in  the  alternative  the 
payment  of  the  rent  or  possession  of  the  premises  ;  that  said  rent  has 
not  been  paid  or  any  part  thereof.  That  said  C.  D.  holds  over  and 
continues  in  possession  of  said  demised  real  property,  house  and  prem-r 
ises  {if  only  part,  state  what  part),  after  a  default  in  the  payment  of 
rent  without  the  permission  of  your  petitioner,  his  said  landlord. 
{Conclude  as  in  preceding  form  from  the  last\) 

Petition  to  remove  tenant  holdvng  over. 

{Proceed  as  inform  on  page  1099  to  the  %,  then  add)  wnich  said  term 
has  expired  f  ;  that  the  said  C.  D.  holds  over  and  continues  in  posses- 
sion of  the  said  demised  real  property,  house  and  premises  {or  if  only 
a  part,  state  what  part),  after  the  expiration  of  his  terra  without  the 
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permission  of  your  petitioner,  his  said  landlord.  Your  petitioner,  etc. 
{condtidmg  as  inform  on  page  1100,  ante^) 

Petition  to  remove  tenant  at  will. 

{Same  as  preceding  form,,  except  that  thefollowvng  allegation  as  to 
nature  a/nd  termination  of  the  tenancy  should  he  inserted  at  the  f ) : 
Your  petitioner  further  shows  that  the  said  C.  D.  has  held  and  occu- 
pied the  real  property,  house  and  premises  as  the  tenant  at  will  of  your 
petitioner  from  the  day  of  said  letting  and  renting  as  aforesaid  until 
the  expiration  of  such  tenancy  as  hereinafter  mentioned.  Your  peti- 
tioner further  shows  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1883,  he  caused 
a  notice  in  writing  to  be  served  upon  the  said  C.  D.  requiring  the  said 
C.  D.  to  remove  from  the  said  premises  within  one  month.  That  the 
time  within  which  the  said  C.  D.  was  required  to  remove  has  expired. 
{Concluding  as  in  last  form  from  the\.) 

Precept  to  remove  tenant. 

County  of  ,  ss.  : 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  Yorh  to  O.  D.,  greeimig  : 

Wheeeas  a.  B.  has  presented  to  me,  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  the  town  of  ,  in  said  county,  a  petition,  duly  veri- 

fied, showing  that  he  is  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  real  property,  house 
and  premises  situated  in  the  town  of  ,  in  said  county  described 

as  follows  {insert  description) ;  that  on  or  about  the        day  of  , 

1883,  said  petitioner,  as  landlord,  let  and  rented  the  said  real  property, 
house  and  premises  unto  C.  D.  for  the  term  of,  etc.  {reciting  the  sub- 
stance of  all  the  material  allegations  of  the  petition),  and  praying  for 
a  final  order  removing  you  as  tenant  from  said  real  property,  house  and 
premises,  pursuant  to  law  ; 

Now,  therefore,  you,  the  said  C.  D.,  are  hereby  required  forthwith 
to  remove  from  said  real  property  above  described,  or  to  show  cause 
before  me,  as  such  justice  of  the  peace,  at  ,  in  said  town  of 

,  on  the        day  of  ,  1883,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  fore- 

noon, why  possession  of  the  said  real  property  should  not  be  delivered 
to  the  petitioner. 

X.  Y., 

{Date.)  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

A  copy  of  section  2241  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  must  be  in- 
dorsed upon  each  copy  of  a  precept  served  otherwise  than  persona,lly. 
See  vol.  1,  pp.  159,  160,  §  2241.  As  to  the  time  in  which  the  precept 
should  be  made  returnable,  see  vol.  1,  p.  158,  §  2238. 

Affidavit  of  personal  service  on  tenant. 

County  of  Montgomeey,  ss.  : 

Cornelius  Van  Horn,  being  duly  sworn,  says  he  is  over  twenty-one 
years  of  age ;  that  deponent  did  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  1883,  before 
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one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  at  Fonda,  in  the  town  of  Mohawk  in  said 
county,  personally  serve  the  annexed  precept  upon  John  Stiles  and 
Eichard  Roe,  the  persons  to  whom  it  is  directed,  by  delivering  a  copy 
of  said  precept  to  said  John  Stiles  and  Eichard  Eoe  and  to  each  of 
them,  and  leaving  a  copy  of  said  precept  with  them  and  each  of  them, 
and  at  the  same  time  showing  them  and  each  of  them,  the  annexed 
original  precept. 

{Jurat.)  (Signature.) 

Affidamit  of  service  on  tenant  at  ^property  sougnt  to  he  recovered. 

OOUNTT  OF  MONTGOMEEY,  8S.  / 

Cornelius  Van  Horn,  being  duly  sworn,  says  he  is  over  twenty-one 
years  of  age  ;  that  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  1883,  John  Stiles,  the  per- 
son to  whom  the  annexed  precept  is  directed,  had  a  {or  no)  dwelling- 
house  in  the  town  of  Mohawk,  the  town  in  which  the  property  de- 
scribed in  the  annexed  precept  is  situated ;  *  that  on  said  last-mentioned 
day,  at  about  nine  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  deponent  having  the  annexed 
precept  in  his  possession  for  service  upon  said  John  Stiles,  went,  for 
the  purpose  of  serving  said  precept  upon  said  Stiles,  to  his  said  dwelling- 
house  in  said  town  of  Mohawk,  but  he  was  absent  therefrom,  and  there 
was  no  person  at  said  dwelling-house  who  resided  there,  and  deponent 
could  find  no  person  there;  that  deponent  remained  at  said  dwelling- 
house  for  some  time,  but  the  same  was  locked  and  admittance  thereto 
could  not  be  gained.*  {If  defenda/nt  has  no  dwelUng-Jwuse  in  the 
town  omit  matter  between  the  **.) 

That  deponent  thereupon  on  said  7th  day  of  July,  1883,  between 
eleven  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  and  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  at 
Fonda,  in  said  county,  served  the  annexed  precept  upon  John  Stiles, 
the  person  to  whom  it  is  directed,  by  delivering  a  copy  thereof,  at  the 
property  described  in  the  annexed  precept,  and  sought  to  be  recovered, 
to  Eichard  Eoe,  a  person  of  suitable  age  and  discretion,  to-wit :  of  about 
thirty  years  of  age  {residvng  theri).  {If  the  person  did  not  reside  there, 
omit  that  statement  and  add,  employed  there  at  the  business  of  farm- 
ing ;  that  at  the  time  of  such  service  no  person  of  suitable  age  and 
discretion  residing  there,  and  no  person  but  said  Eichard  Eoe  could  be 
found  by  deponent.) 

{Jurat.)  {Signahire.) 

Affida/uit  of  service  hy  fixing  on  property. 

CoTnSTTT  OF  MONTGOMEBT,  SS.  / 

Jacob  Ehynders,  being  duly  sworn,  says  he  is  over  twenty-one  years 
of  age ;  that  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  1883,  A.  B.,  the  person  to  whom 
the  annexed  precept  is  directed,  had  a  dwelling-house  In  the  town  of 
Mohawk,  in  which  the  property  described  in  the  annexed  precept  is 
situated ;  that  deponent  on  said  last-mentioned  day  had  the  annexed 
precept  in  his  possession  for  service  upon  said  A.  B.  That  deponent 
at  the  town  of  Mohawk  on  that  day  made  diligent  inquiry  for  the  said 
A.  B.  among  other  persons  of   Y.  Z.,  G.  H.  and  V.  A.,  and  in  good 
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faith  made  diligent  inquiry  and  efforts  to  find  said  A.  B.  and  to  serve 
tlie  annexed  precept  upon  him  personally,  but  was  unable  so  to  do. 

That  deponent  on  said  7th  day  of  July,  1883,  at  about  ten  o'clock  in 
the  forenoon,  having  the  annexed  precept  in  his  possession  for  service 
upon  said  A.  B.,  for  the  purpose  of  serving  said  precept  upon  said  A. 
B.,  went  to  his  said  dweUing-house  in  said  town  of  Mohawk,  but  he  was 
absent  therefrom,  and  there  was  no  person  at  said  dwelling-house  who 
resided  there,  and  deponent  could  find  no  person  there ;  that  deponent 
remained  at  said  dwelling-house  for  some  time,  but  the  same  was  locked 
and  admittance  thereto  could  not  be  gained. 

That  deponent  thereupon  between  eleven  o'clock  in  the  forenoon 
and  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  said  7th  day  of  July,  1883,  stUl 
having  the  annexed  precept  in  his  possession  for  service  upon  said  A. 
B.  as  aforesaid,  went  to  the  property  sought  to  be  recovered  in  the  town 
of  Mohawk  and  described  in  the  annexed  precept,  and  made  diligent 
effort  and  search  to  find  some  person  residing  or  employed  there,  but 
could  find  no  person  residing  or  employed  there,  whereupon  deponent, 
on  said  7th  day  of  July,  1883,  between  three  and  four  o'clock  in  the 
afternoon  affixed  a  copy  of  the  annexed  precept  upon  a  conspicuous 
part  of  the  said  property  sought  to  be  recovered  and  described  in  the 
annexed  precept,  to-wit :  upon  the  front  door  of  a  barn  near  the  high- 
way, that  being  a  conspicuous  place  thereon. 

(jv/rat.)  {Signature.) 

Affida/oit  of  service  on  tenant  by  leaving  at  dwelling-house. 

COTINTT  OF  MONTGOMEET,  SS.  / 

Andrew  Plank,  being  duly  sworn,  says  he  is  over  twenty-one  years 
of  age ;  that  A.  B.,  the  person  to  whom  the  annexed  precept  is  directed, 
resides,  and  did  on  the  day  of  the  service,  as  hereinafter  stated,  reside  in 
the  town  of  Mohawk,  in  which  the  property  described  in  the  annexed 
precept  is  situated  ;  that  deponent  did  on  the  day  of  , 

1883,  before  o'clock  in  the  noon,  serve  the  annexed  pre- 

cept upon  A.  B.,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  directed,  by  delivering  a 
copy  thereof,  at  the  dwelling-house  of  said  A.  B.  in  said  town  of 
Mohawk,  to  E.  F.,  a  person  of  suitable  age  and  discretion,  to-wit :  about 
years  of  age,  who  resides  and  then  resided  there. 
That  at  the  time  when  deponent  so  made  such  service  as  aforesaid,  said 
A.  B.,  the  person  to  whom  such  precept  was  directed,  was  absent  from 
his  saiii  dwelling-house. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  ]  ANDREW  PLANK. 

this         day  of  ,  18    .    | 

D.  Y.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 
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Summary  proceedings  to  recover  the  possession  of  real  property. 


Answer  to  the  petition. 


-Before  D.  T.,  "Esq.,  JusUce of  the  Peace. 


JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Petition  of 
A.  B.  for  the  removal  of  C.  D. 
from  certain  premises  therein 
described. 

The  above-named  C.  D.  answering  the  petition  of  A.  B.  bearing 
date  the  day  of  ,  1883,  heretofore  filed  in  the  above-en- 

titled proceeding,  denies  {set  forth  a  general  denial  of  all  the  allega- 
tions of  the  petition,  or  a  specific  denial  of  any  material  allegation 
or  allegations  therein,  and  add  date,  signature  a/nd  verification). 

Final  order  against  tenant  upon  defa/idt. 

{Title  as  above.) 

The  above-named  A.  B.  having  presented  to  me,  the  undersigned 
justice  of  the  peace,  a  petition  bearing  date  the  day  of  _  ,  1883, 
praying  for  a  final  order  {reciting  the  prayer  of  the  petition)  and  a 
precept,  returnable  this  day,  having  been  issued  by  me  thereupon, 
directed  to  the  said  C.  D.,  and  the  said  precept  having  been  didy  served 
upon  the  said  C.  D.  and  due  proof  of  such  service  having  been  tiled, 
and  the  said  C.  D.  having  failed  to  show  cause  on  the  return  of  said 
precept  as  therein  required,  it  is  hereby  ordered  and  determined,  that 
there  was  due  to  the  petitioner  from  said  C.  D.  on  the  day  of 

,  1883,  for  rent  of  the  premises  described  in  said  petition,  the 
sum  of  $  ,  and  that  said  sum  remains  unpaid ;  that  the  said 

C.  D.  holds  over  and  continues  in  possession  of  said  property  after  de- 
fault in  the  payment  of  said  rent  without  the  permission  of  the  peti- 
tioner ;  that  the  possession  of  said  property  be  delivered  to  A.  B., 
petitioner;  that  the  said  A.  B.  recover  against  the  said  C.  D.  the  sum 
of  $  for  his  costs  in  this  proceeding ;  and  that  a  warrant  issue 

to  put  the  said  A.  B.  in .  possession  of  said  premises,  and  that  he 
have  execution  for  the  collection  of  said  costs. 

{Items  of  cost.)  {Signature  of  Justice.) 

{Date.) 

{If  a  trial  was  had  before  the  justice  or  a  jury,  modify  the  recit- 
als    cordingly.) 

Wa/rram.t  to  remove  tenant  for  non-payment  of  rent  after  demand. — 

Default. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  the  Sheriff  of  the  county 
of  Fulton  and  to  amy  Constable  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  vn 
the  county  of  Fulton,  greeting : 
"Whereas,  A.  B.  presented  to  me,  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  said  county,  a  petition,  duly  veri- 
fied, showing  among  other  things  that*. on  the  1st  day  of   May,  1883, 
he  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  real  property,  house,  and  premises 
situate  in  the  town    of  Johnstown,   in  said  county,   and   described 
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as  follows :  {describe  property.)  That  on  or  about  said  1st  day  of 
May,  1883,  said  petitioner  as  landlord  let  and  rented  said  real  prop- 
erty, house  and  premises  unto  0.  D.  for  the  term  of  one  year  from 
the  Ist  day  of  June,  1883,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  $400,  payable,  etc.  {reci^ 
ing  the  substance  of  the  petition  as  to  the  terms  of  rentimg,  dema/nd, 
default  in  payment,  holding  over,  etc.,  and  the  prayer  for  a  Jmal 
order).  *  Whereupon  I  issued  a  precept  requiring  the  said  0.  D.  forth- 
with to  remove  from  the  said  real  property,  above  described,  or  to  show 
cause  before  me,  as  such  justice  of  the  peace,  at  my  office  in  Johns- 
town, in  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  said  county  of  Fulton,  on  the 
day  of  ,  1883,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  why  possession  of 

said  real  property  should  not  be  delivered  to  the  said  petitioner ;  and,  at 
the  time  and  place  last  mentioned,  due  proof  of  the  due  service  of  said 
precept  having  been  made,  f  and  sufficient  cause  not  having  been  shown 
at  the  time  when  such  precept  was  returnable,  and  I  having  duly 
made  a  final  order  awarding  to  said  A.  B.  the  delivery  of  the  posses- 
sion of  the  said  real  property  ;  you  are,  therefore,  commanded  to  re- 
move all  persons  from  the  real  property  above  described,  and  to  put 
the  aforesaid  petitioner,  the  said  A.  B.,  into  the  full  possession  thereof. 

Witness  my  hand  this        day  of  ,  1883, 

D.  Y.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

{The  above  form  will  be  readily  adapted  to  any  other  case  by  insert- 
ing bet^'oeen  the  **  a  correct  recital  of  the  substance  of  the  petition.) 

Warrant  to  remove  tenant  issued  after  trial. 

{Proceed  as  di/rected  above  to  the  f  th^n  add)  And  Whereas  the  said 
C.  D.,  at  the  time  when  such  precept  was  returnable,  filed  with  me  as  such 
justice  a  written  answer,  duly  verified,  denying  generally  the  allegations 
(Jw  sp&iially,  material  allegations)  of  the  petition,  and  the  issue  so  joined 
having  been  tried  before  me  and  *  a  jury  duly  summoned  for  that  purpose, 
who  after  hearing  the  evidence  of'  the  parties  rendered  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  said  A.  B.  {or  if  no  jury  was  summoned,  omit  the  matter  follow- 
ing the  *,  and  substitute  after  hearing  the  evidence  of  the  parties,  I  ren- 
dered and  made  a  decision  in  favor  of  said  A.  B.)  for  the  delivery  to  him 
of  the  possession  of  the  said  real  property,  whereupon  on  the  day  of 
,  1883,  I  duly  made  a  final  order  awarding  to  said  A.  B.  the  de- 
livery of  the  possession  of  the  said  real  jjroperty.  _  You  are,  therefore, 
hereby  commanded  {etc.,  concluding  as  im preceding  form). 

%  2.  Special  proceedings  relating  to  animals  straying  on  high- 
ways. 

Petition  hy  person  seizing  animals  trespassvng,  etc. 
To  A.  B.  Esq.,  Justice  of  the  Peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the 
county  of  Fulton : 
The  petition  of  C.  D.  respectfully  shows : 

1.  That  he  is  the  owner  {or  occupmit)  of  certain  real  property  known 
139 
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as  tlie  "  Hardy  Farm  "  situate  in  said  town  and  county  upon  a  public 
highway  leading  from  the  village  of  Johnstown  to  the  village  of  Eock- 
wood,  commonly  called  the  "  State  road." 

2.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  1883,  your  petitioner  seized  and 
took  into  his  possession  {describe  the  animals  seized)  then  trespassing 
upon  the  real  property  so  owned  {or  occupied)  by  him,  which  had 
entered  thereupon  from  said  public  highway,  and  still  keeps  the  same 
in  his  possession,  to  be  disposed  of  as  prescribed  by  law. 

3.  That  the  owner  of  the  animals  so  seized  by  your  petitioner  is  E. 
F.  {or  if  unknown,  that  the  name  of  the  owner  of  the  amimals  so 
seized  is  not  hnown  to  your  petitioner,  and  cannot  he  ascertained  hy 
him  with  reasonable  diligence.) 

4.  That  the  amount  of  damage  sustained  by  your  petitioner,  by 
reason  of  such  trespass,  is  the  sum  of  $ 

Wherefore,  your  petitioner  prays  that  a  final  order  may  be  made 
directing  the  sale  of  the  animals  so  seized,  and  the  application  of  the 
proceeds  thereof  as  prescribed  in  title  10  of  chapter  19  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure. 

{Date.)  {Signature.) 

{Add  verification  as  im,  form  on  page  118,  ante.) 

Precept  on  seizure  of  catUe. 
County  op  Fulton,  ss.  : 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York  to  E.  F.,  owner  of  {or_  if  the 
name  of  the  owner  is  umJcnown,  to  all  persons  homing  a/ii  i/nterest 
in)  the  animals  hereinafter  described : 
Whereas,  C.  D.  has  presented  to  me,  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown  in  said  county,  a  petition,  duly- 
verified,  bearing  date  on  the  day  of  ,  1883,  whereby  it  ap- 
pears {state  the  substance  of  the  petition  and  describe  amvmals  seized), 
and  praying  for  a  final  order  (stofo^^'ayer  o/^^e^i^JOTi). 

You  are,  therefore,  required  to  show  cause  before  me,  the  said  jus- 
tice, on  the  day  of  ,  1883,  at  10  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  at 
my  office  in  the  village  and  town  of  Johnstown,  in  said  county,  why 
the  prayer  of  said  petition  should  not  be  granted. 
Given  under  my  hand  this         day  of  ,  1883. 

A.  B.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Proof  of  service  of  precept. 

{Proceed  as  in  forms  far  service  of  precept  in  proceedings  aga/mst 
a  tenant,  ante,  1101,  1102.)    See  vol.  1,  pp.  67,  68,  §  3089. 
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Final  order  on  defa/ult. 
JUSTICE'S  COUET. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Petition 
of  C.  D.  for  the  sale  of  cer-     -r,.  a-otti  t-j- 

tain  animals  seized  by  him  ^Before  A.  B.,  Esq.,  Justtce,  etc. 

as  estrays,  etc. 


Wheeeas,  CD.  presented  to  me,  the  justice  above  named,  a  petition, 
duly  verified,  bearing  date  the         day  of  ,  1883,  whereby  it  ap- 

peared [state  substance  of  jpetition),  praying  for  a  final  order  {state 
prayer  of  petition)  ;  and 

Wheeeas,  a  precept  was  thereupon  duly  issued  by  me  directed  {state 
direction  and  contents  of  precept) ;  and 

Wheeeas,  said  petition  was  duly  served  on  the  day  of  , 

1883  {state  time  and  mode  of  service) ;  and 

Whereas,  on  the  return  day  of  said  precept  *  no  person  appeared 
and  answered : 

Now,  on  motion  of  the  said  C.  D.,  it  is 

Ordered,  That  said  animals  be  sold,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  such 
sale  be  applied  as  directed  in  title  10  of  chapter  19  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedm-e. 

{Date.)  A.  B.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Order  of  sale  after  trial. 

{Proceed  as  in  the  preceding  form  to  the  *,  then  add) :  E.  F.  ap- 
peared and  filed  a  written  answer,  duly  verified,  setting  forth  his  inter- 
est in  the  animals  seized,  and  denying  {state  substance  of  the  answer) ; 
and  the  said  E.  F.  having  demanded  a  jury,  and  a  jury  having  been 
duly  impaneled  and  sworn,  and  a  trial  of  the  issues  raised  by  the 
petition  and  answer  having  been  this  day  had,  and  the  jury  having  ren- 
dered a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  petitioner,  it  is,  therefore,  ordered  {con- 
chide  as  in  preceding  form). 

If  the  proceeding  was  tried  before  tlie  justice  without  a  jury  the 
form  above  given  can  be  modified  to  show  that  fact.  If  the  verdict  or 
decision  is  in  favor  of  one  or  more  of  the  persons  answering  the  petition, 
the  order  must  conform  to  the  verdict  or  decision.  See  vol.  1,  p.  Y5, 
§  3110. 

Warramifor  the  sale  of  animals  seized. 

The  Pecmle  of  the  State  of  New  TorTe,  to  amy  Constable  of  the  county 
of  Fulton,  greetmg : 
Wheeeas,  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of 
Johnstown,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  on  the  day_  of  ,  1883, 

made  a  final  order  in  a  special  proceeding  then  pending  before  _  him, 
wherein  C.  D.  was  petitioner,  directing  the  sale  of  {describe  the  animals) 
and  the  application  of  the  proceeds  thereof  as  prescribed  in  title  10  of 
^apter  19  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure : 


1108  SPECIAL  PROOEEDINGS. 

Forms  in  arbitrations. 

You  are,  therefore,  commanded  to  sell  the  said  animals  at  public 
auction  for  the  best  price  which  can  be  obtained  therefor,  and  to  make 
return  thereof  to  the  undersigned  on  the  day  of  ,  1883. 

Witness  my  hand  this         day  of         ,  1883. 

A.  B.,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

§  3.  Forms  in  arbitrations. 

General  submission  to  arbitral/Ion. 

Whereas,  divers  disputes  and  controversies  have  existed  and  arisen, 
and  are  now  existing  and  pending  between  A,  B.,  of  the  town  of  , 
in  the  county  of  ,  and  C.  D.  of  the  same  place :     Now,  therefore, 

we  the  undersigned,  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  aforesaid,  do  hereby  mutually 
covenant  and  agree  to  and  with  each  other  that  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  K.L. 
of,  etc.,  or  any  two  of  them,  shall  arbitrate,  award,  order  and  adjudge 
and  determine  of  and  concerning  all  and  aU  manner  of  actions,  cause  and 
causes  of  action,  suits,  bills,  bonds,  judgments,  quarrels,  controversies, 
trespasses,  damages,  claims  and  demands  whatsoever,  now  pending,  exist- 
ing or  held  by  and  between  us,  the  said  parties ;  and  we  do  further 
mutually  covenant  and  agree,  to  and  with  each  other,  that  the  award  to 
be  made  by  the  said  arbitrators,  or  any  two  of  them,  shall  in  all  things 
by  us,  and  each  of  us,  be  well  and  faithfully  kept  and  observed ;  pro- 
vided that  the  said  award  be  made  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  said 
E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  K.  L.,  or  any  two  of  them,  and  ready  to  be  delivered 
to  the  said  parties  in  difference,  or  such  of  them  as  shall  desire  the 
same,  on  or  before  the  day  of  ,  next  ensuing  the  date  hereof. 

i^If  a  judgment  is  vntended  to  he  entered  on  the  award  inj>ursuance 
of  the  statute,  add  the  following  clause:)  And  it  is  hereby  further 
mutually  agreed  by  and  between  the  said  parties,  that  judgment  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York  (or  County  Court  of 
county,  or  other  court  of  law  and  of  record)  shall  be  rendered  upon  the 
award  to  be  made  pursuant  to  this  submission. 

Witness  our  hands  this  15th  day  of  November,  1865. 

A.  B. 

In  presence  of  A.  H.  Teemain.  CD. 

[Add  acknowledgement  of  the  partn^s.)  For  the  statutes  relating  to 
arbitrations,  see  vol.  1,  pp.  831-836.  For  a  general  discussion  as  to 
the  requisites  of  a  submission,  see  vol.  1,  pp.  837-844. 

Bond  of  arbitration. 

Know  aU  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  A.  B.,  of  the  town  of  , 

in  the  county  of  ,  am  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  C.  D.,  of 

the  same  place  {or  as  the  case  may  be),  in  the  sum  of  $500,  lawful 
money  of  the  United  States,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  C.  D.,  or  his  certain 
attorney,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  for  which  payment  to  be 
well  and  faithfully  made,  I  bind  myself,  my  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed  with  my  seal,  and  dated  the 
15th  day  of  November,  1865.  * 

The  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such  that  if  the  above-boundea 
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A.  B.  shall  well  and  truly  submit  to  the  decision  and  award  of  E.  F. , 
G.  H.  and  K.  L.,  arbitrators  named,  selected  and  chosen,  as  well  by  and 
on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the  said  A.  B.  as  of  the  said  C.  D.,  to  arbi- 
trate, award,  order,  adjudge  and  determine  of  and  concerning  all  and 
all  manner  of  actions,  cause  and  causes  of  action,  suits,  controversies, 
claims  and  demands  whatsoever,  now  depending,  existing  or  held  by 
and  between  the  said  A.  B.  and  the  said  C.  T>.,  so  as  the  said  award  be 
made  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  said  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  K.  L.,  or  any 
two  of  them,  and  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties,  or  such  of 
them  as  shall  desire  the  same,  on  or  before  the         day  of  , 

18  ,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  or  else  to  remain  in  full  force  and 
virtue. 

(^7"  there  is  no  submission  in  writing  separate  from,  the  iond,  and 
it  is  intended  to  have  a  judgment  on  the  award  in  pursuance  of  the 
statute,  insert  the  following  clause :)  And  the  above-bounden  A.  B. 
hereby  agrees  that  judgment  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New 
York  (or  County  Court  of  county,  or  other  court)  shall  be 

rendered  upon  the  award  to  be  made  pursuant  to  this  submisssion. 
Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  )  A.  B.     [l.  s.J 

in  presence  of  | 

A.  H.  Tbematn. 

The  parties  should  execute  bonds  to  each  other.  The  obligor  in  one 
vnll  be  the  obligee  in  the  other. 

Bond  for  an  award  hy  an  umpire. 

{Proceed  as  in  last  form  to  the  *  and  then  continue  :)  The  con- 
dition of  the  above  obligation  is  such  that  if  the  above-bounden 
A.  B.  shall  well  and  truly  submit  to  the  decision  and  award  of  E.  F. 
and  G.  H.,  arbitrators  indiflferently  named,  selected  and  chosen  as  well 
by  and  on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the  said  A.  B.  as  of  the  said  C.  D.  to : 
arbitrate,  award,  order,  adjudge  and  determine  of  and  concerning  all 
and  all  manner  of  actions,  cause  and  causes  of  action,  suits,  controver- 
sies, claims  and  demands  whatsoever  now  depending,  existing  or  held 
by  and  between  the  said  A.  B.  and  the  said  C.  D.,  so  as  the  said  award 
be  made  in  writing,  signed  by  the  said  E.  F.  and  G.  H.,  and  ready  to 
be  deUvered  to  the  said  parties,  or  such  of  them  as  shall  desire  the  same 
on  or  before  the        day  of  ,  18     ,*  but  if  the  said  arbitra- 

tors do  not  make  such  their  award  of  and  concerning  the  premises  by. 
the  time  aforesaid,  then  if  the  said  A.  B.  shall,  in  all  things,  well  and 
truly  stand  to,  obey,  perform,  fulfill  and  keep  the  award,  order,  arbitra- 
ment, umpirage  and  final  determination  of  such  person  as  the  said 
arbitrators  shall  appoint  as  an  umpire  between  the  said  parties,  of  and 
concerning  the  premises  aforesaid,  so  as  the  said  umpire  do  make_  his , 
award  or  umpirage  of  and  concerning  the  said  premises  in  writing, 
signed  by  the  said  umpire  and  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties, 
or  such  of  them  as  shall  desire  the  same  on  or  before  the  day  of 
,18  ,  then  the  above  obligation  to  be  void,  or  else  to  re- 
main in  full  force  and  virtue. 
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{If  a  judgment  is  mtended  to  he  entered  on  the  a/uoard  in  pur- 
sucmce  of  the  statute,  then  add  the  following  clause  i)  And  the  above- 
bounden  A.  B.  hereby  agrees  that  judgmeut  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  State  of  New  York  {or  other  court)  shall  be  rendered  upon  the 
award  to  be  made  pursuant  to  this  submission. 
Signed  and  sealed  in  ]  A.  B.     [l.  s.J 

presence  of  f 

A.  H.  Tebmain. 

Condition  providing  for  a  third  arbitrator. 

The  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  etc.  {as  in  the  last  form,  to 
the  *,  then  proceed:)  But  if  the  said  arbitrators  do  not  make  such 
their  award  by  the  time  aforesaid,  then  if  the  said  A.  B.  shall,  in  all 
things,  well  and  truly  stand  to  obey,  perform,  fulfill  and  keep  the  award, 
order,  arbitrament  and  final  determination  of  aud  concerning  the  prem- 
ises aforesaid,  which  either  of  said  arbitrators  shall  make  with  such 
person  as  they  shall  appoint  as  an  arbitrator  to  act  with  them,  or  one 
of  them,  in  hearing  and  determining  the  said  matters  in  controversy, 
so  as  the  said  award  be  made  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  said  arbitrators, 
or  any  two  of  them,  and  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties,  or 
such  of  them  as  shall  desire  the  same,  on  or  before  the  day  of 

,  18    ,  then  the  above  obligation  to  be  void,  or  else  to  remain 
in  full  force  and  virtue,  etc.  {as  in  last  form). 

Arbitrator's  oath. 

You  and  each  of  you  do  swear  that  you  wiU  faithfully  and  fairly  hear 
and  examine  the  matters  in  controversy  submitted  to  you  as  arbitrators, 
by  and  between  A.  B.  of  the  one  part,  and  C.  D.  of  the  other  part, 
and  a  just  award  thereof  make,  according  to  the  best  of  your  under- 
standing. 

Notice  of  hearing  before  a/rbitrators. 


In  the  Matter  of  an  Arbitration 
of,  and  concerning  certain  mat- 
ters in  difference  between  A. 
B.  of  the  one  part,  and  C.  D. 
of  the  other  part. 


To  C.  D. : 

Sib  —  Take  notice,  that  the  above  matter  will  be  brought  to  a  hearing 
before  the  arbitrators  appointed  therein,  at  the  office  of  Alva  H. 
Tremain,  at  No.  55  State  street,  in  the  city  of  Albany,  on  the  10th 
day  of  November,  1865,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day. 

Yours,  etc.,  A.  B. 
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Oath  on  a/pplicationfor  a  svbpcena. 

Tou  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  such  questions  as 
I  shall  put  to  you,  touching  the  necessity  and  propriety  of  my  issuing 
a  subpoena  upon  your  present  application  for  the  same. 

Subpoena  to  appear  hefore  a/rbitrators. 
The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  O.  P.,  Q.  R.  and  8.  T.  : 
Tou  and  each  of  you  are  commanded  personally  to  appear  and  attend 
at  the  office  of  Alva  H.  Tremain,  at  No.  55  State  street,  in  the  city  of 
Albany,  in  the  county  of  Albany,  on  the  16th  day  of  November,  1865, 
at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day,  before  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and 
K.  L.,  arbitrators,  chosen  to  determine  a  controversy  between  A.  B.  on 
the  one  part,  and  C.  D.  on  the  other,  then  and  there  to  testify  as  a 
witness  in  relation  thereto,  before  the  said  arbitrators,  on  the  part  of 
the  said  A.  B.     Hereof  fail  not  at  your  peril. 

Given  under  my  hand  this  10th  day  or  November,  1865. 

WILLIAM  C.  SCHUYLEK, 

Justice  of  the  Peace 

Oath  of  witness. 

Tou  do  swear  that  the  evidence  you  shall  give  to  these  arbitrators  (pr 
this  arbitrator,  or  this  umpire),  touching  and  concerning  the  matters 
in  difference  submitted  for  their  (or  his)  determination  and  award  by 
and  between  A.  B.  of  the  one  part,  and  C.  D.  of  the  other  part,  shall 
be  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth.  {Or  the  oath 
may  he  vaHed  as  follows:)  You  do  solemnly,  sincerely  and  truly  affirm 
and  declare  that,  etc.  {as  above). 

Revocation. 
To  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  K.  L. : 

Take  notice,  that  I  do  hereby  revoke  your  powers  as  arbitrators, 
under  the  submission  made  to  you  by  C.  D.  and  myself  by  our  mutual 
bonds  (or  agreement  in  writing)  dated,  etc. 

"Witness  my  hand  and  seal  (),he  revocation  need  not  be  under  seal  unless 
the  submission  was  under  seal)  this  16th  day  of  November,  1865. 

A.  B. 

Notice  of  revocation. 
To  C.  D. : 

Take  notice,  that  I  have  this  day  revoked  the  powers  of  E.  F.,  G. 
H.  and  K.  L.,  arbitrators  chosen  to  settle  the  matters  in  controversy  be- 
tween us,  by  an  instrument  of  revocation,  of  which  see  a  copy  below. 

Tours,  etc., 

A.  B. 

{Sere  i/nsert  copy  of  revooal/ion,) 
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Awa/rd. 
To  all  io  whom  these  presents  shall  come  or  may  concern,  E.  F.,  O.  H. 
and  K.  L.  send  greeting: 

"Wheeeas  divers  suits,  disputes,  controversies  and  differences  have 
happened    and    arisen   and   are   now   depending   between  A.  B.,  of 
,   and  C.  D.,    of  ,   for  pacifying,  composing   and 

ending  whereof,  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  have  entered  into  a  written 
agreement,  dated  the  day  of  ,  last  past,  to  submit 

the  said  matters  to  the  award  and  final  determination  of  the  said 
E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  K.  L.,  arbitrators,  selected  by  the  said  parties,  as 
by  reference  to  which  agreement  will  more  fully  appear  {or  the  said 
A.  B.  and  C.  D.  have  bound  themselves,  each  to  the  other,  in  the  penal 
sum  of  $  ,  by  bonds  bearing  date  the  day  of  , 

last  past,  with  condition  thereunder  written,  to  stand  to,  obey,  abide, 
perform  and  keep  the  award,  order,  arbitrament,  final  end  and  determi- 
nation of  the  said  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  K.  L.,  arbitrators,  selected  by  the 
said  parties,  as  by  reference  to  the  said  bonds  of  submission  wiU  more 
fully  and  at  large  appear) : 

Now,  therefore,  know  ye  that  the  said  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  K.  L.,  having 
taken  upon  themselves  the  charge  and  burden  of  the  said  award,  and 
having  deliberately  heard  the  allegations  and  proofs  of  the  said  parties, 
do  by  these  presents  arbitrate,  award,  order  and  adjudge  of  and  concern- 
ing the  premises  in  manner  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say : 

First.  They  do  award,  order  and  adjudge  that  the  said  C.  D.,  or  his 
representatives,  shall  and  do,  on  x>v  before  the  day  of  , 

next  ensuing  the  date  hereof,  make  and  execute  a  good  and  sufficient 
conveyance  of  his  interest  as  lessee  for  years  of  a  certain  farm  in  the 
possession  of  the  said  C.  D.,  situate  {describe  the  premises),  pursuant 
and  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  certain  articles  of 
agreement  bearing  date  on  or  about  day  of  ,  and 

made  between  the  said  C.  D.,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  A.  B.,  of 
the  other  part. 

Second.  The  said  arbitrators  do  further  award,  order  and  adjudge  that 
the  said  C.  D.,  his  executors  or  administrators,  shall  and  do,  on  or  before 
the  day  of  ,  next  ensuing  the  date  hereof,  pay,  or  cause 

to  be  paid,  unto  the  said  A.  B.,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns, 
the  sum  of  dollars  in  full  payment,  discharge  and  satisfaction  of 

and  for  all  moneys,  debts  and  duties  due  or  owing  unto  the  said  A.  B. 
by  the  said  C.  D.,  upon  any  account  whatsoever,  at  any  time  before 
their  entering  into  the  said  agreement  of  submission  {or  bonds  of  arhi- 
Pral/ion),  as  aforesaid. 

Third.  The  said  arbitrators  do  hereby  further  award,  order  and 
adjudge  that  all  actions  and  suits  commenced,  brought  or  depending 
between  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  for  any  matter,  cause  or  thing  what- 
soever, arising  or  existing  at  the  time  of  or  before  their  entering  into 
the  said  agreement  of  submission  {or  bonds  of  arbitration),  shall  from 
henceforth  cease  and  determine,  and  be  no  further  prosecuted  or  pro- 
ceeded in  by  them,  or  either  of  them,  or  by  their,  or  either  of  their, 
means,  consent  or  procurement. 
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And  lastly.  The  said  arbitrators  do  hereby  further  award,  order  and 
adjudge  that  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  shall  and  do,  within  the  space 
of  days  next  ensuing  the  date  of  this  present  award,  seal  and 

execute  unto  each  other  mutual  and  general  releases  of  all  actions  and 
causes  of  actions,  suits,  controversies,  trespasses,  debts,  duties,  damages, 
accounts  and  demands  whatever,  for  or  by  reason  of  any  matter,  cause 
or  thing  whatsoever,  from  the  beginning  of  the  world  to  the  date  of 
the  said  agreement  of  submission  (or  hands  of  a/rbitraUon),  as  aforesaid. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  said  arbitrators  have  hereunto  set  their  hands 
and  seals,  this  day  of  ,  18      . 

{Signat/m'es  cmd  seals.) 

{Add  aGknowledgment.) 
140 
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Exception,  to,,  and,  justification  of  appellant's  sureties 937 

Offer  of  •  judgment  t>y  respondent 938 

Acceptance-of  offer  by  appellant 939 

Effect  of  failure. to  -make-  or  accept  offer  .  -. 940 

Stipulation  by  -respondent  for  reversal  of  judgment 940 

Return  on  appeal ■.■...... : 940 

Time  of  making.  .■.■.■.•.■.■.-.:■.■......... 940 

Proceedingswhere-return-  is  impossible 941 

Form  and  contents-  ©f  -.■...:■.. 941-948 

Who  to  draw  ih&  return  :  -. -. . . ; 948 

'  Conclusiveness-  of  -the  retUrn 948 

Compelling-  a  return-.  ■.■...-.■...-.:■.■.•...: 951 

Application  for  attachment  against  justice 953,     953 

Order  for  attachment  -and  attachment 953,     954 

Service-  of  -the  attachment 954 

Piling-  of  interrogatories 954-957 

Dismissal  of  -appeal  for  want  of  a  return 959 

Amended  -or  further  return 959 

Application,-  when  and  where  made 959,     960 

Affidavits  for  amended  return 960,     964 

When  motion  will  b©  denied 961,     963 

Notice  of-  the  -motion ; . : 963,     965 

Opposingmotion  . .-.-.  .- 966 

Order-for  amended  return 967,     968 

Preparation-for  trial  and  proceedings  before  trial 969 

Notiea  of-  argument  on  return 969,     970 

Notice  of  trial 970 

Putting  cause  on  calendar :    971 

Service  of  affidavits  excusing  default 971,     974 

Sufficiency  of  affidavits  to  excuse  default 975-983 

Assigning  errors  in  fact 983 

Offer  of  judgment 986 

Acceptance  of  offer  of  judgment 988 

Entry  of  judgment  on  offer 988,     989 

Subpcenaihg  witnesses 989 

Argument  of  the  appeal 990 

Miist  "be  heard  on  original  papers 990 

Practice  on  the  argument 991 

Furnishing  court  and  adverse  party  with  points 993 

Questions  determined  on  the  argument 993 

Opening  default. 993-997 

Order  for  new  trial  before  a  justice 996-999 

Eeversal  for  error  in  fact 999 

Cross  appeals ^^^ 

New  trial  in  the  appellate  court 1000 

When  appellant  entitled  to 1000 

Practice  upon  new  trial ..-. . .-... .— . .  «- .  ^.^-  ^—-  -—' ►-•  •  -"- "—•  1000 
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Proceedings  when  new  trial  is  demanded  in  improper  case 1001 

Review  of  proceedings  in  court  below lOOa 

Power  of  court  to  order  a  reference 1003 

Amendment  of  the  pleadings 1003 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  or  exceptions 1003 

Judgment  upon  appeal 1003 

Eeversal  in  whole  or  in  part 1004 

Reversal  unless  respondent  will  reduce  judgment 1005 

Reversal  as  to  any  or  all  of  the  parties 1007 

Judgment  by  default 1007 

Reversal  upon  questions  of  fact 1008-1021 

Reversal  upon  questions  of  law 1021 

Objections  first  taken  on  the  argument 1023 

Objections  to  want  of  jurisdiction  of  the  person 37,       28 

Reversal  for  want  of .  evidence 1025 

Admitting  illegal  or  incpnjpetent  evidence 757,  1035 

Excluding  legal  or  competent  evidence 760,  1025 

Intendments  by  the  appellate  court 1036 

Restitution,  motion  f or 1037,  1038 

On  offer 1039 

On  affirmance 1039 

Of  reversal. 1030 

Where  new  trial  is  had  in  County  Court 1031 

Judgment-roll 1032 

Costs  on  appeal 1033 

When  the  appeal  is  heard  on  the  return 1033 

Where  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  appellate  court 1033 

After'  Offer  of  judgment 1035 

Taxation  of  costs 1037 

Enforcement  of  judgment 1039  ■ 

APPEARAirCE. 

What  is  meant  'by  appearance 333 

General  and  special 333 

Will  be  deemed  general  unless  the  contrary  is  stated 233 

When  to  appear 333,  333,  696 

Non-appearance  of  the  justice,  when  a  discontinuance 333-335 

Non-appearance  of  the  plaintiff 335,  340 

Non-appeaf£th(56  'of  defendant 336 

Appfe&l-anfce  by  defendant  after  adjourhnient  or  during  trial 336-338 

When  an'  appfe&tdn66  by  defendant  will  be  too  late 238 

How  the' pftrtifeS'o'ught  to  appear 339 

By  infant  pl'aifitifl.'.'.;.'. 71,  239 

By  infant  defehdarit :;;;;;.;: 85,  339 

By  a  married  wbirian..'.. '''3,  339 

By  idiots,  lunatics,  etc 339 

By  corporations.  ■.•.•.■..•.•...•. 240 

By  attorney; ;;:::::;;;...;. 339,  241 

141 
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By  constable  as  attorney 343 

Attorney  cannqt  appear  for  both  parties , 243, 

Authority  to  appear , 342-347 

EfEect  of  voluntary  appearance  by  the  defendant 23,  24,  35,  36,  100,  348 

Unauthorized  appearance  does  not  confer  jurisdiction 33 

Limited  a.ppearance  for  the  purpose  of  raising  objections. . .  .27,  137,  172,  200 

Waiver  of  irregularities  by  a  general  appearance 16,  35,  26,  38,  73,  348- 

APPROVAL 

Of  official  bond  of  justice  of  the  peace 4 

Of  plaintiff's  undertaking  on  obtaining  order  of  arrest 153,  154 

Of  plaintiff's  sureties  in  undertaking  on  attachment 186 

Of  defendant's  sureties  in  undertaking  on  attachment 191 

Of  bond  given  by  third  person  claiming  property  attached 192,  194 

Allowance  of  plaintiflE's  undertaking  in  replevin 316,  317' 

Allowance  of  defendant's  undertaking  in  replevin 320' 

Of  undertaking  on  appeal 931 

ARREST.     (See  Order  of  Arrest.) 

Defined ; ; ; ; 156 

What  constitutes 156 

Mode  of  making 157 

Privilege  from .• 168- 

Discharge  from 165 

Discharge  of  imprisoned  debtor  from ,  . . . .  89& 

ASSAULT. 

Justice  has  no  jurisdiction  of  action  for 33,  36 

ASSIGNEE-. 

Is  the  proper  pefsoii  to  sue  on  assigned  demand 61 

By  colorable  assignment  without  consideration  may  sue 61 

Several  assignees  of  a  single  joint  demand  caniiot  sue  separately 65 

Tor  ■benefit  of  creditors  need  not  join  assignor 63 

For  benefit  of  creditors  is  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust 66 

Of  bankrupt  must  join  -with  solvent  partner  in  action  at  law 75 

Complaintin  tort  by. .:;;;:;..;;.:; 233 

For  the  benefit  of  creditors  should  allege  facts  showing  the  assignment . .  306 

Suing  in  good  faith  as  assignee  not  chargeable  personally  with  costs 307 

ATTACHMENT.     (See  Attachment  of  Property.) 

Against  defaulting  witness '. 667 

When  attachment' issues 667 

Proof  to  authorize 667 

Return  of  the  attachment 670 

Fees  for  issuing  and  serving.'. 670 

Proceedings'  on'  return 671 

To  compel'  justice  to  file  return.. 951-957 

ATTACHMENT  OY  PROPERTY.     (See  Mandates.) 

General  nature  of  the  remedy 175 

Jurisdiction  of  defendant's  property  acquired  by . . . . 39,  30 

Must  be  a  strict  compliance  with  the  law  'before  issuing 30,  176 
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la  what  actions  the  warrant  may  be  -issued 176 

When  an  attachment  may  be  issued  against  a  corporation 177 

When  issued  against  the  property  of  natural  persons 178 

When  fraud  of  one  partner  will  not  authorize  seizure  of  firm  property. . . .  179 

Requisites  of  the  affidavit  to  obtain  the  warrant 179 

Pacts  showing  non-residence,  how  stated 179,  180 

Statement  of  the- amount  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. w 180 

Statement  of  the  cause  of  action. 183 

Pacts  showing  intent  todefraud,  how  stated 180-183 

Who  may  make  or  take  the  affidavit 183 

Porm  of  the  affidavit 184 

Effect  of  granting  warrant  without  or  on  insufficient  affidavits- 30 

Security  required  on  granting  the  warrant 185 

Form  and  requisites  -of  the  plaintiff's  undertaking 185 

Issuing  warrant  without  undertaking,  effect  of 30 

The  warrant  of  attachment. 186 

Warrant  issues  in  a  proper  case  as  a  legal  right 186 

Porm  and  .contents  oi-tbe  ;vyarr.ant 186,  187 

Execution  of  the  warrant 188 

Time  of  serving  warrant -, . . .  188 

What  property  may  be  taken  under  the  warrant 188 

Seizure  of  partnership  property - 189 

Aniount  of  property  attached 189 

Inventory  of  propeirfy  attached 190 

Service  of  summons,  warrant  and  inventory 190 

Custody 'Of' the  ■property  attached  .;...;. 190,  191 

Proceedings 'by  "defendant  to -retain  his  goods. 191 

Defendant's  xradertaking-  on  attachment.-. 193 

DeHvery  of  property  to- defendant.-. 193 

Proceedingson  claim-  of  property  by  a  stranger 193 

Bond  of  claimantof-  property  attached 193,  193 

Delivery  of  property  to  claimant -  . . . . 194 

Action  o-n  the  bond-  given  .by  the  claimant 194,  195 

Return  of  the  warrant-..- ^..  195-197 

Porms  of  returns 197,  198 

Vacating,  attachnient  on  applipation  of  plaintiff 198 

Upon  whiat  papers  applicatipn  to  vacate  may  be  based 198,  199 

Opposing  application  to  vacate 199 

Decision  of  the  justice  oa  the  application 300 

Limited  appearance  for  purpose  of  the  motion 300 

Justice  may  vacate  warrant  on  his  own  motion - 300 

Order  vacating  the  warrant 201 

Effect  of  vacating  the  attachment 201 

Modification  of  the  warrant  or  increase  of  security 202 

Effect  of  the'attachment 203 

Amendment  of ■  •  •  —  •  •  - "11 

Remedy  by  appeal  "for"  improperly  Issuing -.  ^. .  — . .  -. 1023 

ATTORNEYS.  '''■■"■     ■' 

Powers  and  duties  of,  in  courts  of  record 10 
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No  attorneys,  at  law.  in  .justices'  courts 11 

Person  jiot  an.  attorney  prohibited  from  practicing  in  New  York  or  Kings      11 

Competent  as  witnesses  for  their  clients 393 

Should  appear  as  witnesses  only  in  rare  cases 393 

Assigned  .to  prosecute  or  defend  for  poor  person  must  act  without  pay. . .  98 

When  liable.to  arrest  for  professional  misconduct 141 

When  pri\dleged  from  arrest 163 

Who  may  appear.by , 239 

Appearance  by 341 

Cannot  appear  for. both  parties 343 

Authority  to  appear 340,  343,  343 

Proof  of  authority  to  appear 343-347 

Competency  as.  witnesses 393,  393 

Practice  of  being,  sworn,  in  client's  cause  not  favored 393 

When  priv.ileged.from  .disclosing  communications 393,  613 

Admissions. of,  when  evidence  against  client 399,  400 

AUCTIONEER. 

May  sue  forprice  of-  goods-  sold  at  auction 68 

battekt; 

Justice  haS  rid  jai-isdiction  of  actions  for 36 

BILL  OF  LAdTNG. 

How  far  conclusive  as  to  condition  of  goods  received , 550 

Parol  evidence  to  show  o-svnership  of  goods 544 

BILL  OF. PARTICULARS.^ '_[_ 

Power  of  the  court  to  order. 815,  316 

Whert  tp  be  demanded 316 

Time.fixedfprfiUng. . . . . . . . 316 

Omission  of  items.in. 317 

Proceedings. on  failure  to  furnish  on  demand 317 

How  furnished......... 318 

BILL  OF  SALE 

May  be  shown,  to  be  a  mortgage 539,  548 

Parol  evidence  to. show  true  consideration 543 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

Parol- evidence  toexplain  or  vary 533-584 

Principal  cannot  be-charged  on  note  of  agent 535 

Proof  ihat-party  signed  «s  surety 537 

Parol  evidence  to-  defeat. . .- 543 

Damages  in  actions  <»..,•.. 783 

BIRTH. 

Proof bt::::::::::. ::..:: 484,  435 

blanks: ■  

In  niandaf e's  fender  'tKem  void 35,  102 

BOND.       ■""■■;  ^  ■"■  ^  ■■' ■ 

Official  bond  of  justice  of  the  peace 3 

Approval  and  filing 4 

Efiect  of  the  bond 6 
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Want  of  .official  bond 6 

Jurisdiction  of.  justice  in  actions  on  bonds 34 

By  claimant  of  property  attached 193 

Of  indemnity  to  C9nstable..  .,..,......,.....,,,.„ 899  901 

Amendment  of 914 

BOOKS  OF  ACCPUNT.     (See  Etwbncb.) 

As  evidence  ....,.,,,,,.,, 499-519 

Entries  in  firm  books  as  evidence  between  partners 503 

Compelling  production  of,  on  trial 661,  662 

Compelling  production  of  books  of  corporation 662 

BRIDGES.' 

Actions  for  injuriesfrom  defective  bridges 83 

BRIEF.  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^ ''",''''. ' 

Preparation  of  brief  for  trial 657 

Contents  of  brief 657,  658 

BROKER. 

Liability  to  arrest 141,  144,  145,  146 

BUFFALO,  SUPERIOR  COURT  OF.     (See  Appeals.) 

Appeals  to 919 

BURDEN  OF  PROOF.. .  (See  EvrDBNCB.) 

General  rules,  for  determining  which  party  has 464 

CARRIERS.     

Damages  in  actions  against 796 

CERTIFICATE..    . 

\,  Of  the  length  at  the  term  of  a  justice  of  the  peace 2 

Of  town  or  city  clerk  of  the  filing  of  the  official  bonds  of  justices  ....  4,  5 

Of  the  town  clerk  of  the  election  of  town  officers 2 

Of  attorney,  in  support  of  petition  to  sue  as  a  poor  person 97 

Of  constable,  of  apprehended  resistance  to  service  of  process 105 

Of  constable  that  papers  served  are  copies 191 

CHALLENGES. 

Kinds  of 717 

To  the  array 717 

To  the  polls 718 

For  principal  cause 719 

For  favor 730 

Time  of  making  challenge 731 

Trial  of  challenge, , 723 

Peremptory  challenge 723,  734 

To  justice  because  of  opinion  expressed,  not  allowed 47 

CHARGE. 

Justice  may  or  may  not  charge  jury 739 

EiTors  in  charge 729,  730 

CHARTERS. 

When  courts  take  judicial-  notice  of 378 

CHOSBS  IN  ACTION. 

Not  liable  tOlfeVydnd  sale  under  execution 876 
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Nature  of ••••., S44,  647 

Rules  relating  to. , , 647-649 

CITY. 

Service  of  a  summons  on, 126 

CIVIL  DAMAGE  ACT.  • 

Jurisdiction  of  justice  in  actions  under 33 

Actions  under,  how  tried » 9 

Joinder  of  landlord  and  tenant  in  actions  under 98 

CLERKS.   ■■.■■■- 

Of  justices-  in  the-eity  of  Brooklyn 10 

CONFESSION,  JUDGMENT  ON. 

Jurisdiction  to  render  judgment  on  confession 33 

Practice  and  proceedings  on  confession  of  judgment 843 

CONFIDENTIAL-  COMMUNICATIONS.    

By  attorney  toclient  . .  . . . . .-...•. 393,  613 

Confessions  made  to  clergymen,  etc 616,  617 

Information  acquired  by  physician  attending  patient.  .■ 616 

CONSENT. 

How  .far  .jurisdiction  may  be  conferred-  by 15 

Cannot  confer  jurisdiction  of  subject-matter 46 

Cannot  waive  statutory,  disqualification  of  justice 53 

Of  special  guardian  must  be  in  writing 73,  88 

CONSIDERATION. 

When  to  be  alleged  in  the  complaint 310 

Of  written  mstrument  subject  to  explanation 543,  543 

CONSPIRACY. 

Proof  of 419,  430 

Admissions  of  conspirator,  as  evidence  against  co-defendant 419,  420 

CONSTABLE. 

Appointment  to  attend  justices'  courts  in  Brooklyn 10 

Is  not  an  attendant  of  a  justice's  court 10 

Must  execute  .mandates  .delivered  to  him 10,  105 

Cannot  act.by  deputy  ... .... .  . '. 105 

Cannot  demand.more  than  statutory  fees 10 

Cannot  purchase  claim  for  collection 10 

Liability  for  refusal  .to  execute  process 106 

When  protected  by.  his  process 37,  28,  107 

May  serve  process  in.  his  own  favor 110 

Liability  for  not  discharging  person  privileged  from  arrest 167 

Liability  for  goods  seized  under  attachment 191 

How  far  protected  in  execution  of  replevin  process 212 

Right  to  break,  open  .buildings  in  execution  of  process 158,  313 

Liability  ojE  constable,  fpr  property  spized  in.  replevin 335-228 

Service  of  subpcena 663 

Return  to  subpoena.  •--•;••.-••:■.:•.•.■:••. 663 

Service  of  attachment  against  witness 670 

Return  of  constable -   -  - 670 
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Objection- to  service  of-  venire  by .  .• 711 

Liable  to-  indiotmeHt  for  peK^ing  jury , 712 

Service  of  •  venire  s  ....-.•  i .  i  <..  i 713 

Return  to  venire 712 

Interest  of,  a  ground  af  fihallenge  to  the  array 717 

To  attend  jury,  oath  of , 736 

Interference  vfith  jury 737 

Damages  in  actions  against 819 

Duty  to  levy,  execution  . . 865,  880,  884 

Levy  on  goods  in  dwelling-house 881 

Dispositions  of  goods  after  levy. 885 

Eights  and.  liabilities  of  constable  after  levy ...  886 

Sale  by ,,, 888 

Calling  jury,  to  try  title  to  goods  levied  upon 898 

Bond  of  indemnity  to 899,  901 

Return  of  execution, 880,  904 

Eight  to .  fees.. 908 

CONSTRUCTION 

Of  pleadings < 304 

Of  contracts  giving,  liquidated  damages 800 

Of  written  agjeement,  a  matter  of  law  for  the  court 520 

Eules  of  construction 520,  538,  539,  644,  545 

Parol  evidence  in  aid  of 545 

CONTEMPT.    

Power  of  justice  to  punish  for 765 

Warrant  for  arrest  of  offender  .. . 765 

Arrest  of  offender  and  proceedings  thereon 766 

Punishment  for ■...■..■.■...-. 766 

Eecord  of  conviction  .-...■. 767 

Warrant  of  commitment. 768,  769 

CONTEACT. 

Jurisdiction  of  actionfor  breach  of  contract 32 

Who  may  maintain  action  on 64 

When  person  not  a  party  to,  may  sue 65 

When  made  in  behalf  of  towns,  counties,  etc 69 

When  made  by  agents  , , , 67,  68 

When  made  for  benefit  of  a  religious  corporation 70 

Defendants  in  actions  on  contracts  by  agents 81 

Liability  of  infant  on ^ 83 

Complaint  on  contract » _ 308,  312 

Where  the  couplaint -is  on  contract,  there  can  be.no  recovery  in  tort 301 

Construction. of, .  a  matter  of  law  for  the  court 520 

Eules  for  the  construction  of  .contracts 520,  538,  539,  544,  545 

Parol  evidence  to  aid  in.  construction  of 545 

Parol  evidence.to.  vary,  contradict  or  alter 521 

Parol  evidence.to  defeat 521,  526,  52f7 

-       (See  Paeol  Etidenoe.) 
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CONVERSION.     (See  Tbovbb.)  page. 

Order. of  arrest ia.acti()R.fQr.... ,.....,. 141,  144 

Attaphment  may  issue  .in  action  of , , , 177 

Damag.es  in  actions  iov  coAyersign. , , 805 

CONVICTS.  

Are-  competent  witnesses 383 

COMMISSION. 

When  a  commission  to  take  testimony  may  issue 679 

Application  for  the  commission  ;:....;. 679 

Notice  of  application  and  proof  of  service 680 

Proof  of  materiality  of  -witness,  etc 681,  683 

To  whom  commission  should  issue. ; 683 

Names  of  witnesses  to  be  inserted  in  commission 683 

Form  and  contents  of  commission ; ; 684 

May  issue  by  consent  without  written  interrogatories 681,  684 

Settlement  of  interrogatories  and  cross  interrogatories 685 

Form  of  interrogatories  and  cross  interrogatories 685-687 

Power  of  commissioners 686,  687 

Subpoenaing  witnesses 687 

•    Oath  to  witnesses  > , 688 

Mode  of  taking  the  examination 688,  689 

Exhibits 689 

Subscribing  and  annexing  commissioner's  certificate 691 

Mailing  commission,  etc.,  to  justice 691 

Receipt,  filing  and  indorsing  the  commission 691 

Amount  of . fees  and  disbursements  allowed. 693 

Return  of  compiission  for.  correction, , 693 

Deposition  as  evidence  and  objections  thereto 693,  694 

Suppressing. deposition, ,,...,,,..,.., 693 

Part  of  deposition  may  be  put  in  evidence 693 

Disregarding  defective  execution 694 

COMMON  COUNTS. 

Complaints  on  the  common  counts 314,  315 

COMPLAINTS.  .  (See.  PiBADiNGS.)  . 

The  complaint,  the  first  pleading  in  the  cause 305 

Formal  commencement  of 305 

Number  of  parties 305 

1    Names  of  parties 306 

;    Statement  of  right  or  character  in  which  the  action  is  brought 306-308 

]  By  assignee  for  thebenefitof  creditors 306 

By  administrator  or  executor 307 

By  infant  and  guardian 307 

By  receivers 307 

By  public  officers 308 

On  contract 308 

When  to  be  special. 308 

Statement  of  matters  of  inducement 309 

Statement  of  plaintiff's  interest  in  subject-matter 309 

Consideration 310 
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Promise  by  the  defendant 310 

Profert 311 

Averment  of  performance  by  plaintiff 311 

Allegations  of  request,  notice,  demand,  etc 312 

Breach  of  agreement,  allegation  of 313 

Damages,  how  alleged 313 

Conclusion  of  complaint 313 

Statement  of  several  counts  in  the  complaint 314 

Common  counts,  complaints  on 314 

Bills  of  particulars 315 

(See  Bill  of  Partictjlaeb. ) 

In  actions  for  torts 318 

Statement  of  plaintiff's  interest  in  the  thing  injured 318 

Allegations  as  to  motives,  intent  or  negligence  of  the  defendant 319 

Statement  of  wrongful  acts  of  defendant 330 

Allegations  of  time,  place,  knowledge,  etc 321 

Alleging  demand 333 

In  actions  for  penalties 333 

In  actions  upon  assigned  demands 333 

Conclusion  of  a  complaint  for  a  tort 334 

Verified  complaints 324 

When  to  be  served  with  the  summons 324 

Statutory  directions  as  to  statement  of  facts 324 

Statements  upon  information  and  belief 325 

Remedy  for  defective  verification 836 

Demurrer  to  complaints 338 

When  deemed  sufficient  on  demurrer 343 

COPIES. 

Of  books  of  account,  not  admissible  in  evidence 517 

Of  records,  etc.,  as  evidence 477-479 

Certificate  of  clerk  to  copy  records,  etc 481,  482 

Duty  of  justice  to  furnish  copies  of  his  minutes,  etc 846 

Service  of  summons  by  copy 33,  24,'  131 

CORPORATIONS. 

May  sue  or  be  sued  in  justices'  courts 33 

Actions  by  joint-stock  associations,  how  brought 68 

Suits  by  corporations  to  be  brought  in  corporate  name 69 

Suits  against  corporations,  how  brought 81 

Fact  of  incorporation  need  not  be  proved  unless  denied 81 

Mistake  in  corporate  name  waived  unless  pleaded 81,  104 

Suits  against  joint-stock  associations 83 

Designation  of,  in  summons 134 

Service  of  summons  on 136-131 

On  a  city 136 

On  domestic  corporations  generally 126 

On  domestic  railroad  corporations ,138 

On  foreign  corporations 139 

On  express  companies 130 

When  domestic  and  when  foreign 137 

142 
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Who  are  "  managing  agents  "  of  corporations 127 

General  reputation  not  admissible  to  prove  who  were  officers  of 43S 

Designation  of  pBrson  on  whom  process  may  J)e  served 128-131 

Return  of  service  on  a  corporation 134,  135 

When  an  attachment. may.  issue,  against 177 

Must  appear  by  attorney 240 

Appointment  of  attorney 340 

Order  of  arrest  against  officer  or  agent  of 141 

Requisites  of  a  complaint  in  tort  against 331 

COSTS. 

In  actions  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 850-860 

When  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs 850 

In  action  to  recover  a  chattel  850 

In  action  on  a  justice's  judgment 850 

When  defendant  defends  as  poor  person 850 

When  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs 850 

When  the  accounts  of  both  parties  exceed  $400 851 

Upon  a  counter-claim 851 

Upon  a  nonsuit,  discontinuance  or  failure  of  plaintiff  to  appear 851 

When  judgment  in  favor  of  one  of  several  defendants 851 

When  neither  party  is  entitled  to  costs 851 

What  costs  prevailing  party  entitled  to  recover 852 

Of  what  costs  consist 852 

What  costs  are  to  be  entered  in  the  judgment 853 

Limitation  as  to  amount  of  costs 853,  854 

In  justice's  court  of  Brooklyn 854 

Error  in  taxing  costs  no  ground  for  reversal  of  judgment 854 

Recovering  back  illegal  fees  as  costs _.  .  _. 854 

When  costs  are  discretionary .--- 855 

Costs  on  amendment 855 

When  an  assignee  or  trustee  is  chargeable  personally  with  costs 307 

Taxing  costs  855 

Prospective  costs  to  be  included  in  judgment 856 

Increased  or  double  costs 856,  857 

Treble  costs 857 

In  justice's  court  of  Albany 858 

Where  the  people  are  a  party 858 

In  actions  by  executors,  administrators,  etc 859 

In  actions  by  a  transferee,   etc 859 

Included  in  the  judgment,  to  be  paid  on  appeal 931 

On  acceptance  of  offer  of  judgment  on  appeal 940 

On  stipulation  for  reversal  on  appeal 940 

On  appeal 1033 

Where  appeal  is  heard  on  the  return 1033 

Where  new  trial  is  had  in  appellate  court 1033 

Taxation  of  costs  on  appeal 1037 

COUNTER-CLAIMS. 

How  pleaded 339 

Demand  of  judgment 330 

Demurrer  to 341 


INDEX.  1131 

COUNTIES.  PAGE. 

Actions  in  name  of  ofllcers  of. 69 

When  action  should  be  brought  against  ofllcers  of 83,  83 

When  action  should  be  brought  against  the  county ^ 82,  83 

How  sued 83  88 

Judicial  notice  taken  of  division  of  State  into 377 

COUNTY  COURT. 

Appeals  to 915,  919 

Power  to  amend  notice  of  appeal 927 

Power  to  compel  a  return 951 

Always  open  to  compel  return,  etc 953 

Appointment  of  time  and  place  of  holding  court 969 

When  appeal  is  at  issue  in 970 

Offers  of  judgment  in 986 

Subpoenas 989 

Argument  of  appeal  in 990 

New  trial  in 1000 

Power  to  order  a  reference 1003 

Amendment  of  pleadings  in 1003 

Motion  for  new  tibial  on  case,  etc 1003 

Judgment  by.on  appeal 1003 

Power  to  compel  restitution , 1027 

Costs  on  appeal  ,...., 1033 

Taxation  of  costs  in 1037 

Enforcement  of  judgment  in 1039 

Docketing  justices'  judgments,  in 846 

Setting. aside  dockets  of  judgments 848 

Power  of,  to  remit  fines 676 

COURTS 

Qf  record  and  not  of  record , .  .• 9 

Of  justice  of  the  peace,  how  and  where  held 9,  16 

When  held 9 

Cannot  be  opened  to  transact  civil  business  on  Sunday 9 

Cannot  be  opened  on  election  days-,  etc 9 

Sittings  of,  must.be  public 9 

CRIMINAL  CONVERSATION.  ■ 

Justice-has  no  jurisdiction  of  actionfor ; 36 

CROPS. 

Levy  on  gro-wing  crops  . ; 876 

CROSS  APPEAL. 

How  taken  and  heard 999 

CUSTOM  AND  USAGE. 

Evidence  of,  to  explain  contract 538,  541,  543 

DAMAGES. 

Defined , 770 

Statement  of,  in  complaint •  •  •  313 

Compensation  the  general  rule  of  damages 770,  771 

General  and  spepial 770 

For  every  right  the  law  gives  a  remedy 770 


1132  INDEX. 

DAMAG-ES  —  Continued,  page. 

Injuries  for  -whicti  no  damages  are  recoverable 771 

Nominal  damages : . . . ; 773 

When  recoverable 770,  773 

Remote  and  consequential  damages 773 

Loss  of  profits.  ..;.:; 774,  781 

Costs  incuiTed 771,  775 

In  actions  for  tort , 775,  776 

In  actions  for  breach  of  contract 776 

Proof  of  actual  loss  to  authorize,  substantial  damages 776 

"When  the  contract  furnishes,  the  measure  of  damages 776,  777 

In  action  hj  assignee 778 

In  action  by  person  having  special  interest 778 

Not  allowed  for  time  spent  in  making  contract 778 

On  a.contract.for  board  and  Jodging 778 

For  breach  of  apprenticeship , 779 

For  dissolution,  of  a  partnership. 779 

For. breach  of. an  entire  contract,.. 779 

For.  assignment  of  a  fictitious  .judgment 779 

For  breafih  of  covenant  in  assignment  of  judgment 780 

For  breach  of  guaranty  of  amount  due  on  note 780 

For  omitting  to  present  note  for  pa,yment 780 

For  delay-  in  sending  telegram, , 780 

Must  be  such  as  were  contemplated  by.  contracting  parties 780 

On  rescission  of  contract  for  labor  by  employer 781 

For  extra,  labor 781 

For  abandonment  of  swvice  by  employee 782 

In  actions  on  bills-or  notes 783 

In  actions  on  chattel  notes 783,  784 

Interest  as  damages  in  actions  on  contract 784 

On  sales  of  personal  property. . , 785 

On  warranties  as  tp. quality  .or  quantity ^ 790 

On  breach  of  warranty  of  title 793 

In  actions  between  principal  and  agent 794 

In  actions  between  landlord  and  tenant 795 

In  actions  against  carriers 796 

In  actions  against  innkeeper 799 

Liquidated  damages 799 

Interest  on  sum  fixed  as  liquidated  damages 785 

Construction  of  contracts  fixing  measure  of  damages 799 

When  sum  fixed  will  be  regarded  as  a  penalty 799,  800,  804 

In  actions  for  forts  .........■.■...■.'...."...'......... 805 

In  trover 805 

In  replevin  . ; ;  r  .;;;..;...;...•. 339,  811 

For  trespass  upon  lands 814 

For  a  nuisance , 816 

Negligence 817 

Trespass  to  personal,  property. 818 

Actions  against  sheriffs  and  constables 819 

For  false  return  by  justice. 821 
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Assessmwt  pf  .d^mage^.. , 821 

Amount  of. damages 823 

Interest  as  damages §23 

Double  and  treble '. 822 

In  actions  against  several'  defendants.  .' .' 823 

Remitting'  dairiages  . . 833 

Amount  of,  cannot  "be  'proved  liy  opinion 581  583-586 

DATE. 

Blank  in  summons  as  to  date  renders  process  void 36  103 

DEATH. 

Presumption  of,  from'  continued  absence 438 

Proof  of  .'..'...'.'..'..'.■..'....'.... 434 

DECEIT.     (See  Fbattd.) 

Order  of  arrest  in  action  to  recover  damages  for 141 

DECLABATIONS.. ... 

'When  a  part  .of.  the  res  ge^tce 430i  431 

Of  an  agent,.  Khen  evidence  against  principal 400,  431 

As  to  ma.ttei;s  of  .pedigree 433,  434 

Against  interest,  of  person  since  deceased 435 

Of  husband,  as  evidence  against  his  wife 398 

Of  one  of  severaj.jojpt  and  .several  makers  of  a  note 403 

To  show  fact  of  .partnership. 403 

Of  principal^  as  .evid.en.ce.  against  surety 404 

Of  former  owners  of  .property 406-409 

Of  parties  to  biUs  .pr.  notes 403,  406,  407 

Made  in  presewe  .oi.  a.p^r.ty  aud.  not  disputed 413,  413 

Of  a  party  not  evidence  in  his  own  favor 413,  418 

How  far  the  force  of  a  declaration  is  impaired  by  intoxication 414 

Of  cohspir'atof  as  evidence  against  c6-cbnspifator'. 419 

DEED. 

■When  question  of  title  not  raised  by  introduction  in  evidence 43 

Parol  evidence- to  identify  subject-matter  of  ; ; 639 

Consideration-  clause  in,-  open-  to  explanation  -.•.• 643,  643 

DEFAULT.    ■  ■    •  ■ 

Judgment  by,  before  justice'. . .... . . . ..'.'. .' 836 

Service  of  affidavit  excusing  default 971-983 

Opening  default. .. , , 983 

Appeal  from  judgment  by «. 918 

Judgment  hy,.in  appellate  court 1007 

DEFENDANTS.  •  ■  (See  Pakties.) 

"Who  should  be  made  defendants  .... 80 

Joinder  of,  in  actions- for  tort.-.  ..■..■...■.•. 91 

Misjoinder  of -defendants  •.•.•,■.•.•.■.■..;■...;■.....; 93 

Non-joinder  of - 95 

Persons  defending  as_p9orj9erspns. 95 

"When  defendant  may  be  sued  .under  a  fictitious  name 104 

"When  order  of  arrest  may  issue  against 141 
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Need  not  b«  negativ-ed  in  a  complaint , 294 

Demurrer  to  a  defense  not  authorized ■, 339,  340 

DEMAND.      

When  to  be  alleged  in  complaint 313,  333 

Of  judgment  In  the  complaint 313 

Of  bill  of  particulars 316 

Of  judgment  in  an  answer 330 

DEMUREER.     (See  Pleading.) 

Nature  of  a  demurrer 338 

When  necessary  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  defendant 338 

Effect  of,'  as  an  admission 338 

In  wiat'  cases  interposed ' 339-341 

Must  be  for  a  ground  specified  by  the  statute 339 

No  demurrer  allowed  to  a  mere  defense 340 

Want  of  jurisdiction  not  a  ground  of  demurrer 37 

As  -a  remedy  for  a  misjoinder  of  defendants 93,  340 

As  a  remedy  for  noa-joinder  of  defendants 95 

As  a  remedy  for  a  misjoinder  of  plaintiffs 77,  78 

As  a  remedyfornon- joinder  of  plaintiffs. 79 

To  one  of  several-  causes  of  action 341 

Time  of  interposing  a  demurrer 341 

Decision  or- judgment  on  demurrer 341 

Sufficiency  of  complaint  on  demurrer 343 

Amendment  after  decision  sustaining  demurrer. 343 

Pleading  over,after-deeision  overruling  demurrer 343 

Review  of  decision  of  the  justice ' 348,  344 

DENIALS. 

General  or  specific 338 

On  information  and  belief 338,  339 

DEPOSITION. 

Of  witness  on  commission ^ 689 

Effect  of,  as  evidence. 693 

Objections  to 693 

Suppressing  deposition .  . , 693,  695 

DIRECTION 

Of  mandates  generally 103 

Is  an  essential  part  of.  a  mandate 103 

Service  by  officer  to  whom  mandate  is  not  directed 103,  104 

Of  a  summons 130 

Of  aij  Qrde/,  pf  .arrest  ,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,, 154 

Of  a  ■wjirra.nt  pf  ^tjiaphment 186,  187 

Of  a requj^itipi} .to  replevy  ,,.,,,..,,.,,...., 311 

DISCHARGE. 

Promarrest.-. •.-.•.•.-.■. ■.-.•.-. „ 165 

Of  imprisoned  debtor'. ; 898 
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Judgment  of,  when  accounts  proved  exceed  $400 44 

Judgment  of,  on  plea  of  title  to  lands 37 

Of  action  by  failure  of  justice  to  appear 233 

Plaintiff  may  discontinue  before  submission  of  cause 697 

Judgment  of ^ 830 

DISTRICT  ATTORNEY. 

Cannot  act  as  justice  of  the  peace , 55 

DOCKET-BOOK, 

Is  only  presumptive  evidence  of  facts  stated 28 

How  far  evidence  of  facts  stated 448 

Transcript  of,  as  evidence 448 

How  proved 449 

How  far  cpRCJusiye. 450 

Parol  evidence  to  contradict , 450 

"What  may  b.e  entered  in 450 

Parol  evid^ce  tp  prove  facts  entered  in 547 

Of  foreign  justi.ce,  as  evidence 451 

DUTY. 

Right  of  action  for  violation  of ^.. 70 

Who  may  sue  for  breach  of  duty  by  public  officer - 70,  71 

ELECTION. 

Of  justices  of  the  peace . ; 1 

To  fill  vacancies. 7,  8 

Courts  not  to  be  opened  on  days  set  apart  for 9 

Voters  exempt  from  arrest  on  election  day 165 

As  to  kind  of  action 277 

ERROR  IN  PACT. 

Meaning  of  the  phrase 98^-985 

Assignment  of 982-986 

Practice  on'appeal . 989 

Judginent  must  be  for  affirmance  or  reversal . . . ,. 999 

Relationship'  of  justice  may  be  assigned  as 54 

ESCAPE. 

Damages  in  actions  for -> 820 

EVIDENCE 

Should.UOtb.e.  pleaded 287 

Nature  of  evidence  and  proof 374 

Restrictiofls  upon  the  introduction  of  evidence 374 

Means  and  methods  of  investigating  past  transactions 375 

Classificatio.n  of,  the  different  species  of  evidence 376 

Direct  »pA  iu^irect,  immediate  and  mediate 376 

Compeleot  .smi  iijcoinpetent  evidence •  •  •  376 

Credible  .e.vjd.ep.ce • 376 

Relevant. aod.irrelevant  evidence 377 

CumuJatiy^.  CAHclppiye  and  satisfactory 377 

Matters  jndipi^ljy.  PPticed  without  proof 377-381 

Competency.of  .•vyitnesaes ^ » •  381-395 

(See  Witnesses.) 
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Of  personal  transactions  or  communications  with  person  since  deceased. .  384 

Admissions  395-421 

(See  Admissionb.) 

Estoppel 431 

Presumptions .-. 431-439 

(See  Pbbsumptions.) 

Hearsay .  ..■.■.'.'.'.■.■.■.■.■.■....■.■.....■... 439 

Nature  of  hearsay  evidence 439 

Generally  inadmissible . . ; ....  430,  432 

Expressions  used  tending  to  show  mental  operations 430 

Expressions  tending  to  show  bodily  pain. 430,  431 

Verbal  and  written  declarations  forming  part  of  the  rea  gestoB 431,  432 

Returns  to  process.-.-.  . . . .-.  .• 433 

To  show  -that'  a  -person  holds  st  certain  office 433 

Statements  of  deceased  persons  as  to  matters  of  pedigree 433 

DeclaTations  as  to-relationship.  ■.- 434 

Declarations  as  to  birth,-  age,  etc 434 

Entries  in  the  family  Bible 434 

Declarations  against  interest.by  persons  since  deceased 435 

Entries  in  the  course. of  office  or  business 436 

Evidence  of  a  witness  since  deceased 438 

Mode  of  proving  what  a  witness  testified 438,  439 

Best  evidence 440 

Oral  evidence  cannot  be  substituted  where  writing  required  by  law. . . .  441 

Contents  of  a  record  cannot  be  proved  by  an  admission 443 

Oral  e-vidence  not  allowed  to  prove  what  the  parties  have  put  in  writing,  443 

Oral  evidence  of  negotiations  prior  to  executing  writing 443 

Telegrams 444 

Letter-press  copies 444 

Copy  of  a  copy 444,  445 

Copy  memorandum  . .  x 445 

Written  assignment  must  be  produced 445,  446 

Striking  out  parol  evidence  improperly  received 446 

Copies  of  records 447 

Official  character. '.'.■. •.'.".  .■..'......•. 432,  447 

Papers  collateral  to  the  question  in  issue 447 

Oral  evidence-  of  -payment  notwithstanding  receipt 447 

Proceedings  before  justices  of  the  peace 448 

Oral  evidence- of  contents  of  papers  not  produced  on  notice 453 

Oral  proof  of  contents  of  lost  papers 452,  453,  456,  457 

Proof  ■  of  contents  of  papers  without  the  State 453 

Oral  proof  of  con-tents  of  papers  in  court 454 

Sfel'vice  of  notice  to  produce  papers 454,  455 

Kotice  to  prodtrcer  papers  need  be  given  but  once 458 

Sufficient  to  prove  the  substance  of  the  issue 458-464 

Variances  between  pleadings  Mid  proof 458  464 

Burden  of  proof  •..-.•.•..•.•. .-... 464-473 

General  rules' for  determining  'where  the  burden  rests 464 
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Generally  rests  on  the  party  holding  affirmative 464 

In  particular  actions. .    464-471 

Shifting  of  the  burden  on  the  trial 471 

Relevancy  of  evidence 472 

Must  tend  to  prove  or  disprove  the  issues 473 

Counsel  may  be  required  to  show  how  evidence  is  material 473 

Not  error  to  exclude  evidence  which  is  immaterial  when  offered 474 

Duty  of  the  court  as  to  the  exclusion  of  irrelevant  evidence 474 

Evidence  to  impeach  witness  of  adverse  party  always  relevant 475 

Receiving  evidence  as  against  one  of  several  defendants 475 

Of  fraud  practiced  on  parties  other  than  the  plaintiff 475 

Examples  of  evidence  relevant  to  particular  issues 475,     476 

Court  may  exclude  irrelevant  evidence  on  its  own  motion 476 

Reversal  for  rejection  of  evidence  as  irrelevant 477 

Written  evid.ence  ;......,.,..,,,.,... 477-483 

Manner  of  proving  statutes^  etc  . , , 477 

Proof  of  records , 477 

Copies  of  records  and  public  documents  as  evidence , 478 

Chattel  mortgages,  proof  of,  by  certificate  of  clerk 479 

Certificates  of  incorporation  of  villages 479 

Proceedings,  etc.,  of  common  council,  etc 479,     480 

Propf  of  wills   ,,,,,.,..., 480 

Instruments  acknowledged  and  certified 480 

Certified  copies,  transcripts,  exemplifications 481,    483 

Copy  notice  of  .mechanic's  lien 483 

Judicial  documents  ,,,.,, 483-488 

Judgments,  verdictSj  etc, , . , , 483 

Conclusiveness,  of  judgments 484-488 

Proof  of  judgments  in.  justification  of  acts  done  under  them 485,     486 

Priva.te  documents  or  wiitings 488,     489 

Subscribing  witness 489-493 

Former  rules  as  to  proof  of  documents  by  subscribing  witness 489 

Statute  dispensing  with  the  calling  of  subscribing  witness 490 

When  subscribing  witness  need  not  be  called 490,  491,  492,     498 

Proof  of  documents  .when  subscribing  witness  is  absent,  etc 491,     492 

Handwriting 498-497 

Proof  of  handwriting  of  subscribing  witness 493 

Mode  of  proving  handwriting 493,    494 

Who  are  competent  to  give  an  opinion  of  handwriting 495 

Comparispp  .of  handwritings 495-497 

Putting  papers  in  evidence  for  purpose  of  comparison 496 

Alteration  of  written  instruments 497-499 

Effect  of  alteration. .,....,.. 498,     499 

Burden  of  accounting  for  alteration 498,     499 

Account  books 499-519 

May  be  received  in.  evidence 499 

Preliminary  evidence  to  justify  receipt  of  books 500 

Entry  must  be  a  matter  of  book  account 503 

What  are  matters  of  book  account 503 
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Bank  books 505 

Partnership  books  as  evidence  between  partners 503- 

Not  evidence  of  a  single  charge 504 

Party  offering  books  must  prove  some  item  charged 505 

Mariner  of  keeping  books 50& 

Entries,  by  whom  made 508 

Proof  that  the  party  kept  no  clerk 500,  501,  508,  509 

Number  of  witnesses  to  prove  dealings 509' 

Credit  of  books  is  for  the  jury SOS' 

Impeaching  books  of  account 510 

Existence  of  common-law  proof  does  not  invalidate 511 

Evidence  of  value 511 

Entries,  when  made 513; 

Books  in  daily  use 513 

Original  entries 513 

Ledger. and  day-book 514 

Entire  set  of  books  must  be  introduced 515 

Charges  in  gross 515 

Witness  testifying  from  books 516 

Copy  of  -books  not  competent  evidence 51T 

Books  introduced  cannot  be  withdrawn 517 

Must  be  received  generally 517 

Whole  contents  are  evidence 518 

Waiver  of  books  and  resort  to  common-law  proof SIS 

License  to  carry  on  business,  by  whom  proved 519" 

Parol  evidence  to  contradict  written  instrument 519 

Construction  of  writing  a  matter  of  law 519,  520 

Kules  of  construing  written  instruments ; 520,  521,  544 

General  rule  excluding  parol  evidence 521 

Rule  does  not  apply  to  strangers 528' 

Aiding  written  evidence  by  parol  evidence 528 

Parol  proof  as  original  and  independent  evidence 546- 

Objections  to  competency  of  witnesses 549 

When  to  be  taken 551 

Evidence  as  to  competency SSS' 

Competency  a  question  for  the  justice 552' 

Oath  to  witnesses 553 

Examination  of  witnesses  by  interpreter 554 

Manner  of  testifying 555 

Examination  of  witnesses 556' 

Order  of  introducing  evidence 556-558- 

Questions  by  juror 558 

Questions  by  the  court 558 

Cross-examination 559 

Objects  of  cross-examination 559 

Latitude  allowed  on  cross-examination 561 

General  scope  of  cross-examination 561,  562 

Examination  as  to  collateral  matters 563 

Cross-examination  as  to  writings 564 
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Questions  aflfecting  character  of  witness 563,  566,  667 

Power  of  court  to  limit  cross-examination 561,  568 

Time  of  cross-examination 569 

Death,  etc.,  of  witness  before  cross-examination 569 

Refusal  to  answer  questions  on  cross-examination 570 

Party  considered  as  introducing  evidence  given  on 565,  570 

Cross-examination  for  purpose  of  contradiction  .  . .   563,  569,  570,  618 

Ee-examination 571 

Subject-matter  of  re-examination 571,  572 

Further  examination 573 

Discretion  of  court  as  to  recalling  witness 572,  573 

Striking  out  evidence 570,  573,  574 

Opinions  and  belief,,  skill  and  science,  etc 575 

General  rule  excluding  opinions  and  conclusions 575 

When  witness  may  testify  to  his  impressions 576,  593 

Expert  testimony 677,  578,  579 

Mode  of  objecting  to  expert  testimony 579 

Hypothetical  questions 580 

Amount  of  damages  cannot  be  proved  by  opinion 580 

Opinions  as  to  value  of  property  or  services 586 

Proof  of  possession  of  real  estate 588,  589 

Proof  of  intent  ^ 589,  590 

Proof  of  intoxication 593 

Proof  of  mental  condition 593-597 

The  value  of  opinions  as  evidence 597 

Examining  witnesses  separately 597 

Leading  questions,  when  allowed  or  disallowed 598-602 

Eefreshing  memory  of  witness 603 

Criminating  answers 607 

Degrading  answers 611 

Confidential  communications 612 

Between  attorney  and  client 613 

Confessions  made  to  clergymen,  etc 616 

Between  physician  and  patient 616 

Impeaching  credit  of  witness .  618 

By  contradiction  as  to  collateral  matter 563,  569,  570,  618 

By  evidence  as  to  general  character 619 

Proof  of  specific  acts  of  immorality  inadmissible. 619,  623 

Form  of  question  to  impeaching  witness 633 

By  prior  contradictory  statements  under  oath 634 

By  contradictory  statements  out  of  court 626 

By  prior  expression  of  opinion 638 

By  proof  of  hostility  of  witness 639 

Evidence  of  witnesses'  good  character 639 

Proof  of  corroborating  declarations  of  witness 630 

Cross-examining  or  impeaching  the  impeaching  witnesses 631 

Impeaching  party's  own  witness .- 631 

Party  may  prove  a  fact  though  it  contradicts  his  witness 634 

Party  cannot  cross-examine  his  own  witness 634 

Party  calling  adversary  as  a  witness  cannot  impeach  him 635 
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Impeaching  witness  called  to.  supply  fonnal  proof 635 

Impeachment  of  witness  after  cross-examination 633 

Limiting  number  of  impeaching  witnesses 635 

Duty  of  jury  in  weighing  evidence 636 

Weighing  direct  testimony  of  witnesses 639 

Weight  to  be  given  to  circumstantial  or  presumptive  proof 644 

Weighing  conflicting  evidence 649 

Relative  value  of  affirmative  and  negative  evidence 650 

Application  of  maxim  fahus  in  uno  falsua  in  omniums 653 

Discrediting  unimpeacbed  witness 655 

Errors  in  admitting  or  rejecting 751-763 

EXCEPTION. 

To  plaintiff's  sureties  in  replevin 215 

EXECUTION.        

Nature  of  the  m'ahdatei .'...' 860 

Kinds  of. '.'.■.■..'.■..■..... 860 

Form  and  requisites'  of.'. 860 

On  attachment. .  .■..'.'.'.■.' 861 

Against  the  persoii'. 861,  895 

Indorsement  of,  in"  action  for  a  penalty 863 

Indorsement  of, 'when  against  joint  debtors  not  served 863 

In  action  of  replevin  '....... 863,  864,  894 

Need  not  show  jurisdiction. 863 

Must  describe  the'  defendant. 863 

When  and  by  whord  issued 864 

Must  be  issued  "wifhih  flVeyears  after  judgment 864 

After  death  of  plaihtiS  or 'defendant 864 

Liability  for  issuing  execution  OH  satisfied  judgment 865 

Delivery  to  officer .'  i  I ...;..!..... ;    ; 865 

Who  to  execute'. '.'.'.'. '. 865 

Officer  cannot  levy  execution  in  his  own  favor. 865 

Effect  of  delive'iihg  execution  to  constable 866 

Property  e'xempt  from  levyand  sale  under 866-876 

Property  liable  to  seiinire  on; ;.;..;... ; 876 

Levy,  when,  where  and  how  made 880 

Levy  after  return  day ■. 880 

Levy  on  property  in  a  d'welling-house 881 

What  constitutes  avatid  levy 882 

Secret  levy'. .:.....:..;...;.... 882 

Levy  oh  property  not  in  view 883 

Amount' of  property  levied  "upon 884 

Disposition  of  goods  after  levy 885 

Rights  arid 'liabilities  of  constables  after  levy 886 

Effect  of  alevy . .-. 887 

When  levy  does'  not  satisfy  judgment 887,  888 

Sale  of  chattels  under  execution 888 

Discharge  of  imprisoned  debtor 898 

Claim  of  property  by  third  person 898 
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Bond  of  indemnity. ....;..... 898,  899 

Calling  jury  to  try  title 899 

Notice  to-claimaut. 899,  900 

Oath  to  Jurors. , 900 

Subpoenaing  witnesses , , . , , 900 

Oath  to  witnesses 900 

Inquisition , 901 

Priority  of  executions 903 

Disposition  of  moneys  collected  on  execution 902-904 

Dormant  executions 903 ,  904 

Return  of  the  execution 904 

Liability  of  constable  for  failure  to  make  a  return 905 

Liability  for  failure' to  pay  over  moneys  collected 905 

Failure  to  pay  surplus  to  defendant. 906 

Renewal  of  execution'. '. . .'.  .'.\'.'.. . . . . . 907 

Constable's  right  to  fees,  etc. 908 

To  collect  fines  imposed  upon  witnesses 675,  676 

To  enforce  judgm'ent  of  appellate  court 1039 

EXECUTOR. 

Jurisdiction  of  actions  by  or  against 23 

'When  to  be  made  plaiintifE 65 

Must  set  forth  his  representative  character jin  complaint 307 

Need  not  offer  in  complaint  to  produce  letters  testamentary 311 

Costs  in  actions  by  or  against 859 

EXPERTS. 

May  give  opinions  in  matters  of  skill  and  science 577,  596 

Must  be  competent  ....■;.;;..; 578,  579 

Objections  to  competency  of 579 

Hypothetical  questions  to 580 

EXPRESS  COMPANIES. 

Service  of  summons  on 130 

FACTOR. 

Liability  to  arrest 141,  144 

FACTS. 

To  be  stated  in  pleading 281 

Questions  of  fact 284 

Questions  of  law  and  fact 287 

Necessarily  implied  need  not  be  pleaded 293 

How  stated  in  pleadings. . , 397 

Not  denied  are  admitted 298 

Not  alleged  cannot  be  proved 301 

Presumptions  of  fact 423-439 

Questions  of  fact  for  a  jury 747 

Error  in  fact 983,  989,  999 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

Justice  has  no  jurisdiction  of  actions  for 36 

When  justice  liable  f  or 54 
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Damages  in  actions  against  justice  for 821 

PEES. 

Of  witness,  must  be  paid  wLen  subpcena  is  served. 664,  665 

Taxing  witness'  fees , , 665 

Amount  of  witness'  fees , , 666 

FEMALES. 

Not  liable  to  arrest 141 

FIDUCIARY  CAPACITY. 

Defined 144,  145 

Arrest  in  action  for  money,  etc.,  received  in 141,  144 

FINE. 

Imposing  fine  on  defaulting  witness 671 

Minute  of  conviction 674,  675 

How  collected 675,  676 

Imposing  fine  on  defaulting  juror 713 

PINES  AND  PENALTIES. 

Jurisdiction  of  justice  in  action  to  recover 34 

In  favor  of  a  town,  where  action  for,  must  be  brought 48 

Indorsement  of  summons  in  action  for  a  penalty 133 

Order  of  arrest  in  action  to  recover 141 

FORFEITURE.     (See  Penalty.) 

What  acts  are  a  ground  for  declaring  office  of  justice  forfeited 6,  8 

Action  for,  by  whom  brought 69,  70 

FORM.     (See  Index  of  Pobms.) 

Of  actions  and  pleadings  abolished 379 

Pleadings  need  not  be  in  any  particular  form 380 

FRAUD. 

Jurisdiction  of  justice  in  action  for 38 

Setting  aside  service  procured  by  fraud 109 

When  order  of  arrest  may  issue  in  action  for 143 

GUARDIAN.     (See  Infant.) 

General  guardian  appointed  by  surrogate,  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust  . .  66 

General  guardian  may  sue  to  recover  debit  due  infant 71 

Appointment  of  special  guardian  for  infant  plaintifiE 73 

Appointment  of  special  guardian  for  infant  defendant 86-88 

Complaint  by  infant  and  guardian. . .  .'.' ' 307 

HANDWRITING. 

Proof  of 493-499 

Comparison  of  handwriting 497 

HEARSAY.     (See  Evidence.) 

Nature  of  evidence  called  "  hearsay" 439 

Generally  excluded ,..,....,.... 430,  433 

Expressions  of  persons  afflicted  with  bodUy  pain 430,  431 

Admissible  to  show  official  character 433 

Inadmissible  to  show  who  are  officers  of  corporations 433 

Admissibility  as  to  matters  of  pedigree 433-435 
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Declaj;{^tioQS  Against  interest  by  persons  since  deceased 435 

Entries  in  the. course  of  office  or  business 436 

HIGHWAYS.. - 

Actions  for- injuries  from  defects  in ^ 83 

HOUSEHOLDER. 

What  property  of,  is  exempt  from  execution 867 

WIio  isa  houselialder 869 

HCrSBAND  AND  WIFE.     (See  Makbied  Women.) 

Competency  as  'Witnesses  for  or  against  each  other 390 

Confidential  communications  between,  privileged 391 

Admissions  of  wife;  -when  binding  on  her  husband 397,  898 

Admissions  of  the  husband,  when  binding  on  the  wife 398 

IDIOTS. 

Incompetent- as  witnesses 881 

IMPEACHMENT.     (See  Evidence.  ) 

Of  witnesses  ■.■....•.■.•.•...... 618 

Impeaching  party's  own  witness 631 

IMPRISONED  DEBTOR 

Discharge  of  :..;.;;.;. 898 

INDEMNITY.     

To  constable  against  claim  of  third  person  in  replevin 331 

INDORSEMENT. 

Of  summons  in  action  for  a  penalty ». . .  133,  133 

Contract  of,  cannot  be  varied  by  parol 583 

INDUCEMENT. 

Statement  of  matters  of  inducement  in  complaint 309 

INFANTS.  ^ .      - 

Actions  by 71 

Appointment  of  special,  guardian  for  infant  plaintiff 73 

Effect  of  failure  to  appoint  guardian  for  infant  plaintiff 73 

Actions  against 85 

Liability  of  infants,  on.their  contracts 85 

Infancy  a  personal  defense 85 

Failure  to  plead  infancy,  effect  of 85 

When  action  may  be  discontinued  as  to  infant  and  proceed  as  to  others  .  85 

Joinder  of  infants  and  adults  as  defendants 85 

Liability  for  torts 86 

Appointment  of  special  guardian  for  infant  defendant 86-88 

Effect  of  faUure  to  appoint  special  guardian  for  infant  defendant 86 

Liability  to  arrest  for  fraud,  etc 143 

Complaint  by  infant  and  guardian 307 

Competency  of,  as  witnesses 383 

INNKBEPBE. 

Cannot  act  as  justice  of  the  peace 55 

INTENT. 

Allegations  of  wrongful  intent.when  proper 319,  330 

When  evidence  of  intent- is-  admissible  i ..;..; ; 689-591 

Expressed  in  written  instrument,  cannot  be  contradicted  by  parol 586 
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In  thp. eYei)t  .of.  w.^Ction,  diaquaMes  a  justice 47 

Of  jvjgtipp.iAns.t.lje  personal  to.  disqualify  him  from  acting 52 

Entitling  a  person  to  sue 60-64 

Staternenf  of  plaintiff's  interest  in  the  complaint 309,  318 

As  damages 784 

On  the  amount  fixed  as  liquidated  damages 785 

How  far  the  interest  of  a  witness  affects  his  competency 388 

INTERPRETER. 

Examination  of  foreign  witness  through  interpreter 554 

Eor  deaf  and  dumb  witnesses , 555 

Oath  to  interpreter 554 

INTERROGATORIES, 

Upon  commission  to  take  testimony 684-687 

On  proceedings  against  justice  to  compel  return 955 

INTOXICATION. 

Renders  a  witness  incompetent 381,  383 

Of  person  making  an  admission  to  be  considered  by  jury 414 

INVENTORY.' 

Of  property  seized  under  a  warrant  of  attachment 190 

Service  of  copy  inventory 190 

IRREGULARITIES. 

Do  not  affect  junsdiclion 13 

In  the  mode  of  acquiring  jurisdiction  of  the  person  waived  by  appear- 
ance. .•.■..•.■."..■.■.•.-.•..•...... .. 16,  25,  36,  38,  348 

Failure  of  ilifatit  plaintiff  to  appear  by  guardian  an  irregularity 73 

Failure  to  appoint  guardian  for  infant  defendant  not  a  mere  irregularity.  86 

In  the  is8uing-of  process  do  not  excuse  officer  from  serving  it 108 

In  entitling  affidavits  disregarded 112 

In  the  return  to  a  summons,  when  to  be  objected  to 137 

Limited,  appearance  for  the  purpose  of  objecting  to 333 

Objections  to  irregularities,  how  and  when  taken 348-251 

Setting  aside. service  for  irregularity 110 

Irregular  adjournments , 370-373 

JOINDER.    (See  Parties  ;  Actions,  etc.) 

Of  plaintiffs.  ;;;;.:.;...; 74 

All  persons  having  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  action  may  be  plaint- 
iffs •.:;.;:. ;;. 74 

Husband  not  a  necessary  party  to  action  by  wife 74 

Of  partners  in  action  to  recover  debt  due  firm 75,  76 

Tenants  in  common  must  join  as  plaintiffs. 75 

Of  several-  owners  of  a  joint  demand 75 

Of  heirs  at  law  in  action  for  rent 76 

In  actions  by  sureties  against  their  principal 76,  77 

Remedy  for  misjoinder  of  plaintiffs 77 

Remedy  for  non-joinder  of  plaintiffs 79 

Of  defendants 80 

Of  partners 83 

Of  husband  and  wife. .,,..,... 85 
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Of  infants  and  adults 85 

Of  parties  severally  liable , 88 

Of  maker  and  indorser  of  notes  and  bills 88,  89 

Of  guarantor,  surety  and  principal  debtor 89 

Of  joint  debtors 90 

In  actions  for  torts 91 

Misjoinder  of  defendants 93 

Non-joinder  of  defendants 95 

Of  causes  of  action 267 

General  statutory  provisions 267 

Of  causes  of  action  on  contract  and  in  tort 267 

Of  causes  of  action  upon  contract 271 

Of  causes  of  action  for  tort 273 

Causes  joined  must  be  consistent  and  require  the  same  judgment 273 

Causes  joined  must  affect  all  parties 373 

Remedy  for  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action 374 

JOINT  DEBTORS. 

Admissions  by  one  of  several  joint  debtors,  as  evidence  against  others  . .  403 

Transcript  of  judgment  against 847 

Execution  against 863 

Joinder  of,  as  defendants 90 

Service  on  one  of  several,  and  proceedings  thereupon 90 

JOINT-STOCK  ASSOCIATIONS. 

Actions  by 68 

Actions  against ,.,,..,, 83 

Objections  to  non-joinder  or  ndsjpinder  of  defendants 94 

JUDGMENT.    (See  Offjeb  of  Judgment.) 

Defined 835 

Kinds  of 835 

Interlocutory  or  final 836 

By  default 836 

On  an  issue  of  law 341,  838 

On  issues  of  fact 838 

On  issues  of  law  and  of  fact 839 

Of  nonsuit 839 

(See  NoKSuiT.) 

Of  discontinuance 37,  44,  333,  830 

(See. Discontinuance.) 

When  to  be  rendered 831-834 

How  rendered 833,  834-836 

Separate  judgment  as  to  several  defendants 91,  835,  836 

Form  of  the  judgment 836 

Entry  in  docket-book 837,  841 

In  replevin 330,  331,  839,  840 

In  favor  of  one,  and  against  other  defendants 364,  840,  841 

On  offer  filed  with  the  justice 266 

By  confession 845 

Opening  or  altering  judgments 843 

144 
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Power  of  justice  to  open  default 827,  843,     843 

Correcting  mistakes  in 842,     843 

By  confession 843 

Jurisdiction  of  justice  to  render 22 

Defendant  must  appear  personally  before  justice 844 

Confession  must  be  written,  signed  by  defendant  and  filed 844 

Where  sum  confessed  exceeds  $50 844 

Oral  admission  of  indebtedness  in  open  court 844 

Efiect  of  omitting  to  annex  affidavit  to  confession 845 

Transcripts  of  judgments 846 

Filing  transcript  and  docketing  judgment  with  county  clerk 847 

Where  defendant  is  liable  to  arrest 847 

Where  judgment  is  against  joint  debtors 847 

After  expiration  of  justice's  term  of  office 848 

Mcmdamus  to  compel  issuing  of  transcript 848 

Forrh  of  transcript ^ 848 

Setting  aside  docketed^ judgment 848 

Actions  on  judgments,  jurisdiction  of  justice  ' 34 

Costs  in  actions  on  justice's  judgment 850 

In  personam,  when  not  allowed  as  against  non-resident 25 

Reversal  of  judgment  rendered  without  jurisdiction 27 

By  justice  related  to  a  party  absolutely  void 51,  58,     54 

Against  one  of  several  tort-feasors 91 

Demand  of,  in  the  complaint 313 

Demand  of,  in.  the  answer 330 

Admissibility  of,  as  evidence. 483 

Conclusiveness  of  judgments 484-488 

Justification  of  acts  done  under 485 

Notice  of  judgment  to  limit,  time  in  which  to  appeal 920 

On  appeal ,,,.,,,..,.., 1003 

Reversal  in  whole  or  in  part 1004 

Reversal  as  to  any  or  all  parties 1007 

Reversal  upon  questions  of  fact 1008 

Reversal  upon  questions  of  law 1021 

On  oSer 1029 

On  affirmance , 1029 

On  new  trial  in  County  Court 1031 

When  a  separate  judgment  is  proper 264 

Amendment  of 913 

JUDGMENT-ROLL. 

On  entry  of  judgment  on  appeal 1032 

JUDICIAL  NOTICE. 

Matters  judicially  noticed  without  proof ; 377-381 

Matters  judicially  noticed  need  not  be  pleaded. . ; 294 

JURAT. 

What  is  meant  by  the  term  "  jurat " 115,     116 

Defect  in  jurat  in  verified  pleading,  not  subject  of  demurrer 341 
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Of  justices  of  the  peace 13 

Definition  of  the  term  "jurisdiction  " 13  17 

Does  not  depend  upon  the  merits  of  the  case 13 

What  is  meant  by  ' '  want  of  jurisdiction  " 13 

Distinction  between  erroneous  exercise  and  absence  of  jurisdiction  18  14  30 

Of  justices  of  the  peace  is  purely  statutory 14 

Is  not  implied 14 

What  powers  accompany  a  grant  of  jurisdiction 14  15 

Of  justices  may  be  extended  by  statute 15 

How  far  conferred  by  consent 15 

Where  exercised 16 

Territorial  extent 17 

As  to  the  amount  involved 31 

As  to  the  character  of  the  parties ' 33 

Of  the  person 33-39 

How  and  when  acquired 33-35 

Not  acquired  by  a  limited  or  unauthorized  appearance 33,  34 

Time  when  jurisdiction  of  the  person  is  complete 34 

Not  acquired  by  service  of  void  process 35 

Waiver  of  errors  in  proceedings  to  acquire 35 

Objection  to  want  of  jurisdiction  of  the  person 36-29 

Conclusiveness  of  justice's  determination  as  to  having  jurisdiction  27,  28 

Want  of,'  renders  proceedings  void 38 

Of  the  property.'. '. ....'. . ......... . . 39-31 

For  the' purposes  of  a  provisional  remedy 39 

Strict  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  essential 30 

Effect  of  issuing  attachment  without  requiring  proof  and  security 30 

Of  the  person  and  subject-matter  gives  jurisdiction  of  the  property. ...  81 

Of  the  subject-matter 31 

What  is  meant  by  jurisdiction  of  subject-matter 81 

Does  not  exist  if  notexpressly  conferred  by  statute 82 

Cannot  be  inonferred  by  consent . ; 15 

Of  a  cause  of  action  set  up  as  a  counter-claim 46 

Of  actions  for  breach  of  contract 82 

Of  actions  for  personal  injuries. .    32 

Of  actions  for  injuries  to'  property 33 

Under  the  Civil"  Damage  Act. 38 

Of  actions  to  recover  damages  for  fraud 33 

Of  actions  for  a  fine  or  pen-alty . . . . ; 21,  34 

Of  actions  on  bonds  and  judgments 32,  34 

Of  actions  of  •  replevin 31,  33,  85 

Of  actions  to  enforce  a  lien 35 

Of  actions  against  infants,  before  appointment  of  guardian 86 

Of  summary  and  special  proceedings 86 

To  render  judgment  by  confession 33 

Where  a  justice  has  no  jurisdiction 36 

Actions  for  breach  of  promise  to  marry 33 

Actions  where  the  people  of  the  State  are  a  party 33,  36 

Actions  or  proceedings  against  executors  and  administrators 23,  36 
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Actions  far.  assault,  battery,,  false  imprisonment,  libel,  slander,  etc 36 

Actions  wherein  the  title  to  real  property  comes  in  question 36-43 

Where  the  accounta  of  both  parties  exceed  $400 48-46 

When  justice  is  disqualified  from  acting 46-55 

JUROR. 

How  notified.. 710 

Liability  for  default 713 

Mode  of  drawing  ...:.... 715 

Qualifications  and  exemptions.  . 716 

Challenges  to 717-724 

Oath  of 734 

Competency  as  a  witness 393 

Duty  of,  in  weighing  evidence 636 

Withdrawal  of  juror  . 730 

Privilege  of  jurors  from  arrest- 164 

JURY.    (See  Trial.) 

Trial  by 710-769 

Charge  to 739 

Deliberation  of 736 

Misconduct  of 738 

Verdict  6f 743 

Polling  jury 746 

Questions  of  fact  for  a  jury 747 

To  try  title  to  goods  levied  on 899 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

Election  and  term  of  oifice  of  justices 1 

Constitutional  provision  as  to  election 1 

Classification  for  the  purpose  of  electing  a  justice  annually 1,  3 

Time  of  election 1,  3 

Election  on  erection  of  new  town 1,  3 

Qualifications  of  justices 2,  3 

Official  bond  required  by  statute 3 

Approval  and  filing  of  the  bond 4 

Certificate  of  filing 4 

Liability  of  justice  and  sureties  on  the  bond 5 

ElEect  of  a  failure  to  execute  and  file  a  bond 6 

Official  oath  of  justices 5 

Efiect  of  a  failure  to  take  the  oath 6 

Vacancies  in  office,  how  created  and  filled 7-9 

Resignation  of  justice 8 

Removal  of  justice 8 

Acts  operating  as  a  forfeiture  of  office 8 

Appointment  to  fill  vacancies 8 

Election  to  fill  vacancies -■ 

Courts  of  justices  of  the  peace,  how  and  where  held 9.  16 

When  held ^ 

Clerks,  stenographers,  etc l" 

Constables  to  attend  justices'  courts 10 

Attorneys  in  justices'  courts 10,  11,  241 
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JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE  —  Continued.  page. 

Jurisdiction  and  general  powers  of  justices 13 

(See  JuBisDicTiON.) 

Have  all  tbe  jaecessary  powers  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  certain  cases 15 

When  disqualified  from  acting 46 

When  the  justice  has  acted  as  attorney  or  counsel  in  the  case 46 

Where  the  justice  is  a  party  to  the  record  or  In  interest 47-49 

Where  the  justice  is  related  to  one  of  the  parties 47,  49-55 

Where  the  justice  is  an  innkeeper  or  district  attorney 55 

Not  disqualified  by  reason  of  being  a  member  of  assembly 55 

When  a  material  witness . ;  . . ; .  . .  : 253 

Cannot  give  evidence  in  a  cause  before  him  unless  by  consent 353 

Application  by  defendant  for  continuance  before  another  justice 353 

When  to  make  the  application 253 

Who  to  make  the-  application  .....;......■. 354 

How  to  apply .• 354 

Order  continuing. the  action  before  another  justice 360 

Proceedings  under  the  order 361 

Errors  of  the  justice,  how  corrected. 361 

Costs  on  continuance 261 

Failure  of  justice  to  appear  on  return  day,  etc 233 

May  adjourn  a  cause  on  his  own  motion 846 

Proof  of  proceedings  held  before 448 

Proof  of  judgment  rendered  by 452 

Damages  in  actions  for  false  return 831 

Proceedings  against  for  failure  to  file  return  on  appeal 940-968 

JUSTIFICATIPN, 

Of  plaintiff's  sureties,  in  replevin 215-217 

Of  defendant's  suretijss  in  repleyin. 320 

KNOWLEDGE. 

When  to  be- alleged,  in  a  complaint 303,  331,  333 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Damages  in  axrtions  bertween  . .  .• 795 

LEADING'  questions:  ' '  (See '  Evidence.) 

How  far  permissible.  ..■...'.'. 598-603 

LEASE.       "  _./....'..'....,.... 

Parol  evidence  to  show  what  was  included  in 529 

Is  presumed  to  contain  the  entire  agreement 531 

Parol  evidence  of  contract  independent  of  the  lease 533 

Proof  of  custom  and  usage  to  explain 338 

LEVY. 

Property, exem.pt  from  levy. 866 

Property  liable  to  levy 876 

When,  where  and  how  made 880 

Disposition  of  goods  levied  upon 885 

Rights  and  liabilities  of  constable  after 886 

Effect  of  a  levy 887 

LIBEL. 

Justice  has  no  jurisdiction  of  an  action  for 36 


1150  INDEX. 

LICENSE.  PAGE. 

Proof  of  license  to  carry  on  business 519 

Plea  of  license  does  not  raise  question  of  title  to  land 40 

A  defense  to  action  for  acts  done  before  revocation 40 

LIENS.       ■ 

Jurisdiction  of  actions  or  proceedings  to  enforce 35 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OF. 

When  an  action  is  commenced  within  the  meaning  of 100 

LOST  PAPERS. 

Proof  of  contents  of,  by  parol 453,  453,  456 

Sufficiency  of  the  proof  of  loss  is  for  the  justice 457 

LUNATICS. 

Actions  by 71 

Competency  of,  as  witnesses 381 

MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

Justice. has  no  jurisdiction  of  action  for 36 

MALPRACTICE. 

Arrest  in  action  for 144 

MANDATES.     (See  Simmons  ;  Okder  of  Askbst,  etc.) 

What  is  included  in  term  "mandate  " 101 

Must  be  signed,  but  need  not  be  sealed 101 

Must  be  entirely  filled  up . .  101 

Must  contain  no  blanks 101,  102 

By  Whom  Sigrf^d. . :  / 101,  102 

•Must  be  ifi  English;  legible,  etc 102,  103 

How  directed 103 

Statement  of  the  names  of  the  parties  in  mandates 104 

By  whom  served , 105 

In  favor  of  constable,  may  be  served  by  Mm 110 

Deputation  to  serve '. 105,  106 

Refusal  to  execute 106 

When  to  be  served. 107 

Officer,  when  and  where  not  protected 107 

When  set  aside  for  fraud 109 

Amendment  of  process 110,  910 

Summons  and  its  service 120-140 

(See  Stjmmons.) 

Order  of  arrest  . . . . 140-174 

(See  Order  op  Arrest.) 

Warrant  of  attachment. . 175-203 

(See  Attachment  op  Property.) 

Requisition  to  replevy 204-231 

(See  Rbpletih.) 

MARRIED  WOMEN. 

Actions  by... .'. .  ....■...'.'.■.'... 73 

Husband  need  tiOt  be  joined  as  plaintifi 74 

Actions  against 85 

Not  liable  to  arrest 141 
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MECHANIC'S  LIEN.  p^ob. 

Proceeding  to  foreclose,  is  not  an  action 24 

Appeal  from  decision  of  justice 919 

MEMORANDUM. 

"When  admissible  in  evidence 516 

When  not  admissible  in  evidence 517 

When  witness  may  use,  to  refresh  memory 603 

MILITIA. 

Privilege  from  arrest ' 164 

MISJOINDER. 

Of  plaintiffs,  remedy  for 77 

Of  defendants,  remedy  for 93  340 

Of  causes  of  action  as  a  waiver  of  right  to  arrest. 147 

Of  causes  of  action,  remedy  for 374 

MISNOMER. 

Mistake  in  name  of  corporation  waived  if  not  pleaded 81,  104 

Mistake  as  to  name  of  party  may  be  cured  by  amendment 78,  79,  104 

When  a  fictitious  name  may  be  used  to  designate  a  defendant 104 

MORTGAGE. 

Levy  upon  mortgaged  chattels 877 

MOTIONS. 

For  leave  to  proseicute  or  defend  as  a  poor  person 95-98 

For  discharge  frord'  arrest. 165-173,  250 

To  vacate  warrant  of  attachment  against  property 198-202,  250 

For  modification  of  warrant  or  increase  of  security 202 

For  order  continuing  action  before  another  justice 252-260 

For  bill  of  particulars 316 

For  an  adjournment 345-369 

For  attachment  against  defaulting  witness .^ 667 

For  commission  to  take  testimony 679 

For  nonsuit 698 

For  attachment  against  justice  to  compel  return - 951 

For  an  amended  or  further  return , 959 

For  restitution  on  appeal ..-. 1027 

For  a  new  trial  on  a  case  and  exceptions ^ . . .... ._. 1008 

MOTIVE. 

When  to  be  alleged  lii  a  complaint 319 

NATIONAL  BAN'S. 

When  attachment  may  issue  against 177 

When  a  domestic  and  when  a  foreign  corporation.  ,. , .  ^... .  » 177 

NEGLIGENCE.      '".    V 

In  office,  a  ground  of  arrest 141,  143 

In  a  professional  employment,  a  ground  of  arrest 141,  143,  144 

Damages  in  actions  for 817 

When  negligence  of  defendant  need  not  be  alleged 319 

How  alleged  in  a  complaint. 320 

NEW  TRIAL. 
In  the  appellate  court 915,  1000 
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NEW  TRIAL—  Continued.  page. 

Demand  for^  in  .the,  notice,  of  appeal 925 

Return  on  appeal  for,. ,. , 944 

Preparation  for 969 

Practice  on , 1000 

Judgment  on 1003 

Costs  on 1033 

Before  justice  after  appeal 996-998 

Motion  for,  on  case  and  exceptions 1003 

KON-JOINDEE. 

Of  plaintiffs,  remedy  for 79 

Of  defendants,  remedy  for 93,  95 

NON-EES.IDENTS,' .'  ,,,,,, 

In  what  town  to  sue  or  to  be  sued 18 

When  order  of  arrest  may  accompany  summons  in  action  against 141 

Facts  showing  non-residence,  how  stated  in  affidavits 148 

When  judgment  in  perscmam  not  permitted  against 25 

When  order  of  arrest  may  issue  against 141 

nonsuit! 

On  failure  of  plaintifiE  to  appear 235,  240 

When  voluntary  or  compulsory 698 

When  to  move  for 698 

Statement  of  grounds  of  motion  for 699,  700 

When  to  be  granted 700,  708 

Waiver  of  error  in  refusing 701 

For  misjoinder' of  plaihliffs 78 

For  misjoinder  of  defendants 94 

Review  of  judgment  of,  on  appeal 702,  917 

Not  a  bar  to  hew  a'ctidri 702,  707 

Time  to  subiriitfo'  vbluhtafy  nonsuit 707 

Judgment  of  ..'..■..'.'.'.  .Z.' 829 

NOTICE. ■■    ■■ 

Of  exception  to  plaintifiE's  sureties  in  replevin 215 

By  defendant  requiring  return  of  property  replevied 217,  218 

In  replevin  that  constable  requires  indemnity  against  claim  of  stranger. .  321 

When  notice  to  the  adverse  party  must  be  pleaded 312 

Of  application  for  commission 679 

To  plaintiff  of  arrest  of  defendaiit 161 

Of  application  for  discharge  from  arrest 169,  170,  172 

Of  mechanic's  lien;  -proof  of 483 

Of  application  for  -amendBd  return 959,  962,  965 

Of  filing  order  for  amended  return 968 

Of  argument  ...;....■.•.■.•.■... ..-.-..•.■ 969 

Of  time  and  place-of  -holding  court 970 

Of  trial ......  ...•.■.-.•.-...•.■.. 970 

Note  of  issue.  .•.■.■.•.■.-.  .-.• 971 

To  accompany  affidavits  excusing  default 974 

Of  acceptance  of  offer  of  judgment 988 

Of  motion  for  restitution  on  appeal 1027,  1038 
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NOTICE  —  Cmtinued.  p^^,  j,^ 

Of  taxation  of  costs XdZi 

To  produce  papers  on  the  trial "     '  453 

As  a  foundation  for  oral  evidence 450 

Not.  necessary  where  paper  has  been  destroyed 452 

Must  be  served  personally 455 

Contents  of  the  notice 455 

Proof  of  service  of  the  notice 455 

Proof  of  execution  of  the  original 456  453 

Need  be  given  but  once 458 

NOTICE  OF  APPEAL. 

Requisi-^ea  of  ....;.... ggg 

How  subscribed • 935 

How  entitled  ...........■..;.■.; 926 

Amendment  of. ;........ 937 

Service  of  .;;..;..;.;.;;;.■.;;  ; 937 

nuisance;    

Damages  in  actions  for ; 816 

OATH. 

To  witness 552,  553,  725 

To  interpreter .'. 554 

To  authorize'  another  justice  to  issue  subpoena 659 

To  juror  on  challenge 723 

To  trial  juror ;  :  : ; ; 734 

To  constable- attending  jury.  ..;;;;...;..... 736 

Official  oath  of  justices  of  the  peace. 5 

Effect  of  failure  of  justice  to  take  oath  of  office 6 

OBJECTIONS. 

To  want  of  jurisdiction,  when  and  how  taken 26,  248 

To  disqualification  of  justice 50,  54 

To  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff 77-79 

To  non-joinder  of  parties  plaintiff 79-80 

To  mistake  in  corporate  name 81 

To  irregularities,  when  waived  by  general  appearance 348 

Time  of  taking  objection  to  irregularities 249 

To  proceedings  taken  on  obtaining  order  of  arrest 250 

To  the  proceedings  on  issuing  warrant  of  attachment 350 

That  justice  is  a  material  witness  for  defendant 251 

To  the  competency  of  witnesses. 394,  551 

How  taken-  on  the  trial 751 

To  evidence  ...... 753 

Grounds  of  objection  must  be  clearly  stated 755 

When  a  general  objection  is  sufficient 755 

Time  of  making  objection 756 

When  taken  forthe  first  time  on  appeal 756,  757,  1023 

Mode  of  taking  specific  objections 760 

To  matters  -mthin  discretion  of  justice  unavailing. 762 

145 
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OFFER  OF  JUDGMENT.  page. 

On  trial.W.ore.^  juptipP.of  the. peace.  ,.i., 363 

Whea.aad.ifl  wk^%  p&se^  .tUe. offer  is  proper. 263 

AmDjuitof  iJxe.ofler 263,  264 

By.  one  .of  two.  or  .more  .defendants 264 

Req,iiisit.e3.aa  to  .the  form,  terms  and  time  of  the  ofEer 264,  365 

Ofler  must.be,fll.e.d  with,  the  justice, 265 

Acceptance  or  rejection. of  the  offer 265 

Form  of  judgment  on  acceptance 266 

Before  filing  jeturn.on  appeal 988 

Acceptance  of  the  offer 939 

Cannot  be  proved  if  not  accepted 989 

Effect  of  non-acceptance  of  offer. 939,  940 

Costs  on  acceptance ■. 940 

Judgment  on  offer. 989 

After  actioii  is  at  issue  in  appellate  court 987 

Who  may  make  ithe  offer 987,  988 

Acceptance  of  the  offer 988 

Judgment  on  offer. 1029 

OFFICERS.     (See  Justice;  Constables,  etc.) 

Judicial  noti  ce  of  official  character  and  signatures 378 

Proof  of  official  character.  '.'..■..'.......'.'..'.'. 433,  438 

OFFICIAL  BOND. ..'.'.    .\  . 

Justices  of  the  peace  required  to  execute  and  file 8 

Approval  and  filing. 4 

Effect  of  the  bond. 5 

Want  of  official  bond,  effect  of 6 

Certificate  of  town  clerk  of  filing , 4,  5 

OPINION, 
When  admissible  as  evidence 575-597 

ORDER 

Granting  leave  to.  prosecute  or  defend  as  a  poor  person 97 

Discharging  privileged. person  from  arrest 167,  168,  171 

Vacating  warrant,  of  attachment 200,  201 

Modifying  warrant  oi.  attachment  or  increasing  security 202 

Continuing  action  before. another  justice 260 

Requiring  production  of  books  of  account 661 

Directing. stay  on. appeal  in  proceedings  against  estrays 924,  933 

Staying  proceedings. against  tenant 935,  936 

Requiring  justice  to.  show  cause  why  attachment  should  not  issue 951 

For  an  attachment  against  justice . , 953 

For  interroga,tories  in  _pro.ceeding3  against  justice 955 

Dischaxging  attachment  .against  justice 957 

Convicting. jus.tipe  .of.  contempt. 957 

For  an  amended  .or.  further,  return 959,  967 

Dire.cting  .new.trirf  b.ef  ore  .a  justice 972,  996,  997,  998 

Of  refer.eRc.e.  pp.  jippe^l  .to.  County  Court 1003 

For  restitution 1037 


INDEX.  1155 

ORDER  —  ConUmied.  page. 

Appeals  from  final  ordeis  in  special  proceedings 919  930 

Review  by  appeal  of  orders  made  on  the  trial 1023 

ORDER  OF  ARREST.     (See  Mandates.) 

Nature  of  the  remedy 140 

How  distinguished  from  the  old  civil  warrant 140 

Is  a  matter  of  right  in  a  proper  case 140 

In  what  cases  an  order  of  aiTest  may  be  issued 141 

Kequisites  as  to  character  of  the  action 141 

Requisites  as  to  residence  of  the  parties 141 

Cannot  issue  against  a  female  defendant 141 

In  actions  for  injuries  to  real  or  personal  property 143 

In  actions  for  fraud  or  deceit , 143 

In  actions  against  a  copartnership 143 

In  actions  against  infants 143 

In  actions  to  recover  damages  for  misconduct,  etc.,  in  office 143 

In  actions  against  attorneys,  physicians,  etc 144 

Against  persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity 144-146 

Effect  of  improper  joinder  of  causes  of  action. 146,  147 

Application  for  the  order 147 

Form  and  contents  of  the  affidavit  to  obtain  order 148 

Undertaking  required  of  the  plaintiff 151 

Form  and  contents  of  the  order  of  arrest 154 

Execution  of  the  order  of  arrest 156 

Time  of  making  the  arrest 156 

Mode  of  making  arrest 156-159 

Breaking  open  dwelling-house  to  arrest  defendant 158,  159 

Constable  must  take  defendant  before  the  justice  forthwith 159 

When  defendant  must  be  taken  before  another  justice 160,  161 

Notice  to  plaintiff  of  defendant's  arrest 161 

Return  of  service  of  the  order 163 

Proceedings  on  return  of  the  order 163 

Appearance  or  non-appearance  of  plaintiff 163 

Where  the  justice  is  a  material  witness 160,  161,  163 

Motion  for  discharge 163 

Joinder  of  issue 163 

Privilege  from  arrest 163-165 

Discharge  from  arrest 165 

Proceedings  by  witness  to  obtain  discharge 166 

Proceedings  by  privileged  persons  generally  for  discharge 167 

Proceediags  when  the  order  was  granted  improperly 168 

Order  for  defendant's  discharge 168,  171 

Notice  of  application  for  discharge 173 

Defendant's  undertaking  on  arrest I'^'S,  173 

Proceedings  after  discharge  of  defendant  from  arrest 173 

Remedy  by  appeal  for  improperly  issuing 1023 

PAROL  EVIDENCE. 

Not  admissible  to  alter  or  contradict  written  agreement 519,  521 

Rule  does  not  apply  to  stranger  to  contract 527,  528 
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PAROL  EVIDENCE— OoraiinwetZ.  tabs. 

AdmissibJe  M  defeat  .wtteo  instrument 531,  526,  527 

To  apply  .contract  to. its  suhject-matter 532,  530,  539,  540 

To  explain  foreign,  local,  family  or  technical  terms 522,  530,  537 

To  show  that  a  contract  was  not  intended  as  such 522,  527,  545 

To  rebut  presumptions 533 

To  complete  agreement  required  to  be  in  writing 533 

To  remove  latent  ambiguities 524 

Not  admissible  to  explain  patent  ambiguity '. 534,  535 

Of    an    agreemeiit    prior    to    or    contemporary    with    written    instru- 
ment ... .. 535,  531,  533 

To  show  fraud  in  inducing  party  to  contract 537 

Aiding  written  evidence  by 538 

To  identify  subject-matter  of  a  grant 539 

Of  a  contract  independent  of  a  written  agreement 533,  536 

Not  admissible  to  show  promise  in  a  note  conditional 533 

Not  admissible  to  vary  contract  of  indorsement 533 

To  show  warranty  on  a  sale 534 

That  a  person  acted  as  agent 534,  535 

Of  agreement  extending  time  of  performance 536 

That  a  person  signed  a  note  as  surety 537 

That  a  bill  of  sale  was  intended  as  a  mortgage 539,  548 

Of  custom 541 

Of  the  consideration  of  a  deed  or  written  instrument 543 

To  show  that  consideration  is  not  pecuniary 543 

Of  notice  of  non-payment  of  a  bill,  etc 544 

To  show  that  instrument  was  not  to  be  obligatory  until,  etc 545,  548 

As  original  and  independent  evidence 546 

Of  facts  which  the  law  requires  to  be  entered  in  a  docket 547 

To  explain  a  receipt 549 

To  explaiii  bills  of  lading 550 

That  sureties  are  not  joint  sureties 550 

Of  modification  of  written  agreement 536,  551 

Manner  of  introducing. 553 

PAETIES  TO  ACTIONS. 

Justice  cannot,  try  cause  where  he  is  a  party  or  related  to 47 

Who  should,  be  made  plaintiffs 60 

Action  must,  generally  be  brought  by.  real  party  in  interest 60 

Assignee,  of  •demand  must  generally  sue  on  the  demand 61 

Assignee,  when  deemed  the  real  party  in  interest 61 

Interest. of  assignor  as  afEecting  right  of  assignee  to  sue 61,  63 

Assignee  of  part  of  a  joint  demand  cannot  sue  alone 63,  75 

Assignee,  for.  the  benefit  of  creditors  may  sue  in  his  own  name 63,  64 

Assigned  demands,  upon  which  the  assignee  may  sue 63,  64 

When  one  not  a  party  to  a  contract  may  sue  for  its  breach 65 

Executors  and  administrators,  when  properly  made  plaintiffs 65 

Executors  to  whom  no  letters  have  issued  not  a  necessary  party 65 

When  the  administrator  and  not  the  next  of  kin  must  sue 66 

When  the.  h.eir  at  law  may  maintain  action  for  rent 66 
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Trustees  of  an  express  trust,  when  entitled  to  sue  alone 66 

Who  are  trustees  of  express  trusts gg  75 

Agent  may  sue  on  contract  made  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal 67 

Principal  may  sue  on  unsealed  contract  made  in  name  of  agent 68 

Persons  expressly  authorized  by  statute  to  sue 68 

Action  by  president  or  treasurer  of  unincorporated  association 68 

Actions  by  county,  town  or  municipal  officers  authorized 69 

Corporations  must  sue  in  their  corporate  names 69 

Suits  by  religious  corporations 70 

Plaintiffs  in  actions  for  penalties  and  forfeitures 70 

Plaintiffs  in  actions  based  upon  a  violation  of  duty 70 

Plaintiffs  in  actions  on  demands  due  lunatics,  etc 71 

Plaintiffs  in  actions  to  enforce  rights  of  infants 71 

Appointment  of  special  guardian  for  infant  plaintiff 73 

Married  women,  actions  by 73 

Surviving  partner  must  sue  for  firm  demand , .  76 

Joinder  of  plaintiffs 74 

Not  necessary  to  join  husband  in  action  relating  to  estate  of  wife 74 

Not  necessary  to  join  beneficiary  with  trustee  of  express  trust 74 

Of  parties  united  in  interest 74 

Every  real  party  in  interest  must  be  joined 75 

Every  partner  must  join  as  plaintiff 75 

Joinder  of  tenants  in  common 75,  76 

Solvent  partner  must  be  joined  with  assignee  of  insolvent 75 

Several  assignees  of  part  of  entire  claim  must  join 63,  75 

Persons  having  adverse  and  conflicting  rights  cannot  be  joined. ......  75 

Joinder  of  heirs  at  law  in  suit  for  rent 75,  76 

Joinder  of  sureties 76,  77 

Party  refusing  to  join  as  plaintiff,  should  be  made  defendant 77 

Misjoinder  of  plaintiffs 77 

Remedy  for  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff 78,  79 

Non-joiruier  of  plaintiffs ^ 79 

Remedy  for  non-joinder  of  plaintiffs 79,  80 

Who  should  be  made  defendants 80 

In  actions  for  breach  of  contract  generally 80 

In  actions  on  contracts  by  agents 81 

Corporations  must  be  sued  in  their  corporate  names 81 

Actions  against  joint-stock  associations 83 

County,  town  and  municipal  officers 83 

In  actions  for  injuries  by  reason  of  defective  highways 83,  83 

In  actions  against  a  county 83 

When  the  ofiicers  of  the  town  or  county  should  be  made  defendants. . .  83 

In  actions  upon  demands  against  a  copartnership 83,  84 

In  actforis  against  married  women 85 

Infants,  actions  against 85 

At)ptoifttll(ietaf  6f  guai'diabsfor'  infants. 86,  87,  88 

Joinder  of  husband  and  wife 85 

Joinder  of  infants  and  adults 85,  86 

Joinder  of  defendants  does  not  prejudice  their  rights 88 
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Joinder,  gi  .parties  geyerally  liable  on  same  instrument 88 

Of  makers  and  indorsers  pi  notes 88 

Of  guarantors  and  principal  debtors 89 

Of  principal  and  surety 89 

Joint  debtors 90 

Joinder  of  partners 83-85 

Joinder  of  defendants  in  actions  for  torts 91 

PlaintiS  may  join  alL  tortfeasors  or  sue  them  separately 91 

There  may  be  several  recoveries  though  but  one  satisfaction 91 

Joinder  of  partners  in  action  for  negligence  of  employee 91 

Joinder  of.  corporations  engaged  in  common  enterprise 93 

In  actions  for  injuries  done  by  animals 93 

In  actions  under  the.  Civil  Damage  Act 93 

Misjoinder  of  defendants 93 

Can  be  no  misjoinder  in  actions  ex  delicto 93 

Eenjedy  for  misjoinder 93,  94,  95 

Kon-joinder  of  defendants 95 

Can  b&no  non-joinder  in  action  for  a  tort 95 

Remedy-  for  non-joinder 95 

When  a  person  may  be  both  plaintifE  and  defendant 76 

Parties  prosecuting  or  defending  as  poor  persons 95 

Proceedings,  to  obtain  leave  to  prosecute  as  a  poor  person 95r-97 

Proceedings  to  obtain  leave  to  defend  as  a  poor  person 98 

Statement  of  the  names  of  parties  in  mandates  generally 104 

Designation  of  pai-ties  in  the  summons 133 

Mistake  in  name  of  corporation  waived  if  not  pleaded 104 

When  privileged  from  arrest 163 

Statement  of  the  names  of  the  parties  in  the  complaint 306 

PARTNERS. 

Must  join  as  plaintiffs 75 

Must  be  joined  as  defendants 88 

Exceptions  to  above  rule •.   83,  84 

When  assignee  of  bankrupt  must  join  with  solvent  partner 75 

Suits  between  firms  having  a  common  member 76 

Actions  when  to  be  brought  by  surviving  partner 76 

Liability  to  arrest  for  fraud  of   copartner 143 

Attachment  against  property  of  the  firm 179 

Seizure  of  firm  property  under  an  attachment 189 

Admissions  by  one  partner  as  evidence  against  copartners   403 

Entries  in  firm  books  as  evidence  between 503~ 

PARTNERSHIP. 

Seizure  of  partnership  property  on  execution  against  partner 878 

Rights  of  purchaser  under  execution 878 

PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 

Effect  of,  as  an  admission 419 

PEDIGREE. 

Proof  of  descent,  relationship,  marriage,  birth  or  death 433 
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PENALTIES.  p^^^_ 

Who  inay.9«e  tp.^lQCQyqr  penalities. 69  70 

Indorsement  of.  summons  jp potion  for 132 

Order  of.  arrest  in  action  to  recover 141 

Complaint  in.  action  to  recover 303 

Indorsement  of  execution  in  action  for  penalty 863 

Security  for  costs  in  action  for 859 

PERFORMANCE. 

By  plaintifif,  when  and  how  alleged  in  the  complaint 311 

PERSON. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  person,  how  and  when  acquired 33 

Waiver  of  errors  iil  proceedings  to  acquire  jurisdiction  of 35 

Objections  to  want  of  jurisdiction  of  the  person 36 

Jurisdictions  of  actions  for  personal  injuries , 33 

Execution  against  'th'e  person 861  895 

PERSONAL  ■  INJURIES. 

Jurisdiction  of  justice  in  action  for 33 

Order  of  arrest  in  action  to  recover  damages  for 141 

PETITION, .  .{See  Affidavits.) 

Included  in  the  term  ''  affidavit" 118 

Essential  p.arts  of 118 

Veriflqatiop,  „,..,.,, 96,  118 

For  leave  to  prosecute  or  defend  as  a  poor  person 95,  96 

PLACE  OF  TMAL. 

Of  causes  before  justices  of  the  peace 16-21 

PLAINTIFFS.'  ■  <See  Parties  to -Actions.) 

Who  should  be  made  plaintiffs- 60-74 

Joinder  of 74-77 

Misjoinder  of. .-. 77-79 

Non-joinder  of 79,  80 

Suing  as  poor  persons 95 

Failure  of  plaintiff  to  appear  on  return  day,  etc 335 

PLEADINGS.  ■  (See  CoMPLArNT ;  AnsWeIi  ;  Demtthber,  etc.) 

General  rules  of  pleading '. .'. . . .' 279 

Pofnis  Of  pleadings  abolished  but  principles  retained 379 

Not  requited  to  be'  ih  any  particular  form 280 

Power  Of  the  court  to  control 380 

When  required  to  be  in  writing  . . 280 

Must  be  pleadings  in  every  action  .' 381 

Facts  only  to'  be' stated' in  thepleadings 381 

Enough  must  Ije'  Stated  to  shoTV  cause  of  action  or  defense 284 

Questions  of  fact 284 

Questionsof  law •..-.■. 285 

Questions  of  law  and  fact 387 

Statement,  of  .wrongful  conversion  or  detention 286,  394 

Statement  of  evidence  not  permitted 287 

What  the  l^w  presumes  need  not  be  pleaded ,  388 

Fictions  in  pleadings. .. . . .......... . .. 288 

Allegations  in  pleadings  should  be  direct  and  positive 289 
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Hypothetical-  allegations  not  permitted " 389 

Separa4;e  counts  should  be  separately  stated 290 

Mode  of  stating  separate  causes  of  action 390 

Remedy  for  joinder  of  several  causes  in  a  single  count 390 

Certainty  as  to  time,  place,  quantity,  and  value 391 

Facts  necessarily  implied  need  not  be  stated 393 

Implied  averments  put  in  issue  by  a  general  denial 393 

Not  necessary  to  allege  that  an  agreement  was  in  writing. . . .  388,  393,  397 

Allegations  of  consideration 393,  393 

Implied  promise  need  not  be  pleaded 393 

Delivery  implied  in  an  allegation  that  a  note  was  made 393 

Matters  judicially  noticed  need  not  be  pleaded 394 

Pleading  statutes,  laws,  by-laws,  etc 394 

Not  necessary  to  negative  a  defense 394 

Surplusage 396 

Repugnant  and  inconsistent  matters  should  not  be  pleaded 396 

What  are  inconsistent  defenses  .    396,  397 

How  facts  ought  to  be  stated 397 

Recitals  in  written  instrument  set  out,  a  part  of  the  pleading 398 

Facts  not  denied  are  admitted 398 

Matters  set  forth  in  the  answer  deemed  denied 399 

What  allegations  are  not  admitted  by  failure  to  deny 399 

Express  and  implied  admissions 399 

Failure  to  answer  unverified  complaint 399 

Failure. to  answer,  verified  complaint 300 

Facts  admitted  cannot  be  disproved 300 

What  allegations  are  material    300 

Facts  not  alleged  cannot  be  proved 301 

Matters  in  aggravation,  etc 303 

Special  damages  when  to  be  alleged 303,  303 

Allegations  of  knowledge,  intent,  etc 303 

Due  performance,  etc.,  allegations  of 303 

Profert,  etc 304 

Construction  of  pleadings 304 

Complaints.     (See  Complaints) 305 

Bills  of  particulars 315 

Answers 336 

Denials 838 

Counter-claims,  etc 339 

Answer  to  title  to  land 36,  331 

Amendment  of 343,  912,  1003 

PLEDGE. 

Levy  of  an  execution  on  property  pledged 877 

POOR  PERSONS.     (See  Parties  to  Actions.) 

Prosecuting  or  defending  as  poor  persons 95 

PRESUMPTIONS. 

Definition  of  presumption , 431 

Of  fact  and  of  law 422,  436 
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Sanity  presumed  before  inquest 433 

That  a  person, is  hpiiest  and  actuated  by  good  motives 422 

That  a  summons  was.  served  in  the  proper  county 125 

As  to  contract  to  deliver  gold  coin 433 

That  a  co.ayeyance  is  made  in  good  faith  and  not  fraudulently 423 

That  a  person  intended  the  necessary  consequences  of  his  acts 423 

That  an  officer  has  properly  discharged  an  official  duty 433 

Prom  the  giving  of  a  promissory  note 433 

Of  solvency 434 

That  a  note  is  business  paper. 434 

Of  payment  of  a  note  from  possession  by  the  maker 424 

Possession  presumptive  evidence  of  title 424 

That  the  payee  of  a  note  knew  the  relation  of  the  parties  to  each  other  . .  424 

Of  abandonment  of  property  found 434 

That  possession  was  lawful  in  its  origin 435 

That  letters  and  notices  mailed  were  received 435 

That  a  letter  was  mailed  at  the  date  of  its  post-mark 435 

That  an  instrument  was  executed  and  delivered  on  day  of  date 425 

Prom  possession  of  Railroad  ticket 426 

Arising  from  a  receipt  for  rent 426 

As  to  the  laws-  of  other  States  or  coimtries 426 

When  conclusive.  ...■ .-. 437 

Conflicting  presumptions 437 

Of  continuance  of  a  fact  shown 427 

That  partners  know  the  contents  of  their  books 428 

That  parties  to  an  arbitration  submitted  all  controversies 428 

That  a  paper  not  to  be  found  is  lost  or  destroyed 428 

That  credit  was  given  to  principal  on  purchase  by  known  agent 428 

That  persons  contracted  with  reference  to  custom 428 

Of  consideration  from  use  of  seal 428 

Of  death  from  absence  for  seven  years 428 

Of  payment  of  a  judgment  after  twenty  years 429 

Of  payment  of  moneys  due  on  a  sealed  instrument 429 

That  which  the  law  presumes  need  not  be  pleaded 288 

That  parties  have  expressed  their  intentions  in  a  writing 526 

That  a  lease  cbhtains  the  entire  agreement 531 

PEINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.. .  .(See.  Agent.) 

Parol  proof  to  charge  principal  on  contract  of  agent 534,  535 

Damages  in  actions  between 794 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY;     (See  Sureties.) 

Admissions- of  principal,  how  far  evidence  against  surety 404 

PROCESS.     (See  Mandates.) 

Limits  of  justice's  jurisdiction  as  to 17,  18 

Void  process,  no  process 25 

PROMISE. 

When  to  be  alleged  in  the  complaint 310 

146 
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Defined 142 

Jurisdiction  of  .actions  for  damages  for  injuries  to 33 

Jurisdiction  of,,  how  and  when  acquired 29 

Justice  cannot  try  title  to  real  property 36 

Order  of  arrest  in  action  for  injuries  to 141,  142 

PUBLIC  OFFICERS. 

Actions  by.-.- , 69 

Actions  for  breach  of  duty  by. 70 

Actions  against 82,  83 

Order  of  arrest  for  misconduct  in  office 141 

Complaint  by 308 

QUALIFICATIONS. 

Of  justices  of  the  peace 2,  3 

Disqualifications  of  justices 46 

Of  trial  jurors 716 

RAILROADS. 

Service  of  surbinons  on  railroad  corporations 128 

Return  of  service  of  summons  on 134 

RECEIPTS.  '"[    /' 

Are  open  to  contradiction  or  explanation 548 

Parol  evidence  to  explain  or  avoid 549 

RECEIVE.RS 

Complaints  by 307 

RECORD. 

Recital  of  jurisdictional  fact  in,  not  conclusive 28 

Parol  evidence  to  show  what  causes  of  action  were  merged  in 542 

Parol  evidence  cannot  be  substituted  for 547 

How  far  courts  will  take  judicial  notice  of 379 

How  proved 477,  478,  479 

Certified  copies  of  ... ; 481 

REFERENCE. 

Power  of  County  Court  to  order 1003 

RELATIONSHIP; 

Of  justice  toeithei"  party  to  an  action  disqualifies 49 

By  affinity  explained    .'. 50 

By  consanguinity  explained 50 

Lineal  consanguinity- 50 

Collateral  consanguinity -. 50 

Computing  degrees  of  consanguinity 51 

Of  justice,  may  be  shown  by  return  on  appeal  or  as  error  in  fact 54 

Proof  of 433,  434 

RELEASE. 

Under  seal,  conclusive  as  to  matters  stated 547 

Extinguishes  claims'to'  which  it  relates 548 

REMOVAL. 

Of  jostice'of  the  peace 8 
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When  heir  at  law  may  -sue  to  recover 66 

REPLEVIN; 

When  the  action  xjfreptevin- can  be  maintained 204 

Provisional  remedy  in  action  for  a  chattel 204,  205 

Affidavit  to  obtain  a  requisition  to  replevy 205 

Requisites  of  the  affidarvit. . . . ; : ^ 205 

When  made  by  attorney  or  agent  of  the  plaiutiflE 206 

Statement  of  ownership,  or  facts  showing  special  property 306,  207 

Statement  of  cause  of  detention 207 

Form  of  affldaviti ;....;.-..... . . . . ; 208 

Undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 209 

Delivery. of  undertaking,  to  the  justice 310 

Copy,  undertakiug.ueed.not  be  served 210 

Filing  of  the  undertaking 310,  211 

Liability  under  the  undertaking 311 

The  requisition 211 

Form  of  requisition 213 

Execution  of  the  requisition 213 

Mode  of'  faking  possession  of  tlie  property 313 

When' the  'p'rb'c'ess  "-will  protect  the  ofiB.cer 212,  338 

Breaking  open'  buildings. 313,  314 

Custody  of  'th'e' property  replevied 314 

Service  of  summons,  affidavit  and  requisition 314 

Exception  to  and  justification  of  plaintifE's  sureties 315 

Notice  of  exception  to  plain tiflE's  sureties 315 

Time  of  justification'. '.'.'. 215,  316 

Qualification  of  sureties 216 

Effect  of  ailbwance  or  disallowance  of  undertaking 215,  216 

Return  of  property  replevied  to  defendant 317 

Notice  requiring  return  of  the  property , 318 

Afadavit  of  defendant  as  to  ownership  or  property 318 

Undertaking  of  defendant  to  obtain  return. 319 

Justification  of  sureties. 319,  880 

Delivery  of  property  to  defendant. 330 

When  plaintiff  entitled  to  delivery  of  the  property 330 

Liability  under  the  undertaking 221 

Claim  to  possession  by  a  person  not  a  party 331 

Affidavit  of  claimant 331 

Notice  to  plaintiff  to  furnish  indemnity  to  officer 831,  333 

Character  of  the  indemnity  .to  be  furnished 831 

Proceedings  where  indernnity  is  refused 333 

Proceedings  where  indemnity  is  furnished 283 

Justrficatidn  of  plaintiff's  sureties 333 

Return  to  the  requisition 334 

Custody  of  the  property  and  liability  of  the  constable 335 

Liability  for  delivering  to  the  wrong  party 336 

Liability  to  ilaiiriant. 326,  287 

Demand  of  judgment  in  the  defendant's  answer 330 
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Trial  of  the  action  and  Judgment  therein 228 

Proceedings  where  defendant  was  served 229 

Proceedings  where  defendant  was  not  served 229 

Verdict  oif  the  jury  1 229 

The  judgment.  .■.■...'. 230,  231 

Damages  in  actions  of 811 

Execution  in  action  of  replevin , 863,  894 

Transcripts  of  judgments  in  actions  of 846,  847 

BEQUEST. 

When  to  be  alleged  in  complaint 313 

REQUISITION.  .  (See.  Replevin.) 

Form  and  contents  of 21 1 

Execution  of 212 

RESIGNATION; 

Of  justice. 7,  8 

RETURN. 

Of  sheriff  or  cobstable  not  conclusive  as  evidence 28 

When  inSnfficJeUftd  confer  jurisdiction 38 

On  appeal,  relationship  of  justice  may  be  shown  by 54 

By  persoil  depatilzfed  to  serve  a  mandate 106,  134 

To  a  summons'.  ■..'.■.'... 133 

Form  and  contents  of  the  return 183-186 

Defective'  return  :::;;;;; : 136 

Impeaching'  retin-n: ; : : : 137 

To  second  or  third  summons 139 

Amendment  of. ..'.'.'... 137 

To  a  requisition  to  replevy 334 

To  a  subpoena.' 663 

To  a  warrant  of  aittachment  against  property 195 

To  an  order  of  arrest. :....... 161 

Of  attachment  against  defaulting  witness 670 

Of  constaible  tcf  execution 880,  904 

Amendment  Of. 913 

On  appeal ..:;:;;...;;; 940 

Time  of  making  return , .  940 

When  affidavits  take  place  of  return 941 

Form  and  contents  of  return 941 

By  whom  drawn ; ; 948 

Conclusiveness  of  return 949 

Compelling  a  return : 951 

Amended  or  further  return 959 

Of  officer  to  process  generally  conclusive  against  him 433 

Evidence  for  an  officer  in  action  against  him 432 

SALES. 

Damages  for  breaich  of  contract  relating  to 785 

Under  execution. 888 
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SCIENTER.  ^^^^^ 

When  to  be  alleged 303 

SEAL. 

When  essential  to  certified  copies  of  papers ^ 481 

Mode  of  affixing  official  seal 481 

SEDUCTION. 

Justice  has  no  jurisdiction  of  action  for 36 

SERVICE. 

Of  mandate  generally j05 

Mandate  should  be  served  by  officer  to  whom  directed 103-105 

Constable  cannot  serve  a  mandate  by  a  deputy 105 

Proceedings  where  resistance  to  service  is  apprehended 105 

Justice  may  empower  third  person  to  execute  process 105 

Of  mandate  by  person  deputized 106 

Liability  for  refusal  to  execute  process 106 

Excusing  failure  to  execute  mandate 106  107 

When  mandate  should  be  served 107 

When  an  officer  is  or  is  not  protected  by  the  process  served 37,  28,  107 

Setting  aside  service  procured  by  fraud 109,  110 

Setting  aside  service  for  irregularity 110 

Of  a  summons 135-134 

Personal  service  generally 135 

On  a  city 126 

Upon  domestic  corporations  generally 136 

Upon  domestic  railroad  corporations 138 

Upon  a  foreign  corporation 139 

Upon  an  express  company 130 

By  copy 131 

Of  summons  and  verified  complaint 134 

Of  an  order  of  arrest 156-163 

Of  a  wan-ant  of  attachment 188-191 

Of  a  requisition  to  replevy,  etc 313-315 

Of  notice  of  appeal 937 

Of  undertaking  on  appeal 930 

Of  offer  of  judgment  before  return 938 

Of  acceptance  of  offer  of  Judgment 939 

Of  attachment  against  justice 954 

Of  notice  of  trial  or  argument 969,  970 

Of  affidavits  excusing  default 971 

Of  affidavits  assigning  error  in  fact 983,  986 

Of  offer  of  judgment  after  issue 986 

Of  acceptance  of  offer  of  judgment 988 

Of  notice  of  application  for  order  for  restitution 1037 

Of  notice  of  taxation  of  costs 938 

SLANDER. 

Justice  has  no  jurisdiction  of  an  action  for 36 

SPECIAL  DAMAGE, 

Must  be  alleged 303,  303 
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Juris(J;c};iQa  .of.  justice  in 36 

Distinguished  from  actions 99 

Time  fpr  bringing,  appeal  from  final  order  in 920 

SPECIAL.  PROPERTY.. . . 

Statements  of,  in  affidavit  to  obtain  requisition     207 

STATUTES 

Courts  will  judicially  notice  general  statutes 377 

Of  pubJiQ&cts 378 

Of  foreign  laws.. 379,  880 

Of  acts  pf  .Congress.. 380 

How  proved. 477 

STIPULATION, .  . 

By  respondent. for.  reversal  of  judgment 940 

Effect  of  .stipulation. . . . 940 

SUBJECT-MATTER.     ■ 

Jurisdiction  of  .■.■.-.■.•. . . . ... 31 

Consent  cannot  confer  jurisdiction  of 46 

SUBPCENA. 

Duty  of  party  to  subpoena  witnesses'. 658,  659 

By  whbni issued'  ■.'.■.■.'. ..'.'. .'. 659 

In  wliaf  county  "serv6d'.  ■■.'..■..■. 659,  660 

Form  of  subpCena  . .'.'..... 660 

Clause  requiring 'tfritnesS  to  prodlite  papers 660 

Duty  of  patty  subpteriaed  to  produce  papers 661 

Time  of  Serving  feubptena  duces  t'eew/n 662 

Compelling  'the  pt-ddu'ctidri  "ofth6  bciciks  of  a  corporation 662 

Modification  of  a  sUbpcena  duies  tecum 662 

Inserting  thenanies  of  witnesses 663 

Time  of  serving  subpoenas  generally 668 

Constable'sieturn.'.', ....'.. ..'. 668 

Mode  of  service  .■.■.■...■..■.■.'....■..........■... 664 

PayiQent' of  "witnesses'  fe6S.'.  .'. . .' 604 

Liability'  of  witbesSfoi-failnt^  to  attend. 666 

Subpoenaing  witness  fbrpufpose  of  vexation  a  contempt  of  court 666 

Witii'ess  caiiiiofre'cdver  iriore'  than  his  fees 667 

Attachment  against  'defaulting  witness 667 

Imposing'  a'  fl'n'e'  upo'n'  a'wifn^ss 671 

Proceedings  'a'g'aihst  'a  witness  for  a  failut-e  to  be  sworn 676 

On  a  commissi oh'fo  t4k'e't'e"stim6ny  .  .  . '. 688 

County  Court  'slib'pdaiia' ;.":;  .■.'.■.";:.■.''.'.. 989 

Subpoena  tlckfet  :.':.'.'.'.■.■.'...:..•..'....• 990 

SUBSCRlBilSfG  WITNESS.  ■ 

Former  rules  as  to  proof  of  documents  attested  by 489 

Statute  dispensing  with  proof  by,  in  certain  cases 490 

'When  proof  by,  dispensed  with 491 

Proof  by 492,  493 

Impeachment  of 635 

Competent  to  testify  to  mental  capacity  of  testator  or  grantor 595 
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Jurisdiction  of  .justice  in. 36 

Appeal  from  final  order  in gj^g 

SUMMONS..    (See  Maot)ates.) 

The  only  process  for  the  commencement  of  an  action 120 

Form  and  contents,  of  the  summons lao  131 

When  to  be  made  returnable 120,  122 

Indorsement  of  summons  in  actions  for  penalties 132 

Designation  of  parties  in  the  simmions 133 

Service  of.  the  summons 135-139 

Time  and  place  of  service 125 

Service  beyond  the  county .• 125 

Service  in  a  dwelling-house 125 

Upon  a  city 136 

Upon  domestic  corporations  generally 136 

Upon  domestic  xailroad  corporations 128 

Upon  foreign  corporations 139 

Upon  an  express  company  , 130 

Service  by  copy 131 

Service  of.  summons  and  verified  complaint 134 

Service  of  summons  and  warrant  of  attachment ,  133 

Service  of  summons  and  requisition  to  replevy 188 

Service  of  summons  and  order  of  arrest 156 

Keturn  to  summons,  form  and  contents  of 133 

Time  of  making  return 133 

Return  may  be  indorsed  on  or  attached  to  the  summons 183 

Where  only  one  defendant  was  served 134 

Return  of  service  on  a  corporation. 134 

Forms  of  returns 135,  136 

Defective  return 136,  137 

Impeaching  return 137 

Second  and  third  summons 138 

SUNDAY..    . . 

Courts  cannot  transact  civil  business  on 9 

SURETIES. 

When  to.  join  in  action  against  their  principal 76,  77 

Joinder  as  defendants  . !" 89 

Parol  evidence  that  one  of  two  makers  of  a  note  signed  as  a  surety 537 

Parol  evidence  that  as  between  sureties  one  was  surety  for  the  other ,  550 

Exception  to. plaintiff's  sureties  in  replevin  . . , 215 

Justification  of  .sureties  in  plaintiff's  undertaking  in  replevin 316-317 

Justification  of  defendant's  sureties  in  replevin 319,  330 

SURPLUSAGE.  ■  ■ 
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Money  due  on  account 1071 

On  an  account  stated IO73 

On  an  award. IO73 

For  revoking  submission  to  arbitrators 1073 

Upon  a  compromise  of  an  action 1073 

For  trespass  to  land 1073 

For  trespass  on  land ;  cutting  and  converting  timber 1073 

For  treble  damages  for  injuring  trees 1074 

For  diverting  water  from  plaintiff's  null 1074 

For  erecting  a  dam  below,  causing  backwater 1074 

For  nuisance  arising  from  a  slaughter-house 1075 

For  continuing  a  nuisance 1075 

Trespass  for  taking  goods •  - 1075 

Trover ;  for  converting  goods,  etc 1075 

Trover;  by  assignee  after  conversion 1076 

Replevin ;  ordinary  form 1076 

j  Replevin;    owner  against  wrong-doer  for  taking  goods  from  plaintiff's 

bailee 1076 

Replevin ;  assignee  against  wrong-doer 1077 

For  a  false  warranty  of  a  horse 1077 

For  a  fraudulent  concealment  on  a  sale 1077 

For  fraudulently  obtaining  goods  on  credit 1078 

For  fraudulent  representations  as  to  credit  of  a  third  person 1076 

Against  owner,  for  act  of  driver  of  carriage 1078 

For  neglecting  to  return  an  execution 1079 

For  neglecting  to  levy. . . . '. 1079 

For  a  false  return  on  an  execution 1080 

For  an  escape. . . ; . : . : . : 1080 

For  keeping  a  mischievous  dog,  by  which  plaintiff  was  bitten 1081 

For  keeping  a  dog  accustomed  to  bite  sheep  and  other  animals 1081 

For  a  penalty  given  by  statute. 1081 

Against  a  depositary  or  bailee  for  not  taking  care  of  goods 1083 

Against  mechanic  or  bailee  for  doing  work  badly 1083 

Against  mechanic  for  not  using  due  care  and  skill  in  repairing 1083 

Against  common  carrier  for  loss  of  goods 1083 

Against  carrier  for  breach  of  duty. 1083 

Against  innkeeper  for  loss  of  trunk 1084 

CONFESSION. 

Of  judgment 845 

CONSENT. 

To  act  as  guardian  ad  litem  for  infant  plaintiff 'S 
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CONSENT  —  Continued.  P^gj,. 

To  act  as  guardian  ad  litem  for  infant  defendant 88 

That  a  commission  issue  to  examine  witness  orally 687 

To  reduce  judgment ' iqq^ 

DEMURRER. 

To  complaint 1098 

To  answer 1098 

DEPOSITION. 

Caption,  etc 689 

Indorsement  of  an  exhibit 690 

DEPUTATION. 

Of  a  person  to  execute  a  mandate 106 

DOCKET-BOOK. 

Entry  in,  on  jury  trial 837 

Entry  in,  on  judgment  by  default 841 

Entry  on  conviction  of  defaulting  witness 674 

EXECUTION. 

To  collect  a  fine  imposed  on  defaulting  witness 675 

Against  property 881 

Against  the  person 861 

In  replevin 863 

EXAMINATION. 

Of  plaintifiE's  sureties  in  replevin 317 

INDORSEMENT. 

Of  summons  in  action  for  a  penalty 133 

Of  an  exhibit  attached  to  a  deposition 690 

Of  receipt  of  commission,  deposition,  etc 691 

Of  execution  in  action  for  a  penalty 863 

Of  execution  in  action  against  joint  debtors 863 

Of  levy  upon  execution 885 

Of  renewal  of  an  execution 908 

INQUISITION. 

On  trial  of  title  to  goods  levied  on  by  constable 901 

INTBRRGATORIES. 

For  the  examination  of  a  witness  upon  a  commission 680 

Assent  of  parties  to  interrogatories 687 

Settlement  of  interrogatories  by  justice 687 

In  proceeding  against  justice  to  compel  return 956 

INVENTORY. 

Of  goods  attached 190 

Of  goods  levied  on  under  execution 885 

JUDGMENT. 

For  plaintiff  in  replevin,  where  property  was  not  delivered  to  Mm 839 

For  plaintiff  in  replevin,  where  property  was  delivered  to  him 839 

For  defendant  in  replevin,  property  delivered  to  plaintiff 840 

For  defendn,nt  in  replevin,  property  not  delivered  to  plaintiS 840 

In  favor  of  one  defendant  and  against  another  in  action  of  tort 840 
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JUDGMENT  ~  ConUnued.  page. 

Upon  confession , .     846 

On  oflEer,  in  the  appellate  court 1039 

Of  affirmance 1030 

Of  reversal 1030 

Of  reversal  in  part,  absolutely 1030 

Of  reversal  in  part,  conditionally 1031 

Of  reversal,  with  restitution,  etc 1081 

Of  dismissal  of  appeal , 1031 

For  the  plaintifiE  on  new  trial  in  appellate  court 1033 

For  the  defendant  on  new  trial  in  appellate  court 1032 

MEMORANDUM. 
Sale  of  goods  under  execution 893 

NOTE  OF  ISSUE, 
In  appellate  court 971 

NOTICE. 

Of  motion  for  discharge  of  defendant  from  arrest 170 

Of  exception  to  plaintifi's  sureties  in  replevin 215 

That  defendant  requires  the  return  of  property  replevied 218 

Of  justification  of  defendant's  sureties  in  replevin 320 

To  plaintiEE  of  claim  of  third  person  to  property  replevied 223 

Of  application  for  a  commission 680 

Of  sale  under  execution 889 

Of  trial  of  claim  by  third  person  to  property  levied  on 900 

Of  entry  of  judgment 921 

Of  appeal  from  justice's  judgment 926 

Of  delivery  of  undertaking  to  justice  on  appeal 931 

Of  filing  undertaking  on  appeal  with  county  clerk 933 

Of  acceptance  of  ofier  of  judgment  on  appeal 939 

Of  motion  for  further  and  amended  return 985 

Of  argument  of  appeaL 970 

Of  trial  in  appellate  court 970 

Note  of  issue 9'''1 

That  affidavits  will  be  read  on  argument  of  appeal 974 

Of  acceptance  of  offer  of  judgment  on  appeal 988 

Of  motion  for  restitution  .  - 1028 

Of  hearing  before  arbitrators 1110 

Of  revocation  of  arbitration HH 

To  pay  rent  or  surrender  possession 1099 

To  terminate  tenancy  at  will 1099 

OATH. 

Of  witness  on  trial  of  action '''35 

Of  witness  examined  on  a  commission 688 

Of  witness  on  trial  of  title  to  property  seized  under  execution 900 

Of  witness  on  the  voir,  dire "5° 

Of  witness  on  a  challenge. to  a  juror. '''22 

On  application  for  an  adjournment ^^ 

Of  interpreter ■     ^^ 

Of  service  of  subpoena ■     068 
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OATH —  Gontinued.  page. 

To  excuse  default  of  witness 671 

Of  materiality  of  witness 677 

Of  party  objecting  to  execution  of  venire  by  constable 71^ 

Of  juror  on  being  challenged 723 

Of  juror  on  trial  of  the  issues 734 

Of  juror  on  trial  of  title  to  property  seized  under  execution 900 

Of  constable  on  taking  charge  of  jury 73ft 

Of  arbitrator 1110' 

Of  party  applying  for  a  subpoena 659,  1111 

Of  witness  in  arbitration lilt 

OFFER  OF  JUDaMENT. 

In  action  pending  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 265 

Before  return  filed  on  appeal 939. 

After  return  filed  on  appeal 988 

OEDBR. 

Appointing  guardian  for  infant  plaintiff 73 

Appointing  guardian  for  infant  defendant 88 

Granting  leave  to  prosecute  as  a  poor  person 97 

Of  arrest 155 

Discharging  privileged  person  from  arrest 168 

.  Discharging  defendant  from  arrest 171 

Vacating  attachment  against  property 201 

Continuing  action  before  another  justice  —  justice  a  material  witness. ...     361 

Staying  proceedings  upon  final  order  in  proceedings  against  estrays 934 

Staying  issuing  of  warrant  against  tenant 936 

For  attachment  against  justice  for  failure  to  file  return 95S 

For  the  filing  of  interrogatories  in  proceedings  against  justice 955 

Discharging  attachment  against  justice 957 

Convicting  justice  of  contempt 957 

Directing  an  amended  return 967 

Directing  a  new  trial  before  a  justice 998 

For  reversal  imless  respondent  consents  to  reduction  of  judgment 100& 

Final  order  against  tenant  on  default  in  summary  proceeding 1104 

Final  order  on  default  in  proceedings  against  estrays 1107 

Final  order  after  trial  in  proceedings  against  estrays 1107 

PETITION. 

To  remove  tenant  for  non-payment  of  rent,  after  demand 1099 

To  remove  tenant  for  non-payment  of  rent,  after  notice 1100 

To  remove  tenant  holding  over 1100 

To  remove  tenant  at  will 1101 

For  leave  to  prosecute  as  a  poor  person 96 

For  final  order  directing  sale  of  animals  seized  as  estrays 1105 

POWER  OP  ATTORNEY. 

To  prosecute  claims 346 

To  defend  actions 346 

PRECEPT. 

To  remove  tenant 1101 

On  seizure  of  animals  straying,  etc 1106. 
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RECORD  OP  CONVICTION. 

Minute  of  conviction  of  defaulting  -witness 674 

For  a  contempt "  „„„ 

RENEWAL. 

Of  execution qf,„ 

REQUISITION. 

In  replevin „ ^o 

RETURN. 

To  summons  —  personal  service  on  individual 135 

Service  upon  a  corporation jog 

Service  upon  a  railroad  corporation 18g 

Service  on  one  of  two  defendants 13g 

Service  of  summons  and  complaint 13g 

To  order  of  arrest jgg 

To  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  property 197  igg 

Property  attached  and  personal  service  made 197 

Property  attached  and  copies  left  at  defendant's  residence 197 

Property  attached,  and  service  by  posting,  etc 198 

Property  attached,  defendant  not  found,  and  no  residence  in  county. .  198 

To  requisition  to  replevy 325 

To  subpoena 663 

To  attachment  ag^nst  a  defaulting  witness 670 

To  a  venire 712 

To  execution  -^  execution  satisfied 906 

Part  satisfied  and  commitment  for  residue 906 

No  goods  —  commitment  of  defendant 907 

No  goods  or  body  to  be  found 907 

Part  satisfied  —  no  goods  or  body  for  the  residue 907 

Levy^-  and.  goods -unsold  for  want  of  bidders 907 

Of  justice  on  appeal  —  new  trial  not  demanded 945 

Of  justice  on  appeal — new  trial  demanded 947 

Of  justice  on  appeal  — -additional  return  made  voluntary 964 

Of  justice  on  appeal — amended  or  further  return 968 

REVOCATION. 

Of  an  arbitration  ■..•.■...• 1111 

STIPULATION. 

By  defendant  for  further  adjournment 361 

To  stay  execution  on  judgment  by  confession 846 

By  respondent  for  reversal  of  justice's  judgment 940 

SUBMISSION. 

To  arbitration 1108 

SUBPCENA. 

Ad  testificandum 660 

Duces  tecum 660 

Of  commissioner  appointed  to  take  testimony 688 

In  County  Court 989 
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SUBFCE^A.— ConUnued.  pAgb. 

Ticket'! 990 

To  appear  before  arbitrators 1111 

SUMMONS. 

When  not  accompanied  by  order  of  arrest 131 

When  accompanied  by  an  order  of  arrest 131 

Indorsement  of,  in  action  for  a  penalty 133 

TRANSCRIPT. 

Of  judgment 848 

UNDERTAKING. 

On  application  for  order  of  arrest 153 

For  adjournment  «nd  discharge  of  defendant  from  custody 173 

On  application  for  attachment  against  property 185 

To  obtain- re-delivery  to  defendant  of  property  attached 193 

On  application  for  requisition  in  replevin 309 

To  obtain  re-delivery  of  replevied  property  to  defendant 319 

To  constable  on  claim  of  third  person  to  replevied  property 324 

To  accompany  answer  of  title  to  lands 385 

On  defendant's  application  for  an  adjournment  —  no  arrest 854 

On  appeal  from  justice's  judgment 930 

On  appeal  from  final  order  in  proceedings  against  estrays 934 

On  appeal  by  tenant  in  summary  proceedings 935 

VENIRE. 

Issued  by  justice 710 

VERIFICATION. 

Of  a  petition 96,  118 

WARRANT. 

Of  attachment  against  property 187 

Of  attachment  against  defaulting  witness 670 

For  the  arrest  of  a  witness 673 

Of  commitment  of  witness  refusing  to  be  sworn,  etc 678 

Of  arrest  for  a  contempt 765 

Of  commitment  for  a  contempt 768 

Of  attachment  against  justice  for  failure  to  file  return 954 

Of  commitment  of  justice  for  contempt 958 

To  remove  tenant  for  non-payment  of  rent,  on  default 1104 

To  remove  tenant  for  non-payment  of  rent,  after  trial 1105 

For  the  sale  of  animals  seized  as  estrays 1107 
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CONTRACTS. 


Page  182. 

AGREEMENT. 

Cablegram.    Jolsen  v.  Thurber,  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  537. 

Certificate.     Chamberlain  v.  Van  Campen,  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  589. 

Collateral  promise.     Clark  v.  Post,  113  N.  Y.  17. 

Correspondence.  Brown  t.  Norton,  50  Hun,  348;  Wells  v.  Alexandre, 
3  Sil.  (Gt.  App.)  594. 

Demand  before  suit.     Bunn  v.  Lett,  65  Hun,  43 . 

Executory  contract.    Logan  \.  Berkshire  Apartment  House,  3  Mis.  Rep.  396. 

Extra  work.  Woodruff  v.  Rochester,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  108  N.  Y.  39;  Fire  P. 
B.  Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bk.,  54  Supr.  oil. 

Implied.  Wotherspoon  v.  Wotherspoon,  49  Supr.  153;  Storrs  v.  Congre- 
gation Church,  etc.,  17  W.  Dig.  179;  Chase  v.  Second  Ave.  E.  R.  Co.,  97 
N.  Y.  384;  Dermott  v.  State,  99  id.  101;  Webster  v.  Nichols,  31  W.  Dig. 
566;  King  v.  Leighton,  100  N.  Y.  386;  CoUyer  v.  CoUyer,  118  id.  442; 
Lamson  C.  S.  Co.  v.  Weil,  15  Daly,  498;  Adams  v.  Fitzpatrick,  56  Supr. 
580;  Tucker  v.  P.  &  R.,  C.  &  T.  Co.,  53  Hun,  139. 

Indorsement.     Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Whiton,  97  N.  Y.  173. 

Informal  memorandum.     Cranston  v.  Wheeler,  37  Hun,  63. 

Oral  explanations.     Fargis  v.  Walton,  51  Supr.  33. 

Postscript.     Close  v.  Clark,  16  Daly,  91. 

Public  printing.     Parmenter  v.  State,  135  N.  Y.  154. 

Promise  not  to  disclose  intended  bid.    Jones  v.  McCaddin,  21  W.  Dig.  53. 

Several  promise.     Davidson  v.  Westchester  G.  Co.,  99  N.  Y.  558. 

To  deliver  goods  by  particular  vessel.     lasigi  v.  Rosenstein,  65  Hun,  591. 

To  manufacture.     Todd  v.  Gamble,  67  Hun,  38. 

To  support  for  services.     Carpenter  v.  Carpenter,  66  Hun,  177. 

Two  instruments.     Seward  v.  Huntington,  94  N.  Y.  104. 

Void  undertaking.  Carr  &  H.  v.  Sterling,  114  N.  Y.  558. 

What  constitutes.     Martin  v.  Colby,  43  Hun,  1 . 

Written  instrument.     Linton  v.  Unexcelled  F.  Co..  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  565. 

Page  186. 

Parties. 

Agent.     Willis  v.  Bellamy,  53  Supr.  378. 
Assignee.    Randall  v.  Reynolds,  53  Supr.  145. 
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Pakties. 

Association.    Goodsell  v.  W.  U.  TeJ.  Co.,  58  Supr.  36. 

Corporation.     Wilbur  v.  N.  Y.  Electric  C.  Co.,  58  Supr.  539;  1  Sil.  (Sup. 

Ct.)  418;    KeUer  v.  West  B.  &  C.  M.  Co.,  39  Hun,  348;    Whitford  v. 

Laidler,  94  N.  Y.  145 ;  Barber  A.  P.  Co.  v.  Brand,  4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  519. 
Fiduciary.     Smith  v.  Ogilvie,  127  N.  Y.  143. 
Firm.     Pond  v.  Starkweather,  20  W.  Dig.  265. 
Personal  representatives.     Kernochan  v.  Murray,  111  N.  Y.  806. 
Third  person.     Beveridge  v.  N.  Y.  E.  R.  R.  Co.,  113  N.  Y.  1. 

Page  188, 

Consideration. 

Accepted  agreement.     Collier  v.  Trow'e  P.  &  B.  Co. ,  49  Hun,  147. 
Act  in  reliance  on  promise.     Myers  v.  Cronk,  45  Hun,  401. 
Agreement  to  disregard  wiU.    Bunn  v.  Bartlett,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  83. 
Appointment  to  position.    Fourth  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Spinney,  47  Hun,  298. 
Benefit  or  injury.     Fuller  v.   Claflin,   51  Hun,  609;   Todd  v.  Weber,  95 

N.  Y.  191. 
Debt  of  third  person.     Bunnell  v.  E.  M.  Co.,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  511. 
Exchange  of  notes.     Cohu  v.  Husson,  119  N.  Y.  609. 
Extension  of  time  of  payment.     Paul  v.  Stevensj  57  Hun,  171 ;  Maolaren 

V.  Peroival,  103  N.  Y.  675. 
Failure.     Bruyn  v.  Russell,  53  Hun,  17;   Westervelt  v.  Fuller  Mfg.  Co., 

13  Daly,  353. 
Former  contract.     Fallon  v.  Lawler,  103  N.  Y.  238. 
Illicit  relations.     Tyrrell  v.  York,  57  Hun,  293. 
Introduction  of  customers.     Hamlin  v.  Wheelook,  57  Hun,  530, 
Legal  obligations.     Dunckel  v.  Failing,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  543. 
Marriage.     Peck  v.  Vandermark,  99  N.  Y.  39. 
Meritorious  consideration.     Matter  of  Wilbur,  104  N.  Y.  193. 
Mistake  or  negligence.     Tucker  v.  Ely,  30  W.  Dig.  66. 
Moral  obligation.     Collyer  v.  Collyer,  113  N.  Y.  443;  Hamer  v.  Sidway, 

134  id.  538;  White  v.  Knowles,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  118;  Rundell  v.  Bentley, 

53  Hun,  373;  O'Hara  v.  Robmson,  63  id.  567. 
Mutual  promises.      Lawrence  v.  Church,  128  N.  Y.  384;    McCreery  v. 

Day,  119  id.  1. 
No  consideration.     Eylers  v.  Coen,  60  Hun,  896. 
Non-negotiable   note   imports  consideration.      Carnwright  v.    Gray,   57 

Hun,  518;  affirmed,  137  N.  Y.  93. 
Note  as  voucher.     Kohn  v.  Henderson,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  518. 
One  dollar.     Fargis  v.  Walton,  107  N.  Y.  398. 
Performance.     Beckwith  v.  Brackett,  97  N.  Y.  52. 
Promise  to  do  one's  duty.     Robinson  v.  Jewett,  116  N.  Y.  40;  Seybolt  v. 

N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  95  id.  563. 
Promise  to  make  gift.    Hamer  v.  Sidway,  57  Hun,  229. 
Promise  to  pay  for  stolen  goods.    Barrett  v.  Weber,  125  N.  T.  18. 
Release  of  prior  mortgage.    McCraith  v.  Nat.  M.  V.  Bank,  104  N.  Y.  414. 
Relinquishment  of  claim.     Wood  v.  Rabe,  92  N.  Y.  414. 
Rescission  of  previous  contract.     Oregon   P.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Forrest,  128 

N.  Y.  83. 
Retention  of  levy.    Sonneborn  v.  Libbey,  102  N.  Y.  589. 
Satisfied  mortgage.    Zoebisch  v.  Von  Minder,  28  W.  Dig.  887. 
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Settlement  of  disputed  claim.  Wahl  v.  Barnum,  116  N.  Y.  67;  U.  S. 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Homestead  Bank,  46  id.  173;  Dunham  v.  Griswold,  100 
id.  224;  Andrew  v.  Brewster,  134  id.  438;  Zoebisch  v.  Von  Minden, 
130  id.  406;  Famham  v.  Connors,  30  W.  Dig.  503;  Barnes  v.  Ryan,  66 
Hun,  170. 

Subscriptions.  Twenty-third  St.  B.  Ch.  v.  Cornwall,  117  N.  Y.  601;  First 
Pres.  Ch.  v.  Cooper,  45  Hun,  453;  affirmed,  113  N.  Y.  517;  Roberts  v. 
Cobb,  31  Hun,  150;  103  N.  Y.  600:  Bort  v.  Snell,  39  Hun,  388. 

Stay  of  proceedings.     Goodwin  v.  Bunzl,  50  Supr.  441. 

Surrender  of  old  note.     Smith  v.  Stanton,  30  W.  Dig.  523. 

To  compound  felony.    Smith  v.  Crego,  54  Hun,  33. 

Transfer  of  claim.     Howell  v.  Wright,  41  Hun,  167. 

Unexecuted  gift.     Matter  of  Walker,  15  Abb.  N.  C.  465. 

Void  contract.     Gundlich  v.  Hensler,  33  W.  Dig.  145. 

Voluntary  discharge  of  debtor.     Zoebisch  v.  Von  Minden,  47  Hun,  213. 

Withdrawal  of  objections.     Rector,  etc.,  v.  Teed',  120  N.  Y.  583. 
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Assent. 

Acceptance.      Nundy  v.  Matthews,  34  Hun,  74;    Winslow  v.  Moore,  17 

W.  Dig.  429. 
Condition.      Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Drummond,  40  Hun,  260;  Whitford  v. 

Laidler,  94  N.  Y.  145;  Grimwood  v.  Wilson,  31  Hun,  315. 
Correspondence.     Myers  v.  Trescott,  59  Hun,  395;  Brown  v.  Norton,  50 

id.  248;  Com.  Tel.  Co.  t.  Smith,  47  id.  494. 
Exti-a  labor.     McCarthy  v.  Mayor,  eto»,  96  N.  Y.  1. 
Implied.     Doerr  v.  Woolsey,  15  Daly,  284. 
Meeting  of  minds.     McCreery  v.  Duncan,  53  Supr.  448. 
Possession.     Rapp  v.  Livingston,  14  Daly,  403. 
Proof.     Lester  v.  Windmuller,  52  Supr.  407. 
Signature.     Dwyer  v.  Rathbone,  S.  &  Co.,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  418. 
Unsettled  terms.    Burgdorf  v.  Odell,  17  W.  Dig.  542. 

Page  240. 

CONSTEUCTION. 

Agency.    Daly  v.  Stetson,  118  N.  Y.  269. 

Allowance  from  price.    Thomson  y.  McCaldin,  6  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  57. 

Assigns.     Coney  I.,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Brooklyn  C.  Co.,  53  Hun,  169. 

BuUding.     Lauer  v.  Dunn,  53  Hun,  191. 

By  agreement.     Helwig  v.  Blumenthall,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  390. 

Clearing-house  agreement.    Waugh  v.  Seaboard  Bk.,  115  N.  Y.  43. 

Commissions.  Newhall  v.  Appleton,  58  Supr.  585;  Taylor  v.  Morgan 
Sons  Co.,  134  N.  Y.  184;  Doty  v.  C.  &  W.  T.  Co.,  50  Hun,  595. 

Conditional  sale.     Brewer  v.  Ford,  59  Hun,  17. 

Conditions.  Dwyer  v.  Rathbone,  S.  &  Co.,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  418;  Mayer 
V.  McCreery,  119  N.  Y.  434;  Taylor  v.  Blair,  59  Hun,  347;  Mayor,  etc., 
V.  Finn,  58  Supr.  360;  Stewart  v.  Huntington,  134  N.  Y.  127;  Mansfield 
V.  N.  Y.  C,  etc.,  Co.,  114  id.  331. 

Custom.  Hopper  v.  Sage,  113  N.  Y.  530;  O'Donohue  v.  Leggett,  5  Sil. 
(Sup.  Ct.)  601;  American  S.  B.  L  Co.  v.  Anderson,  57  Supr.  179;  Dwight 
V.  Badgeley,  60  Hun,  144;  Newhall  v.  Appleton,  114  N.  Y.  140;  McKay 
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Construction. 

V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  E.  E.  E.  Co.,  50  Hun,  563;  Hammann  v.  Jordan,  58 

Supr.  580. 
Deposit.    Chittenden  v.  Morris,  53  Hun,  601. 
Entirety.     Pierson  v.  Crooks,  115  N.  Y.  539;  Nightingale  v.  Eiseman,  121 

id.  288;  Bowers  v.  Smith,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  107;  Emmeluth  v.  Home  B. 

Ass'n,  122  N.  Y.  130;  Hazzard  v.  Hoxsie,  53  Hun,  417, 
Entire  contract  severed.     Ming  v.  Corbin,  68  Hun,  161. 
Expenses.     Berdell  v.  Allen,  2  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  449;  Harnickell  v.  Parrot 

S.  M.  Co.,  id.  456. 
Extra  work.     Sullivan  v.  Sing  Sing,  123  N.  Y.  389. 
Failure  to  use.     Daly  v.  Stetson,  118  N.  Y.  269. 
Indemnity.     Thomson  v.  Sanders,  118  N.  Y.  252. 
Invention.     Jones  v.  Reynolds,  120  N.  Y.  213. 

Joint.    Brewster  v.  Wooster,  58  Supr.  10;  Musgrave  v.  Buckley,  114  N.  Y.  506. 
Liquidated  damages.     Ward  v.   Hudson  R.   B.  Co.,  125  N.  Y.  330;  Tode  v. 

Gross,  127  id.  480. 
Lithographic  plates.     Studer  v.  Bleisteiu,  115  N.  Y.  316. 
Particular  words.     "Incompetency,"  Brand  v.  Godwin,  15  Daly,  456.  "Good 

faith,"  Grinnell  V.  Kiralfy,  55  Hun,  423.     "Renewal,"  Hale  v.  Brooklyn 

L.  Ins.  Co.,  120   N.  Y.  294.     "Counted,"   Larrowe  v.  Lewis,   128  id.  593. 

"Incompetency,"  Walton  v.  Godwin,  58  Hun,  87.     "  Prove  uncollectible." 

Ralph  V.  Eldredge,    id.  203.     "Existence,"   Pendergast  v.  Greenfield,  127 

N.  Y.   23.     "Ante-nuptial,"   Gorham  v.  Fillmore,    111   id.   251.     "Legal 

representatives,"  Greenwood  v.  Holbrook,  id.  465. 
Purchase  business.     Kenney  v.   Masemann,  14  Daly,  379;  120  N.  Y.  644; 

Jugla  V.  Trouttet,  id.  21, 
Riparian  owners.     Lawrence  v.  Whitney,  115  N.  Y.  410. 
Rules.     Mayor,    etc.  v.  Cooper,    49  Supr.  409;  Knowles  v.  Toone,   96  N.  Y. 

524;  Coleman  v.  Beach,  97  id.  545;  Dermott  v.  State,  99  id.  101;  Lyon  v. 

Hersey,  103  id.  264;  Russell  v.  Allerton,  108  id.  288;  McMaster  v.  State,  id. 

543;  Slocovich  v.  Orient  M.  I  Co.,  id.  56;  Johnson  v.  Donvan,  50  Hun,  215; 

Schroder  v.  Frey,  114  IST.  Y.  265;  Union  Dime  Sav.  Bk.  v.  Feltz,  25  Abb.  N. 

C.  357. 
Salary.     Snow  v.  Russell  C.  F.  Co.,  58  Hun,  134. 
Security  bond.     Wales  v.  Stout,  115  N.  Y.  638. 
Share  of  profits.    Buuing  v.  Kittell,  4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  474. 
Support.     McArthur  v.  Gordon,  126  N.  Y.  597. 
To  pay  debts.     Lawrence  v.  Church,  128  N.  Y.  324. 
Use  of  tools.     Jenkins  v.  Dean,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  482. 
Valuation.     Gurney  v.  Union  T.  &  S.  Co.,  57  Supr.  444. 
Wharfage.     Elwell  v.  Fabre,  52  Hun,  70. 

Page  247. 

Performance, 

Acceptance.     Oregon  I.  Co.  v.  Roach,  117  N.  Y.  527;  Williams  v.  Shields,  16 

Daly,  178;  Scmechman  v.  Winterbottom,  58  Supr.  105. 
Arbitration.     Williams  v.  Shields,  16  Daly,  178. 
Breach.     Mayer  v.  Hardy,  137  N.  Y.  125;  Johnson  v.   Tyng,   58  Hun,  501; 

Lennon  v.  Smith,  124  N.  Y.  578;  Sullivan  v.  N.  Y.  &  H.  C.  Co.,  119  id.  348; 

Kutty  V.  Consolidated  P.  J.  Co.,  52  Hun,  492;  Parr  v.  Greenbush,  113 

jST.  Y.  246;  Johnson  v.  Union  S.  &  S.  Co.,  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  626. 
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Pebkormance. 

Of  employment,  breach  of.     De  Loraz  v.  McDowell,  68  Hun,  170. 
Certificate.     Sweet  v.  Morrison,  116  N.  T.  19;  Phel'an  v.  Mayor,  etc    119  id 

86;  S.  C,  56  Supr.  523.  .    i"  ". 

'  Concurrent.     Kirtz  v.  Peck,  113  N.  Y.  333. 

Departures  by  consent.     Close  v.  Clark,  16  Daly,  91. 

Excuses.     Ward  v.  Hudson  R.  B.  Co.,  125  N.  Y.  330;  Stewart  v.  Stone,  137 

id.  500;  McMaster.v.  State,  108  id.  543;  Robinson  v.  Prank,  107  id.  655. 
Hindrance.     U.  S.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oswego  C.  Co.,  57  Hun,  304. 
Satisfaction.     Doll  v.  Noble,  116  N.  Y.  230. 
Substantial.     Plaberty  v.   Miner,   133  N.  Y.  383;   Hume  v.  George  C.  Flint 

Co.,  16  Daly.  360;  Williams  v.  Shields,  id.   178;  Johnson  v.  Birdsell,   id. 

333;  Jennison  v.  Knox,  15  id.  178;  Hubert  v.  Aitkin,  id.  237;  Byron  v.  Low, 

109  N.  Y.  391;  Studer  v.  Bleistein,  48  Hun,   577;  Disbrow  v.  Harris,  55 

Supr.  483;  Oberlies  v.  Bullinger,  4  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  350. 
Waiver.     Dunn  y.  Steubing,  130  N.  Y.  333;  Dannat  v.  Fuller,  id.  554;  Parke 

V.  Pranco-A.  T.  Co.,  id.  51;  Hogan  v.  Burton,  4  SU.  (Sup,  Ct.)  136. 

BOND. 

Page  248. 

ADMiNiSTBATloif.     Hood  V.  Hay  Ward,  134   N.  Y.  1;  Sperb  v.  McCoun,   110  id. 

605;  Baucus  v.  Barr,  45  id.  583;  Potter  v.  Ogden,  136  id.  384;  65  Hun,  87. 
Bastaedt.     People,   ex  rel.  Downs,   v.   Lindsay,  53  Hun,  134;  People,  ex  rel. 

Comrs.,  etc.,  30  Abb.  N.  C.  245;  Tillotson  \r.  Martin,  40  Hun,  316;  Ramsey 

V.  Childs,  34  id.  329;  People,  ex  rel.  "Van  Aken,  v.  Millham,  3  B.  R.  684. 
COHPORATB.     Farnbam  v.  Benedict,  107  N.  Y.   159;  McClelland  v.  Norfolk  S. 

R.  R.  Co.,  110  id.  469;  Northampton  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Kidder,  106  id.  331. 
COTIPON.     Bailey  v.    Buchanan,    115    N.   Y.   397;     Williamsburgh  Savings  Bk. 

V.  Town  of  Solon,  136  id.  465. 
Fidelity.     Union   D.  S.   Bk.   v.  Feltz,  35  Abb.   N.  C.   357;  John  H.  M.  L.  I. 

Co.  V.  Lowenberg,  130  N.  Y.  44;  Fourth  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Spinney,  id.  560. 
GlTAEANTT.     Ralph  V.  Eldridge,  137  N.  Y.  535. 

Indemnity.     Winters  v.  Judd,  59  Hun,  32;  Bowe  v.  Wilkins,  105  N.  Y.  322. 
Negotiable.     Tumblety  v.  O'Conner,  13  Daly,   177;  Northampton  Nat.  Bk.  v. 

Kidder,  106  N.  Y.  221. 
Official.     Mayor,  etc.,  v.  Goldman,  135  N.  Y.  395;  Village  of  Olean  v.   King, 

116  id.  355:  Crisfield  v.  Murdock,  55  Hun,  143;  Moog  v.  Kehoe,  42  id.  494; 

Perkins  v.  Stimmel,  id.  520;  Reilly  v.  Dodge,  id.  646. 
Surety.     Samuels  v.  Fidelity  &  C.   Co.,  49  Hun  122;  Clark  v.  Norman,  68  id. 

373. 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 
Page  263. 

Aqbeement  to  sell.     Mandeville  v.  Avery,  124  N.  Y.  376;  Spaulding  v.  Keyes, 
125  id.  113;  Cook  v.  Bennett,  60  Hun,  8;  Hangen  v.  Hachmeister,  114  N. 
Y.  566;  Potts  v.  Hart,  99  id.  168;  Brackett  v.  Harvey,  91  id.   214;  Quinn, 
etc.,  Co.  V.  Hart,  48  Hun,  393;  Sperry  v.  Baldwin,  46  id.  130. 
By  manufacturing  company.     Perkins  v.  Batterson,  66  Hun,  583. 
Conditional  sale.     Bowery  Savings  Bk.  v.  Belt,  66  Han,  57. 

Filing.  Button  v.  Rathbone,  S.  &  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  187;  Kitchen  v.  Lowery» 
137  id.  .53;  Tremaine  v.  Mortimer,  138  id.  1;  Preston  v.  Southwiok,  43  Hun, 
291;  115  N.  Y.  139;  Rudd  v.  Robinson,  54  Hun,  839;  Harder  v.  Plass,  57 
id.  540;  Deeley  v.  Dwight,  16  Daly,  300;  CaDipbell  P.  P.  Co.  v.  Damon,  48 
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Hun,  509;  Keeler  v.  Paine,  107  N.  T.  83;  Harrison  v.  Eurlingame,  48  Hun, 

312;  Dortliy  v.  Servis,  46  id.  638;  Martin  v.  Rothschild,  43  id.  410;  Karat  v. 

Gane,  61  id.  533;  136  N.  Y.  316;  Grouse  v.  Johnson,  65  Hun,  337. 
POKECLOSDEB.     Sherman  v.  Slayback,  58  Hun,  355;  Casserly  v.  Witherbee,  119 

N.  Y.  533;  King  v.  Walbridge,  48  Hun,  470. 
FoRFEiTUitB.    Van  Loan  v.  Willis,  13  Daly,  381. 

Form.    Broadhead  v.  Smith,  55  Hun,  499;  Brockman  v.  Buell,  16  Daly,  90. 
FuTtjEP,  PROPBBTT.     Kribbs  V.  Alford,  130  N.  Y.  519;  Harder  v.  Plass,  57  Hun, 

540;  Deeley  V.  Dwight,  16  Daly,  300;  132  N.  Y.  59. 
Of  annual  crops.    Bochester  Distilling  Co.  v.  Baney,  65  Hun,  513. 
Possession.     Simis  v.  Hodge,  50  Hun,   410;  Hangen  v.    Hachemeister.  114  N. 

Y.  566;  Stanley  v.  Nat.  Union  Bk.,  115  id.  133;  Sperry  v.  Baldwin,  46  Hun, 

130. 
POTVEB  OF  SALE.     Edmiston  V.  Brucker,  40  Hun,  256. 
Eedemption.     Cutting  v.  Gould  Co.,  43  Hun,  516. 

Ebfiling.     Steward  v.  Cole,  43  Hun,  164;  Osborn  v.  Alexander,  40  id.  333. 
Eights  op  creditors.     Sullivan  v.  Miller,  106  N.  Y.   635;  Karst  v.  Gane,  136 

id.  316. 
Eights  of  mortgagee.     Kleinberger  v.  Brown,  58  Supr.  4;  Quinn,  etc.,  Co.  v. 

Hart,  48  Hun,  393;  DufEus  v.  Bangs,  43  id.    53;  Moore  v.    P.  T.   &  S.  Co., 

133  N.  Y.  68;  Perkins  v.  Baterson,  66  Hun,  583. 
Eights  of  mortgagor.    Leadbetter    v.  Leadbetter,  135  N.  Y.   390;    Brush  v. 

Evans,  53  Supr.  533. 
Eights  op  purchaser  under  foreclosure.    Rochester  Distilling  Co.  v.  Eaney, 

65  Hun,  512. 
Safety  clause.     Hyer  v.  Sutton,  59  Hun,  40. 
Satisfaction.     Lathers  v.  Hunt,  16  Daly,  135. 
Validity.     Maudeville  v.   Avery,   57  Hun,  78;  124  N.  T.  376;    Spaulding  v. 

Keyes,  125  id.  113;  Cook  v.  Bennett,  60  Huu,  8;  Button  v.  Eathbone,  S.  & 

Co.,  118  N.  Y.   666;  Stedman  v.  Batchelor,  4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  544. 
What  is.     People  v.  E.   Remington  &  Sons,  59  Hun,  383;  affirmed,  126  N.  Y. 

654;  Button  v.  Eathbone,  S.  &  Co.,  id.    187;  DufEus  v.  Bangs,  122  id.  433; 

Blake  v.  Corbett,  130  id.  337;  Woodworth  v.  Hodgson,  56  Hun,  386. 

LANDLORD  AND   TENANT. 
Page  330. 

Abandonment,  cause  for.     Eyan  v.  Jones,  3  Mis.  Rep.  65. 

Assignment.     Mayor,  etc.,  v.  Wylie,    43    Hun,   547;  O'Eourke  v.   Brown,   54 
Supr.    384;  Smith  v.  Rector,  etc.,  107  N.  Y.  610;  Thorn  v.  Sutherland,  133 
.id.  236;  Frank  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  B.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  123  id.  197. 

Attornment.     O'Donnell  v.  Mclntyre,  118  N.  Y.  156. 

Chattel  mortgage  clause.  Betsinger  v.  Schuyler,  46  Hun,  349;  Smith  v.  Ta- 
ber,  id.  313. 

Condition  op  premises.  Lynch  v.  Speed,  15  Daly,  548;  Meeks  v.  Ring,  51 
Hun,  329;  Donner  v.  Ogilvie,  49  id.  229;  Daly  v.  Wise,  133  N.  Y.  306. 

Construction.  Genet  v.  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.,  58  Hun,  493;  123  N.  Y.  505;  Baker 
V.  Hart,  123  id.  470;  Eaton  v.  Allegany  G.  Co.,  122  id.  416;  Beadle  v.  Mon- 
roe, 68  Hun,  323. 

Counterpart.     Edwards  v.  McLean,  55  Supr.  126. 

Covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment.     Edesheimer  v.  Quackeubush,  68  Hun,  437. 
To  renew  or  sell.     Bamman  v.  Binzen,  65  Hun,  39. 

Delivery.     Clark  v.  Hyatt,  55  Supr.  98. 
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Entry  under  void  lease.    Coudert  v.  Colin,  118  N.  Y.  309;  Talamo  v,  Spita- 
muUer,  130  id.  37;  Gallaher  v.  Reilly,  16  Daly,  337;  Harft  v.  Tonnelli,  id.  115. 
Estoppel  of  tenant.    Tilyou  v.  Reynolds,  108  N.  T.  558. 

Eviction.     Blauvelt  v.   Powell,  59  Hun,   179;    Daly  v.    Wise,  15  Daly,   431; 
Tallman  v.  Murphy,  130  N.  Y.  845;  Carter  v.  Byron,  49  Hun,  399;  Snow  v. 
Pulitzer,  66  id.  339. 
Constructive.     Tallman  v.  Earle,  3  Mis.  Rep.  76. 
Fixtures.     Howe's  Cave  Ass'n  v,  Houck,  66  Hun,  305. 
Joint  lease.     Edesheimer  v.  Quackenbush,  68  Hun,  437. 
Forfeiture.    Eaton  v.  Wilcox,  43  Hun,  61;  Chande  v.  Shepard,  133  N.  Y.  397. 
Holding  over.     Hammond  v.   Bckhardt,   16  Daly,  113;  Adams  v.  Cokoes,  53 
Hun,   360;  Thorp  v.  Philbin,    15  Daly,  155;  Pickett  v.  Bartlett,   107  N.  Y 
377;  Shanahan  v.  Shanahan,  55  Supr.  339;  Fougera  v.  Cohn,  43  Hun,  454; 
Haynes  v.  Aldrich,  133  N.  Y.  387. 
Implied  covenants.     Franklin  v.  Brown,  118  N.  Y.  110. 
Lease.     Oliver  v.  Moore,  53  Hun,  473. 
Letting  on  Shares.     Reynolds  v.  Reynolds,  48  Hun,  143;   Unglish  v.  Marvin, 

138  N.  Y.  380. 
LiABiLiTT  op  landlord.     Rauth  V.  Davenport,  60  Hun,  70;  Miller  v.  N.  Y.,  L. 
E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  135  N.  Y.  118;  Timlin  v.  Standard  O.  Co.,  54  Hun,  44; 
136  N.  Y.  514:  Rotter  v.  Goerlitz,  18  Daly,  484;  Akerly  v.  White,  58  Hun, 
363;  Hungerford  v.  Bent,  55  id.  3;  Alperin  v.  Earle,  id.  311;  Bollard  v. 
Roberts,  5  Sll.  (Sup.  Ct.)  435;   Baljbage    v.  Powers,  4  id.  311;    Marsh  v. 
Hand,  130  N.  Y.   315:   Judd  &  Co.  v.  Cushing,  50  Hun,  181;    Butler  v. 
Same,  46  id.  531;  Donner  v.  Ogilvie,  49  id.  339;  Sterger  v.  Van  Siclen, 
133  N.  Y.  499;    Hilsenbeck  v.  Guhring,  4  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  154;  Briggs  v. 
Austin,  129  N.  Y.  308. 
Apartments.     Jennings  v.  Van  Schaick,  30  Abb.  N.  C.  334;  Bollard  v.  Rob- 
erts, 130  N.  Y.  369. 
Infectious  disease.     Snyder  v.  Gordon,  46  Hun,  538. 
Removing  debris  after  fire.     Fleischman  v.  Poplitz,  57  Hun,  136. 
Repair.     White  v.  Thurber,  55  Hun,  447. 
Liability  0¥  tenant.     Regan  v.  Luthy,  16  Daly,  413;  Kelly  v.  Miles,  58  Supr. 

495;  DufEus  v.  Bangs,  133  N.  Y.  433. 
Notice.     Luc^ington  v.  Garlock,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  533. 
Relation.     Adams  v.   City  of  Cohoes,   137  N.  Y.  175;  Unglish  v.  Marvin,  138 

id.  380;  Judd  &  Co.  v.  Cushing,  50  Hun,  181. 
Renewal.     Syms  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  105  N.  Y.   153;  Long  v.  Stafford,  103  id.  374; 
Robinson  v.  Jewett,  116  id.  40;  Hibbard  v.  Ramsdell,  118  id.  38;  Mcintosh 
V.  Rector,  etc.,  130  id.  7;  Kolasky  v.  Michels,   id.  635:  Walther  v.   Reg- 
nault,  56  Hun,  560;  Chamberlain  v.  Dunlop,  136  N.  Y.  45. 
Rent.     Lathers  v.  Hunt,   16  Daly,  349;  Mayor,  etc.  v.  Sonneborn,  113  N.  Y. 
433;  Mayor,  etc.  v.  Huntington,  114  id.  631;  Kelly  v.  Miles,  48  Hun,  6; 
Edwards  v.  McLean,  55  Supr.   136;   Henderson  v.  Arbuckle,  54  id.   141; 
Newman  v.  French,  45  Hun,  65;  Mclntyre  v.  Melntyre  Coal  Co.,  105  N.  Y. 
364;  Reynolds  v.  Ellis,  103  id.  115. 
Discharge  of.    N.  Y,  Real  Estate,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Motley,  3  Mis.  Rep.  333. 
Liability  of  lessee  for,  after  assignment.    Banger  v.  Bacon,  3  Mis.  Rep.  95. 
Repairs.     Thomas  v.   Kingsland,  108  N.   Y.  516;  Scott  v.  Haverstraw  C.  &  B. 

Co.,  135  N.  Y.  141. 
Rights  of  landlord.     Colville  v.  Miles,  137  N.   Y.  159;  S.  C,  45  Hun,  336; 
Martin  v.  Rector,  118  N.  Y.  476. 
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Rights  op  tenant.     Elting  v.  Palen,  60  Hun,  306;  Thorn  v.  Sutherland,  123 
N.  Y.  236;  Lewis  v.  Ocean  N.  &  P.  Co.,  125  id.  341;  Buddin  v.  Fortunato, 
16  Daly,  195;  Hawkins  v.  Giles,  45  Hun,  318;  Baldwin  v.  Morgan,  58  id. 
355;  Bedlow  v.  N.  T.  F.  D.  D.  Co.,  44  id.  .378;  Baker  v.  Hart,  52  id.  363. 
Act  of  1860.     Tallman  v.  Murphy,  120  N.  Y.  345. 
After  term.     Hammond  v.  Eckhardt,  16  Daly,  113. 
Fixtures.     Andrews  v.  Day  B.  Co.,  55  Hun,  494. 
SxJBRENDEii.     Long  V.  Stafford,  103  N.  Y.  274;   McGregor  v.  Board,  etc.,  13 
Daly,  195;  107  N.  Y.  511;  Boehm  v.  Rich,  id.  625;  Pickett  v.  Bartlett,  id. 
229;  Smith  v.  Kerr,  108  id.  31;  Spies  v.  Voss,   16  Daly,  171;  Chamberlain 
V.  Dnnlop,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)98;  126  N.  Y.  45;  Ballon  v.  Baxter,  4  Sil.  582;  Gal- 
lagher V.  Reilly,  16  Daly,  227;  Koehler  v.  Schneider,  id.  235;  Edwards  v. 
McLean,  122  N.  Y.  302;  Underhill  v.  ColUns,  132  id.  269;  Kelly  v.  Noxon, 
64  Hun,  281. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

Page  385- 

Acting  for  both  parties.     Frankelv.  Watheu,  58Hun,  543;  Putzelv.  Wilson, 

49  id.  220;  Knauss  v.  Krueger  B.  Co.,  62  id.  46. 
Authority.     Wait  v.  Borne,  123  N.  Y.  592;  Benesch  v.  John  H.  M.  L.  I.  Co., 

16  Daly,  394;   Schermerhorn  v.  Farley,  58  Hun,  66;   First  Nat.  Bk.  v. 

Council  B.  C.  W.  Co.,  56  id.  412:  Crane  v.  Gruenewald,   120  N.  Y.  274; 

Edwards  v.  Dooley,  id.  540;   McDonald  v.  McDonald,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  38; 

Cox  V.  A.  B.  Co.,  2  id.  590;   Gilbert  v.  Deshon,  107  N.  Y.  324;  Bickford  v. 

Menier,  id.  490;    WoodrufE  v.  Rochester,  etc.,  Co.,  108  id.  39;   Dean  v. 

International  T.  Co.,  47  Hun,  319;  Tunbridge  v.  Read,  2  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  39; 

King  V.  Mackellar,  109  N,  Y.  215;  Mayer  v.  Dean,  54  Supr.  315;  Vander- 

hoff  V.  Agricultural  I.  Co.,  46  Hun,  328;  Smith  v.  Clews,  105  N.  Y.  283; 

Goelet  V.  Meares,   13  Daly,  30;    Brewster  v.  Games,  103  N.  Y.  556. 
Brokers.    Sillcocks  v.  Gallaudet,  66  Hun,  522 ;    Hay  v.  Piatt,  id.  488;    Piatt 

V.  Kohler,  65  id.  557. 
Compensation.     Opdyke  v.  Whiting,  4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  285;  Ashley  v.  Wrought 

I.  B.  Co.,  4  id.  230;  Martine  v.  Huyler,  5  id.  466. 
Corporation.     Kirchner  v.  New  Home  S.  M.  Co.,  59  Hun,  186. 
Delegation  of  authority.     B.  &  S.  Ave.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Metzger,  37  Abb.  N. 

C.  160. 
Factors.     Soltau  v.  Gerdau,   119  N.  Y.  380;   Springville  Manf.  Co.  v.  Lincoln, 

16  Daly,  318;  Hockanum  Co.  v.  Lincoln,  id.  325;  Commercial  Nat.  Bk.  v. 

Heilbronner,  108  N.  Y.  439;  Cooper  v.   Hong,  etc.,   Corp.,   107  id.  282; 

Dorrance  v.  Dean,  106  id.  203. 
Implied  powers.    Deering  v.  Starr,   118  N.   Y.  665;    Mayer  v.  Dean,  115  id. 

556;  Moore  v.  King,  57  Hun,  324;  Smith  v.  Clews,  114  N.  Y.  190;  Marine 

Nat.  Bk.  V.  Butler  C.  Co.,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  155;  People's  Bk.  v.  St.  Anthony, 

etc.,  109  N.  Y.  512. 
Knowledge  of  agent.     Knowles  v.  American  Ins.  Co.,  66  Hun,  220;  Forward 

V.  Continental  Ins.  Co.,  id.  546. 
Liability  OF  AGENT  TO  principal.     Monnet  v.  Merz,  127  N.  Y.  151;  Mayo  v. 

Knowlton,  16  Daly,  245;  Prisco  v.  Hugg,  58  Supr.  140. 
Liability  of  agent  to  third  persons.     U.  S.  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Nat.  Park  Bk.,  59 

Hun,  495;  Argersinger  v.  McNaughton,  114  N.  Y.  535;  Nat.   Park  Bk.  v. 

Seaboard  Bk.,  44  Hun,  49. 
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Liability  of  principal.    Blewitt  v.  Olln,  15  Daly,  122;  Marine  Nat.  Bk.    v. 

Butler C.  Co.,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  155;  Benham  v.  Emery,  46  Hun,  156;  Harrison 

V.  Burllngame,  48  id.  212;  Kayton  v.  Barnett,  54  Supr.  TtJ;  Bank  of  Batavia 

V.  N.  T.,  L.  B.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  106  N.  Y.  195;  Woodhouse  v.  Duncan,  id. 

527;  Am.  S.  B,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  130  N.  Y.  134. 
Liability  of  third  person.     Edwards  v.  Schoharie  Co.  Nat.  Bk.,  47  Hun,  469; 

Garard  v.  McCormick,  130  N.  Y.  261. 
Notice  to  agent.     Constant  v.  University  of  Rochester,  111  N.  Y.  604. 
Notice  to  sub- agent.     Carpenter  v.  Ger.-Am.  Ins.  Co.,  135  N.  Y.  298. 
Protection  of  third  persons.    Sheridan  B.  L.  Co.  v.  Chatham  Nat.  Bk.,  52 

Hun,  575. 
Ratification.    Dort  v.  Nicken,  54  Hun,  74;  Hyatt  v.  Clark,  118  N.  Y.  563; 

Kane  v.  Cortesy,  100  N.   Y.   132;  Clark  v.  Hyatt,   55  Supr.   98;  Rush  v. 

Dilks,  43  Hun,  283;  Martin  v.  Niagara  F.  P.  Mfg.  Co.,  44  id.  130;  Trustees, 

etc.,  V.  Bowman,  136  N.  Y.  521. 
Real  estate  brokers.     Condit  v.  Cowdry,  123  N.  Y.  463;  Schultz  v.   Griffin, 

121  id.  294;  Kalley  v.  Baker,  132  id.  1;  Myers  v.  Dean,  id.  65;  Angell  v. 

Van  Schaick,  id.  187. 
Compensation.     Levy  v.  Coogan,  16  Daly,  137;  Krahner  v.  Heilman,  id.  132; 

Myers  v.  Dean,  id.  251;  Goldstein  v.  Walters,  15  id.  397;  Martin  v.  Bliss, 

57  Hun,  157;  Harnickell  v.  Parrot  S.  M.  Co.,  2  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  456;  Alden 

V.  Barle,  121   N.  Y.   688;  Cohen  v.  Hershfield,   16  Daly,  96;  Barkley  v. 

Olcott,  52  Hun,  452;  Dean  v.  Woodward,  id.  421;  Alden  v.  Earle,  56  Supr. 

366;  Crasto  v.  White,  52  Hun,  473;  Jarvis  v.   Schaefer,   105  N.   Y.  289; 

Knauss  v.  Krueger  B.  Co.,  62  Hun,  46. 
Relation.     Lowery  v.  Brskine,  113  N.  Y.  52;  Judd  &  Co.  v.  Gushing,  50  Hun, 

181;  Monnet  v.  Heller,  57  Supr.  576. 
Rbtocation.      Warren   C.   &  M.    Co.  v.  Holbrook,   118  N.  Y.  586;    Weber  v. 

Bridgman,  113  id.  600;  Comley  v.  Dazian,  114  id.  161;  Marine  Nat.  Bk.  v. 

Butler  C.  Co.,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  155. 
Rights  of  agent.     Cooper  v.  Hong,  etc.,  Corp.,  13  Daly,  183;  Moors  v.  Kidder, 

106  N.  Y.  33. 
Special.    Cox  v.  A.  B.  Co.,  56  Hun,  489. 

Statements  of  agent.    Baumgartel  v.  P.  W.  Ins.  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  547. 
Stock  brokers.     Day  v.  Jameson,  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  96;   Willard  v.  White,  56 

Hun,  581;  Knickerbocker  v.  Gould,  115  N.  Y.  533;  Caswell  v.  Putnam,  130 

id.  153;  Gillett  v.  Whiting,  id.  403;  Mattern  v.  Sage,  16  Daly,  143;  Mayo 

V.  Knowlton,  id.  245;  DeCordova  v.  Barnum,  130  N.  Y.  615. 
Undisclosed  principal.    Kayton  v.  Barnett,  116  N.  Y.  625;  Ludwig  v.  Gillespie, 

105  id.  653;  Jemison  v.  Citizens'  S.  Bk.,  44  Hun,  412. 
Warranty  by  agent.    Akberg  v.  John  Kress  B.  Co.,  65  Hun,  182. 

CORPORATIONS. 
Page  467. 

Actions  by  members  against  corporation.    Thomas  v.  Musical  M.  P.  Union, 

121  N.  Y.  45;  Levy  v.  Mutual  L.  I  Co.,  54  Hun,  315. 
Corporate  liabilities.     Palmer  v.  Cypress  H.  Cem.,  133  N.  Y.  439;   Martin  v. 

Niagara  F.  P.  M.  Co.,  id.   165;   Rathbun  v.   Snow,   133  id.  343;  Peck  v. 

Doran  &  W.  Co.,  57  Hun,  343;  Jourdau  v.  L.  I.  R.  R.   Co.,   115  N.  Y.  380; 

Huntington  v.  Attrill,  118  id.  365;  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Navassa  P.  Co.,  56  Hun, 

136;  Lyceum  v.  Ellis,  57  Supr.  533;  Benesch  v.  John  H.  M.  L.  I.  Co.,  16 

Daly,  394;  Mayor,  etc.  v.  Tenth  Nat.  Bk.,  Ill  N.  Y.  446;  Wilson  v.  Kings, 

114  id.  487;  Merrill  v.  Consumers'  C.  Co.,  id.  316. 
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Corporate  powebs.    Holmes,  B.  &  H.  v.  Willard,  135  N.  T.  75;  Jemison  v. 
Citizens'  S.  Bk.,  122  id.  133. 
Creating  preferences.     Throop  v.  Hatch  L.  Co.,  125  IT.  T.  530;  Braem  v.  Mer. 

Nat.  Bk.,  127  id.  508;  Nat.  B.  Bk.  v.  W.  IJ.  Co.,  59  Hun,  470. 
Mortgaging  property.     Martin  v.  Niagara  F.  P.  M.  Co.,  122  N.  Y.  165;  Matter 
of  Comrs.,  etc.,  id.   177;  Preston  v.   Loughran,  58   Hun,  310;  Perkins  v. 
Batterson,  66  id.  583. 
Selling  plant.     Holmes  &  G.  M.  Co.  v.  H.  &  W.  M.  Co.,  127  N.  T.  252. 
Ultra  vires.     Holmes  &  G.  Co.  v.  H.  &  W.  Co.,  53  Hun,  53;  Watts  C.   Co.  v. 
Yueugling,  51  id.  303 ;  Starin  v.  Edson,  113  N.  Y.  209:  Hudson  R.  T.   Co. 
V.  Watervliet  T.  Co.,  135  id.  393. 

ELECTioif  OF  OFFICERS.     Beardsley  v.  Johnson,  121  N.  Y.  234. 

Foreign.     Demarest  v.  Flack,  138  N.  Y.  305. 

General  rights  and  liabilities  of  stockholders.  Gamble  v.  Queens  Co.  W. 
Co.,  133  N.  Y.  91;  Barr  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  135  id.  363;  Pear- 
sail  V.  W.  U.  T.  Co.,  134  id.  256;  Gray  v.  Oxnard  Bros.  Co.,  59  Hun,  387; 
Compton  V.  Chelsea,  128  N.  Y.  537;  Mather  v.  Eureka  Mower  Co.,  118  id. 
629. 

Liability  for  negligence.     Schmeer  v.  Gas-light  Co.,  65  Hun,  378. 

Liability  of  MtrNiciPAL  corporation.  Atwater  v.  Trustees,  etc.,  124  N.  Y. 
602;  Taylor  v.  Mt.  Vernon,  58  Hun,  384;  Wilson  v.  Troy,  60  id.  183;  N. 
Y.  C.  &H.  R.  B.  R.  Co.  V.  Rochester,  137  N.  Y.  591;  Gillrie  v.  Lockport, 
133  id.  403;  Stoddard  v.  Saratoga  Springs,  137  id.  361;  Demby  v.  Kings- 
ton, 60  Hun,  394;  McNally  v.  Cohoes,  137  N.  Y.  350;  Jenney  v.  Brooklyn, 
130  id.  164;  Bieling  v.  Same,  id.  98;  Pettengill  v.  Yonkers,  116  id.  558; 
Teall  V.  Syracuse,  130  id.  184;  Harrington  v.  Buffalo,  121  id.  147;  Bishop 
V.  Goshen,  120  id.  337;  Chamberlain  v.  Wheatland,  4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  169; 
Bly  V.  Whitehall,  120  N.  Y.  506;  Arthur  v.  Cohoes,  56  Hun,  36;  Murphy  v. 
Brooklyn,  118  N.  Y.  575;  Coonley  v.  Albany,  57  Hun,  337;  Danaher  v. 
Brooklyn,  119  N.  Y.  341;  Curry  v.  Buffalo,  57  Hun,  35. 

Liability  of  officers.  Rudd  v.  Robinson,  54  Hun,  339;  State  Bk.  v.  Andrews, 
3  Mis.  Rep.  394. 

Liability  of  officers  fob  corporate  debts.  Wallace  &  Sons  v.  Walsh,  125  N. 
Y.  26;  Sherman  v.  Slayback,  58  Hun,  255;  Greene  v.  Walton,  59  id.  102; 
Gold  V.  Clyne,  58  id.  419;  Walton  v.  Goodwin,  id.  87;  N,  Y.,  P.  &  B.  B. 
B.  Co.  V.  Dixon,  114  N.  Y.  80. 

Liability  of  stockholder.     Rowell  v.  Lambert,  66  Hun,  4. 

Liability  of  stockholders  for  corporate  debts.  Hardman  v.  Sage,  124  N. 
Y.  25;  Mat.  T.  W.  Co.  v.  Gilfillan,  id.  303;  Tucker  v.  Gilmau,  131  id.  189; 
Savings  Assn.  v.  O'Brien,  51  Hun,  45. 

Liability  of  towns.  Embler  v.  Wallkill,  57  Hun,  884;  McCrea  v.  Chahoon, 
54  id.  577;  Malloy  v.  Mamaroneck,  60  id.  432;  Maxim  v.  Champion,  50  id. 
88;  Clapp  v.  Ellington,  51  id.  58;  Bryant  v.  Randolph,  133  N.  Y.  70;  Clap- 
per V.  Waterford,  131  id.  383;  Glasier  v.  Hebron,  id.  447. 

Limited  liability  companies.     Koons  v.  Martin,  66  Hun,  5.54. 

Mortgage  by  benevolent  corporation.  Dudley  v.  Cong,  of  St.  Francis,  65 
Hun,  21. 

Officer;  compensation.     Barril  v.  C.  I.  &  W.  Co.,  50  Hun,  257. 

Powers  of  officers.  Gamble  v.  Queens  Co.  W.  Co.,  123  N.  Y.  91:  Matter  of 
Comrs.,  etc.,  123  id.  177;  Barr  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  135  id,  368; 
Preston  v.  Loughran,  58  Hun,  310;  Craig  M.  Co.  v.  Merchants'  Bk.,  59  id. 
561;  Sheridan  E.  L.  Co.  v.  Chatham  Nat.  Bk.,  127  N.  Y.  517;  Skinner  v. 
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Smith,  66  Hun,  437;    Fifth  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Navassa  P.  Co.,  119  N.  Y.  356; 

First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Council  B.  C.  W.  Co.,  56  Hun,  413;    Bohm  v.  L.  Q.  B. 

Co.,  16  Daly,  80;  Chemical  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Col  well,  id.  38. 
Promoters.     Brewster  v.  Hatch,  133  N,  Y.  349. 
Proxy.     Matter  of  Germicide  Co.,  65  Hun,  606. 
Removal  of  officers..   Douglass  v.  Merchants'  I.  Co.,  118  N.  Y.  484. 
Salary  of  officers.    Beers  v.  N.  Y.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  66  Hun,  75. 
Stock. 

Dividends.     Hopper  v.  Sage,  113  N.  Y.  530:  Beverldge  v.  N.  Y.  B.  R.  Co., 

id.  1. 
Issue.     Gamble  v.   Queens  Co.    W.    Co.,  123  N.   Y.  91;    Gurney  v.    N.    S. 

&  S.  Co.,  57  Supr.  444. 
Transfer.     Campbell  v.  Am.  Z.  Co.,  133  N.  Y.  455;  Jarvis  v.  Man.  B.  Co.   53 

Hun,  363. 
Subscriptions.    Moore  v.  N.  J.  L.  Co.,  57  Supr.  1. 
Taxation.     People,    ex  rel.    Savings  Bk.,  v.   Coleman,  135  N.  Y.  331;    People, 

ex  rel.  E.  G.  L.  Co.,  v.  Barker,  66  Hun,  31. 
Transfer  by  insolvent  corporation.    Varnum  v.  Hart,  119  N.  Y.  101. 
Trusts.     Pittsburg  C.    Co.   v.  McMillan,  119  N.   Y.  46;    Good  v.   Daland,   131 

id.  1. 
Weekly  payment  op  WAaBS.    People  v.  Buffalo,  57  Hun,  577. 


PARTNERSHIP. 
Page  503. 

Action  between  partners.  Bank  of  B.  N.  A.  v.  Delafield,  136  N.  Y.  410; 
Watts  v.  Adler,  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  585. 

Agreement.     Sanford  v.  Barney,  50  Hun,  108;  Matter  of  Laney,  id.  15. 

Application  of  property  to  debts.  Citizens'  Bk.  v.  Williams,  138  N.  Y.  177; 
Nordlinger  v.  Anderson,  133  id.  544;  Bernheimer  v.  Rindskopf,  116  id.  438; 
Stettheimer  v.  Stettheimer,  114  id.  501;  Bulger  v.  Rosa,  53  Hun,  339. 

Assumption  of  indebtedness  by  new  firm.     Smith  v.  Smith,  136  N.  Y.  313. 

Common  partners.     First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Wood,  128  N.  Y.  35. 

Death  of  partner.     Beardslee  v.  Hemingway,  65  Hun,  400. 

Dissolution.  Gray  v.  Green,  135  N.  Y.  303;  Elmira  I.  &  S.  R.  M.  Co.  v. 
Harris,  124  id.  280;  Prankel  v.  Wathen,  58  Hun,  543;  Noyes  v.  TurnbuU, 
54  id.  36;  Rice  v.  Baggott,  4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  383;  Wickham  v.  Terhune, 
5  id.  114;  Kennedy  v.  Porter,  109  N.  Y.  536;  White  v.  White,  55  Supr.  417. 

Firm  name.  Caswell  v.  Hazard,  50  Hun,  230;  131  N.  Y.  484;  Meriden  Nat. 
Bk.  V.  Gallaudet,  130  id.  298;  Blumenthal  v.  Strauss,  53  Hun,  501. 

Incoming  partner.    Serviss  v.  McDonnell,  107  N.  Y.  360. 

Joint  enterprise.  Wilcox  v.  Pratt,  125  N.  Y.  688;  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  199;  Tur- 
ner V.  Weston,  4  id.  295. 

Liability  of  new  firm  for  debts  of  former  one.  Newhall  v.  Wyatt,  68 
Hun,  1. 

Limited.  Kohler  v.  Lindenmeyer,  56  Hun,  513;  White  v.  Eiseman,  id.  484; 
Fifth  Ave.  Bk.  v.  Colgate,  130  N.  Y.  381;  Manhattan  Co.  v.  Laimbeer, 
108  id.  578;  President,  etc.,  v.  Phillips,  109  id.  383;  Fifth  Ave.  Bk.  v. 
Colgate,    54  Supr.  188, 

Power  of  partner.  Macauley  v.  Palmer,  125  N.  Y.  742;  Johnston  v.  Trask, 
116  id.  136;  Clift  v.  Moses,  113  id.  426;  Donegan  v.  Moran,  53  Hun,  21; 
Minto  V.  Baur,  3  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  333. 
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Ebal  estate.     Greenwood  v.    Marvin,   111  N.   T.  423;  Bell  v.   Hepworth,  51 

Hun,  616. 
Relation.    First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Gallaudet,  122  N.  T.  655;  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  ; 

Hackett  v.   Stanley,   115  N.  Y.  635;  Magovern  v.  Robertson,  116  id.  61; 

Wahl  V.  Barnuin,  id.  87;  Vernon  v.  Simmons,  15  Daly,  399;  Demarest  v. 

Koch,  58  Supr.  583;  129  N.  T.  218;  Adams  v.  Morrison,  113  id.  152;  Farr 

V.  Morrill,  53  Hun,  31;  Brown  v.   Tucli,  63  id.  235;  Smith  v.  Lennon,  3 

Sil.   (Ct.    App.)  4  ;    Clift  v.  Borrow,   108  N.  Y.  187;  Sipfle  v.   Isham,  46 

Hun,   366;    Rockafellow  v.   MUler,  107  N.  Y.  507;  Qrapel  v.  Hodges,  49 

Hun,  107. 
Retiring  partner.    Matter  of  Dawson,  59  Hun,  239;  Chace  v.  Vanderwerf,  4 

Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  160;  Cox  v.  Pearce,  113  N.  Y.  637. 
Rights  of  creditors.     Hannigan  v.  Allen,  127  N.  Y.  639;  Northrup  v.  Smith, 

2  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  533;  Matter  of  Gray,  111  N.  Y.  404. 
Special  compensation.     Hart  v.  Myers,  25  Abb.  N.  C.  478. 
Special  partner.     Newhall  v.  Wyatt,  68  Hun,  1. 
Statute  of  limitations.     Gray  v.  Green,  66  Hun,  469. 
Suits  between  partners.     Smith  v.  Fitchett,  56  Hun,  473;  Ferguson  v.  Baker, 

116  N.  Y.  257;  Wilcox  v.  Pratt,  52  Hun,  340;  Belanger  v.  Dana,  id.  39. 
SURVITING  PARTNERS.     Durant  V.  Pierson,  124  N.  Y.  444;  Stewart  v.  Robinson, 

115  id.  328;  McGovern  v.  Mattison,  116  id.  61;  Farr  v.  Morrill,  53  Hun,  31; 

Matter  of  Laney,  50  id.  15;  Williams  v.  Whedon,  109  N.  Y.  333;  Secor  v 

Pendleton,  47  Hun,  381. 
Trade-marks.    Merry  v,  Hoopes,  111  N.  Y.  415. 
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Agister.     Qibbs  v.  Coykendall,  39  Hun,  140. 

Dbpositum.     Bunnell  v.  Stern,  14  Daly,  357;  132  N.  Y.  539. 

Duty  to  return  property.     Ouderkirk  v.  Central  Nat.  Bk.,  119  N.  Y.  263. 
Carriers. 

Baggage.  Wheeler  v.  Oceanic  S.  N.  Co.,  52  Hun,  75;  125  N.  Y.  155; 
Oderkirk  v.  Fargo,  58  Hun,  347;  Aikin  v.  Westcott,  123  N.  Y.  363; 
Weinberg  v.  National  S.  Co.,  57  Supr.  586;  Carlson  v.  Oceanic  S.  N.  Co., 
109  N.  Y.  359;  Isaacson  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  94  id.  278. 

Connecting  lines.  McKay  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  50  Hun,  563;  Jen- 
nings V.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  52  id.  337;  Swift  v.  Pacific  M.  S.  Co.,  106 
N.  Y.  206;  Furman  v.  Union  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  21  W.  Dig.  204;  Hyman  v. 
Central  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  66  Hun,  202. 

Discrimination.  Boot  v.  L.  I.  B.  R.  Co.,  114  N.  Y.  300;  Lough  v.  Outer- 
bridge,  66  Hun,  103. 

Exemption  from  liability.  Zimmer  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  E.  R.  E.  Co.,  137 
N.  Y.  460. 

Passengers.  Birmingham  v.  R.  C.  &  B.  R.  R.  Co.,  59  Hun,  583;  Dwiuelle  v. 
N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  120  N.  Y.  117;  Scott  v.  Central  Park,  etc.,  Co., 
53  Hun,  414;  Elliott  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  id.  78;  Laubheim  v.  De 
Koninglyke,  etc.,  107  N.  Y.  238;  Corbett  v.  Twenty-third  St.  By.  Co.,  42 
Hun,  587;  Graville  v.  Man.  R.  R.  Co.,  105  N.  Y.  535;  Pease  v.  D.,  L.  &  W. 
E.  R.  Co.,  101  id.  367;  Griffin  v.  U.  &  B.  R.  B.  E.  Co.,  41  Hun,  448;  Werle 
V.  L.  I.  R.  R.  Co.,  98  N.  Y.  650;  Poole  v.  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  35  Hun, 
29;  McCormick  v.  Penn.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  99  N.  Y.  65. 
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Cakeiers. 

Property.  Jennings  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  127  N.  T.  438;  Scheu  v.  Ben- 
edict, 110  id.  510;  Draper  v.  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.,  118  id.  118;  Williamson  v. 
N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  56  Supr.  508;  Nebenzahl  v.  Fargo,  15  Daly, 
130;  Livingston  v.  Miller,  48  Hun,  232;  Little  v.  Fargo,  43  id.  233;  Brooks 
V.  Dinsmore,  15  Daly,  428;  Qeismer  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  Co.,  102  N.  Y. 
563;  Tarbell  v.  R.  B.  S.  Co.,  53  Supr.  190;  Guillaume  v.  General  T.  Co., 
100  N.  Y.  491;  Fargo  v.  Milburn,  id.  94;  Killmier  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
R.  Co.,  1  Centr.  525;  Riley  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  34  Hun,  97; 
Canfleld  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  93  N.  Y.  532;  Colgate  v.  Penn.  Co.,  31  Hun, 
297;  Oderkirk  v.  Fargo,  61  id.  418. 

Delay.     Little  v.  Fargo,  43  Hun,  333. 

Delivery.  Tarbell  v.  Royal  E.  S.  Co.,  110  N.  Y.  170;  Dunham  v.  Boston  & 
A.  R.  R.  Co.,  46  Hun,  245. 

Misdelivery.     Furman  v.  Union  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  106  N.  Y.  579. 

Special  contracts.  Porter  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  59  Hun,  177; 
Rhodes  v.  Newhall,  126  N.  Y.  574;  Jennings  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  52 
Hun,  227;  127  N.  Y.  438;  Kenny  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  125  id.  422; 
Reed  v.  Fargo,  4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  143;  Dlrich  v.  N.  Y.  O.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co., 
108  N.  Y.  80;  Tarbell  v.  Royal  E.  S.  Co.,  110  id.  170;  Piatt  v.  Richmond, 
etc.,  108  id.  358;  Park  v.  Preston,  id.  434;  Swift  v.  Pacific  M.  S.  S.  Co., 
106  N.  Y.  206;  Killmer  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  100  N.  Y.  393; 
Guillaume  v.  General  T.  Co.,  id.  491;  Ghormley  v.  Dinsmore,  53  Supr.  36, 
196;  Piatt  v.  Richmond,  etc.,  Co.,  52  id.  496;  Wilson  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R. 
R.  R.  Co.,  97  N.  Y.  87;  Grossman  v.  Dodd,  63  Hun,  824. 
Innkeepebs. 

Guests.     Hancock  v.  Rand,  94  N.  Y.  1 ;  Gastenhofer  v.  Clair,  10  Daly,  265. 

Liability.     Loub  v.  Schmidt,  60  Hun,  409. 

Who  is  guest.     Cochrane  v.  Schryver,  12  Daly,  174. 
Letting  and  HmiNG  of  personal  chattels.     Kissam  v.  Jones,  56  Hun,  433. 
LrEN. 

Agister.     Corning  v.  Ashley,  51  Hun,  483. 

Carriers.     Geneva,  I.  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Sage,  35  Hun,  95. 

Laundrymen.     Wiles  Laundering  Co.  v.  Hahlo,  105  N.  Y.  234 

Livery-stable  keeper.  Lessells  v.  Farnsworth,  3  How.  (N.  S.)364;  Armitage 
V,  Mace,  96  N.  Y.  538. 

Loss.  Solhurst  v.  Powers,  133  N.  Y.  460. 

Printer.     Conrow  v.  Little,  115  N.  Y.  387. 

Services.  Conrow  v.  Little,  41  Hun,  395;  Gluckman  v.  Eleiman,  3  Mis. 
Rep.  97. 

Stallion.     Tuttle  v.  Dennis,  58  Hun,  35. 

Warehousemen.     Bauman  v.  Post,  26  Abb.  N.  C.  134;  Stallman  v.  Kimberly, 
53  Hun,  531;  131  N.  Y.  393;  chap.  526  of  1885. 
Mandatum.     Stewart  v.    Stone,    127  N.    Y.   500;    Andrews  v.   Richmond,   34 

Hun,  20. 
Pledge. 

Assets.     Gottberg  v.  U.  S.  Nat.  Bk.,  4  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  38. 

Care.     Willetts  v.  Hatch,  16  Daly,  338;  133  N.  Y.  41. 

Goods  in  bond.     Dean  v.  Thurber,  115  N.  Y.  35. 

Loss  of  lien.     N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Davies,  38  Hun,  477. 

Obligations  of  parties.     Cass  v.  Higenbotam,  100  N,  Y.  348. 
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Pledge. 

Rights  of  pledgee.  Mahr  v.  Bartlett,  -53  Hun,  388;  Adams  v.  Bowerman, 
109  N.  Y.  83;  Matter  of  Gilbert,  104  id.  200;  Yates  Co.  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Bald- 
win, 43  Hun,  136;  Torrey  v.  Harris,  13  Daly,  385;  Macauley  v.  Hopkins, 
35  Hun,  556;  Vischer  v.  Bagg,  21  W.  Dig.  399;  Myers  v.  Mutual  L.  I.  Co. , 
99  N.  Y.  1;  Lookwood  v.  House,  49  Supr.  500;  Godfrey  v.  Pell,  id.  236. 

Sale.     Williams  v.  IT.  S.  Trust  Co.,  4  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  304. 
Waeehotjseman. 

Liability.  Belinuan  v.  Linde,  47  Hun,  530;  Hallock  v.  Mallett,  55  Supr.  265; 
Reed  v.  Crowe,  13  Daly,  164. 

Receipts.  Dean  v.  Driggs,  4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  418;  First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Dean,  27 
Abb.  N.  e.  281;  Dean  v.  Driggs,  44  Hun,  480;  First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Bruen,  23 
W.  Dig.  90. 

Sale  of  goods.     Colgate  v.  Penn.  C.  Co.,  102  N.  Y.  130. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

Page  665. 

Contract.  People  v.  Backus,  117  N.  T.  196;  Union  D.  S.  Bk.  v.  Feltz,  35  Abb. 
N.  C.  8.57;  Kellogg  v.  Farqubar,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  373;  Lehnen  v.  Purvis, 
55  Hun,  535;  Chard  v.  Hamilton,  56  id.  259;  Shutts  v.  Fingar,  100  N.  Y. 
539;  D.,  L.  &   W.   E.  R.  Co.  v.  Burkhard,  86  Hun,  57. 

Death  of  sttrett.     Baskin  v.  Andrews,  53  Hun,  95. 

Discharge  op  surety.  Mayor,  etc.,  v.  Kent,  57  Supr.  109;  Auburn  Sav.  Bk.  v. 
BrinkerhofE,  44  Hun,  143;  Powers  v.  Silberstein,  108  N.  T.  169;  Fourth 
Nat.  Bk.  V.  Spinney,  47  Hun,  393;  Farmers'  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Van  Slyke,  49  id. 
7;  Coykendall  v.  Constable,  48  id.  860;  Lawson  v.  Buckley,  49  id.  329; 
Kane  v.  Cortesy,  100  N.  Y.  183;  Taska  v.  Eisner,  53  Supr.  442;  Grow  v. 
Garlock,  97  N.  Y.  81;  Benedict  v.  Eea,  85  Hun,  34;  People  v.  Cushing,  36 
id.  483;  Wheeler  v.  Benedict,  id.  478;  Mayor,  etc.,  v.  Kelly,  98  N.  Y.  467; 
Luce  V.  Alexander.  49  Supr.  303;  Thayer  v.  King,  31  Hun,  487;  Underbill 
V.  Palmer,  10  Daly,  478;  Emery  v.  Baltz,  94  N.  Y.  408;  Reilly  v.  Dodge, 
131  id.  153. 

Equity  between  sureties.  Crisfleld  v.  Murdock,  137  N.  Y.  315;  Hood  v.  Hay- 
ward,  134  id.  1. 

Guaranty  op  payment.     Cass  v.  Showman,  61  Hun,  473. 

Indemnity.     Hatch  v.  Hamlin,  13  Daly,  373. 

Judgment  against  principal.  Deobold  v.  Oppermann,  111  N.  Y.  531;  Wal- 
lace v.  Straus,  118  id.  838. 

Liability  op  surety.  Winters  v.  Judd,  59  Hun,  33;  Baskin  v.  Huntington,  130, 
N.  Y.  313. 

Eights.  Third  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Hastings,  58  Hun,  531;  De  Graaf  v.  WyckofE, 
118  N.  Y.  1;  Adams  v.  Tator,  57  Hun,  303;  Third  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Shields.  55 
id.  274;  Salt  S.  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Sloan,  57  id.  365;  Koehler  v.  F.  &  D.  Nat.  Bk., 
51  id.  418;  Hoffman  v.  Steinau,  34  id.  339;  Lord  v.  Tiffany,  98  N.  Y.  413; 
Nanz  V.  Oakley,  37  Hun,  495;  Woodruff  v.  Erie  Ry.  Co.,  93  N.  Y.  609. 

Undertaking.    McElroy  v.  Mumford,  138  N.  Y.  303. 
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BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PKOMISSOBY  NOTES. 
Page  690. 

Acceptance  of  bill.  Amson  v.  Abrahamson,  16  Daly,  72;  Heuertematte  v. 
Morris.  101  N.  Y.  63;  Schmittler  v.  Simon,  id.  554;  Ruiz  v.  Renaud,  100 
Id.  356;  Germania  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Taaks,  3  Hun,  260;  101  id.  442;  Fairchild 
V.  Feltman,  82  id.  398;  Ellison  v.  McCahill.  10  Daly,  367. 

Accommodation.  Benjamin  v.  Rogers,  126  N.  Y.  60;  Continental  Nat.  Bk  v. 
Bell,  125  Id.  38;  Nat.  Park  Bk.  v.  German  A.  W.  Co.,  116  id.  281;  Garfield 
Nat.  Bk.  V.  Colwell,  57  Hun,  169;  Peck  v.  Burwell,  48  id.  471;  Dunn  v. 
Parsons,  40  id.  77;  Converse  v.  Cook,  31  id.  417;  Higgins  v.  O'Donnell  68 
id.  100. 

Alteration.    State  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Coykendall,  58  Hun,  205;  Nat.  Ulster  Co.  Bk. 

V.  Madden,  114  N.  Y.  380;  Crawford  v. West  Side  Bk.,  49  Sapr.  68. 
Amount  op  collection.    Madison  Sq.  Bk.  v.  Pierce,  62  Hun.  498. 
Bona  fide  holder.     Carlson  v.  Winterson,  3  Mis.  Rep.  68. 
Burden  op  proof.     Hale  v.   Shannon,  57  Hun,  466;  Siefke  v.   Siefke,  3  Mis. 

Rep.  81. 
Certified  check.    Lynch  v.  First  Nat.  Bk.,  107  N.  Y.  179. 
Certification  of  check  by  mistake.    Brooklyn  Trust  Co.  v.  Toler,  65  Hun 

187. 
Checks.     Carroll  v.  Sweet,  128  N.  Y.  19;  Povall  v.  Dansville  C.  M.  Co.,  59  Hun, 

70;  Lynch  v.  First  Nat.  Bk.,  53  id.  430;  Cloyes  v.  Cloyes,  36  id.  145. 
Conditional  acceptance.    Fox  v.  N.  Y.  W.  T.  Co.,  13  Daly,  153. 
Conditional  delivery.    Ayres  v.  Doying,  43  Hun.  630. 
Consideration.     Eylers  v.  Coen,  60  Hun,  396;  Velie  v.  Titus,  id.  405;  Eagan  v. 

Eagan,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.) ;  Carnwright  v.    Gray,  57  Hun,   518;  Paul  v. 

Stevens,  id.  171 ;  Hale  v.  Shannon,  id.  466;  Traders'  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Parker, 

5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.) ;  Spalding  v.  Cargill,   53  Supr.  453;  Rome  S.  Bk.  v. 

Kramer,  33  Hun.  370;  Leslie  v.  Bassett,  139  N.  Y.  523;  Traders'  Nat.  Bk. 
V.  Parker,  130  id.  415;  Strong  v.  Sheffield,  66  Hun,  349. 
Delivery  under  agreement.     Coffin  v.  Pres.,  etc.,  G.  R.  H.  Co.,  136 N.  Y.  655. 
Demand  and  notice.     Alleman  v.  Bowen,  61  Hun,  30;  Cady  v.  Bradshaw,  116 
N.  Y.  188;  Nat.  Hudson  R.  Bk.,  57  Hun,  ^07;  Lake  S.  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Butler 
C.  Co.,  51  id.  63;  Parker  v.  Stroud,  31  id.  578;  People  v.  North  R.  Bk., 
63  id.  484. 
Discharging  drawer.    Phelps  v.  Borland,  103  N.  Y.  406. 
Discharging  indorser.     Spring  v.  George,  SO  Hun,  227;  Powers  v.  Silberstein, 

51  Supr.  321;  Nassau  Bk.  v.  Campbell,  63  Hun,  229. 
Diversion.     First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Haulenbeck,  65  Hun,  54. 
Effect  of  failure  to  sue.     Hurst  v.  Trow  P.  &  B.  Co.,  3  Mis.  Rep.  361. 
Equities.     Leslie  v.  Bassett,  129  N.  Y.  533. 
Exchange  of  notes.     Rice  v.  Grange,  131  N.  Y.  149. 
Pilling  blanks.     Weyerhauser  v.  Dun,  100  N.  Y.  150;  Nat.   Ulster  Co.  Bk.   v. 

Madden,  41  Hun,  113;  Crawford  v.  West  Side  Bk.,  100  N.  Y.  50. 
Forged.     U.  S.  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Nat.  Park  Bank,  59  Hun,  495;  Nat.  City  Bk.  v.  West- 

cott,  113  N.  Y.  468;  Amson  v.  Abrahamson,  16  Daly,  72. 
Form.     Carnwright  v.  Gray,  57  Hun,  518;  137  N.  Y.   92:  Hegeman  v.   Moon,  60 
Hun,  413;  Herdic  v.  Roessler,  109  N.  Y.   137;  Coonley  v.  Wood,  36  Hun, 
559;  Smiley  v.  Pry,  1  Cent.  510;  Ruiz  v.  Renauld,  id.  304;  Merchants'  Nat. 
Bk.  V.  C;iark,  64  id.  175. 
Fraudulent  issuance.    Met.  E.  By.  Co.  v,  Kneeland,  180  N.  Y.  134. 
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Holder  fob  value.    Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123  N.  T.  333;  Canajoharie  Nat. 

Bk.  V.  Diefendorf,  id.  191;  State  Nat.  Bk.  v.   Coykendall,  58  Hun    SOS- 
Franc  V.  Dickinson,  125  N.  Y.  710;  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.) ;  Wilson  v.  Met.  E.  Ky! 

Co.,  120  N.  Y.  145;  Vosburgh  v.  Diefendorf,  119  id.  357;  Chemical  Nat.  Bk. 

V.  Colwell,  16  Daly,  28;  Thompson  v.  St.  Nicholas  Nat.  Bk.,  47  Hun,  621; 

113  N.  Y.  325;  Richmond  v.  Diefendorf,  51  Hun,  537;  Franc  v.  Dickinson, 

53  id.  373;  Davis  S.  M.  Co.  v.  Best,  105  N.  Y.  59;  Spaulding  v.  Kelly,  43 

Hun,  301;  Nat.  Ex.  Bk.  v.  Venemg,n,  id.  241;  Fairbanks  v.  Sargent,  39  id. 

588;  Pool  V.  Watson,  50  Supr.  53;  McBlwee  M.  Co.  v.  Trowbridge,  62  Hun, 

471;  Joy  v.  Diefendorf,  130  N.  Y.  6. 
Indobsbmbnt.     Arnson  v.    Abrahamson,  16   Daly,  72;  Spencer  v.   Hodgman,  57 

Hun,  490;  Nat.  Park  Bk.  v.  German- A.,  etc.,  Co.,   53  Supr.   367;  Kelly  v. 

Burroughs,  102  N.  Y.  93;  Pittsburg  B.  S.  Co.   v.   Buckley,  51  Supr.   342; 

WyckofE  V.  De  GrafE,  98  N.  Y.  134. 
Indohsbment  by  corpokatton.  Hitchings  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  Co.,  68  Hun,  33. 
Irregular  indorsement.     Roe  v.  Hallett,  34  Hun,  128. 
Negotiable.      McClelland  v.  Norfolk  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  110  N.  Y.   469;    Fairbanks 

V.  Sargent,  39  Hun,  588;  Schmittler  v.  Simon,  101  N.  Y.  554. 
Non-negotiable.    Camwright  v.  Gray,  57  Hun,  518;  Leavens  v.  Thompson,  48 

id.  389;  Mortimer  v.  Chambers,  63  id.  335;  Strong  v.  Sheffield,  66  Hun,  349. 
Note  payable  to  order  op  maker.    Madison  Square  Bank  v.  Pierce,  137  N.  Y. 

444. 
Payment  by  indobser.     Madison  Square  Bk.  v.  Pierce,  137  N.  Y.  444. 
Parties.  People,  ex  rel.  Nat.  Ex.  Bk.  v.  Stupp,  49  Hun,  544;  Denick  v.  Hubbard, 

36  id.  188. 
Payable  on  demand.      Shutts  v.  Finger,  100  N.  Y.  539;    Parker  v.  Stroud,  98 

id.  379. 
Payment.     Dillenbeck  v.  Dygert,  97  N.  Y.  303;  Butler  v.  Duprat,  51  Supr.  77. 
Personal  liability  op  agent.     Allen  v.  Sisson,  66  Hun,  140. 
Possession.     First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Cox,  123  N.  Y.  252. 

Possession  necessary  for  recovery.     Read  v.  Marine  Bk. ,  136  N.  Y.  454. 
Presumption  of  ownership  from  possession.     Trost  v.  Hinman,  68  Hun,  94. 
Promise  to   accept.     Bank  of  Commerce  v.   Shaw,   etc.,   Co.,  54  Supr.   83; 

Weinhauer  v.  Morrison,  49  Hun,  498. 
Renewal.     Curry  v.  Van  Wagner,  32  Hun,  453. 
Rights  of  transferees.     Coykendall  v.  Constable,  99  N.  Y.  309. 
Transfer.     First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Wood,  128  N.  Y.  35;  Goshen  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Bingham, 

118  id.  349:  Meriden  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Gallaudet,  55  Supr.  233;  Davis  S.  M.  Co. 

v.  Best,  105  N.  Y.  59;  Pritchard  v.  Hirt,  39  Hun,  378. 
Usury  by  national  banks.     First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Haulenbeck,  65  Hun,  54. . 
Waiver  of  notice.     HoUiday  v.  Sprague,  19  W.  Dig.  150;  Martin  v.  Pergua, 

65  Hun,  225. 
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Causa  mortis.  Redden  v.  Thrall,  55  Hun,  185;  135  N.  Y.  572;  Devlin  v.  Green- 
wich Sav.  Bk.,  id.  756;  Walsh  v.  Bowery  Sav.  Bk.,  15  Daly,  403;  Curtiss  v. 
Barrus,  38  Hun,  165;  Jennings  v.  Jennings,  33  W.  Dig.  457;  Kirk  v.  Mc- 
Cusker,  3  Mis.  Rep.  377. 

Delivery.  Porter  v.  Gardner,  60  Hun,  571;  Hurlbut  v.  Hurlbut,  49  id.  189; 
Taber  v.  Willetts.  44  id.  346;  Stahleger  v.  Richards,  17  W.  Dig.  103. 

Executory  agreement.     Hamer  v.  Sidway,  57  Hun,  329. 
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Eetaining   interest.     Matter  of  Wirt,  5  Dem.  169;  Matter  of  Townsend,  id. 

147;  Rosenburg  v.  Rosenburg,  40  Hun,  91. 
Vesting.     Williams  v.  Guile,  117  N.  Y.  343;  Beaver  v.  Beaver,  id.  421;  Phipard 

V.  Phipard,  55  Hun,  433;  Haraer  v.  Sidway,  57  id.  339;  People  v.  State  Bk., 

36  id.  607;  DeCaumont  v.  Bogert,  id.  383;  Beaver  v.  Beaver,  63  id.  194. 
What  constitutes.     Matter  of  Crawford,  113  N.  Y.  560;  Mack  v.  Mechanics  & 

F.  Bk.,  50  Hun,  477;  In  re  Bohn,  136  N.  Y.  177. 

ASSIGNMENT. 
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Delivery.     Williams  v.  Guile,  46  Hun,  645. 

Effect.     Bump  v.  Gilchrist,  53  Hun,   6;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Parsons,  56  Supr. 
433;  Warburton  v.  Clapp,  55  id.   390;  Blanchard  v.  Evans,  id.  543;  Reed 
V.  Lozier,    48   Hun,    50;  Stillman  v.  Northup,  109   N.  Y.  473;  Birdsall  v. 
Davenport,    43  Hun,    553;  People,  ex  rel.  Bennett,  v.  Miller,  id.  463;   De 
Graaf  v.  Wyckoff,  13  Daly,  366;  Goodrich  v.  McDonald,  41  Hun,  335;  Ran- 
dall V.  Reynolds,  53  Supr.  145;  Cranston  v.  Wheeler,  37  Hun,  63;  Downing 
V.  Jones,  11  Daly,  345;  Albright  v.  Voorhies,  36  Hun,  437;  Manchester  v. 
Kendall,  51  Supr.  460;  Alford  v.  Cobb,  35  Hun,  651;  Emigrant  Ind.  S.  Bk. 
V.  Roche,  93  N.  Y.  374. 
Equitable.     Lauer  v.  Dunn,  53  Hun,  191;  115  N.  Y.  405;  Fairbanks  v.  Sargent, 
117  id.   330;  Conselyea  v.  Blanchard,  103  id.  333;  People  v.  Remington  & 
Sons,  45  Hun,  339;  Barse  v.  Morton,  43  id.  479;  First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Clark,  42 
id.  16;  Throop  G.  C.  Co.  v.  Smith,  3  How.  (N.  S.)  390;  Manchester  v.  Ken- 
dall, 51  Supr.  460;  Gibson  v.  Lenane,  94  N.  Y.  183;  Gurnee  v.  Hutton,  63 
Hun,  197;  Stevens  v.  Ogden,  130  N.  Y.  183;  Eugelhardt  v.  City  of  Brook- 
lyn, 3  Mis.  Rep.  30;  Beardsley  v.  Cook,  67  Hun,  101. 
Equities.     Hill  v.  Hoole,  116  N.  Y.  399;  Thompson  v.  Jones,  55  Hun,  368;  Briggs 
V.  Langford,  107  N.  Y.  680;  Harrison  v.  Burlingame,  48  Hun,  313;  Peck  v. 
Peck,  110  N.  Y.  64;  Littlefield  v.  Albany  Co.  Bk.,  97  id.  581;  Bennett  v. 
Bates,  94  id.  354. 
Essentials.     White  v.  Brooklyn,  133  N.  Y.  53;  Strever  v.  Earl,  60  Hun,  538, 
Notice  op  assignment.     Bevan  v.  Tradesmen's  Nat.  Bk.,  137  N.  Y.  450. 
Of  claim  against  railroad  for  loss  of  baggage.     Talcott  v.  Wabash  R.  R. 

Co.,  66  Hun,  456. 
Eights  op  assignee.     Yates  Co.  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Baldwin,  43  Hun,  136;  Fairbanks  v. 

Sargent,  104  N.  Y.  108. 
What  is  assignable.  Bowery  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Wilson,  133  N.  Y.  478;  Whittemore 
V.  Judd  L.  &  S.  O.  Co.,  134  id.  565;  Chester  v.  Jumel,  135  id.  237;  Taft  v. 
Marsily,  130  id.  474;  Tuttle  v.  La  Dow,  54  Hun,  149;  Brooklyn  C.  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  B.  C.  R.  Co.,  51  id.  600;  Comley  v.  Dazian,  114  N.  Y.  161;  Bamberger  v. 
Kahn,  43  Hun,  411;  Commercial  Bk.  v.  Heilbronner,  53  Supr.  388;  Moore 
V.  McKinstry,  37  Hun,  194;  Ludwig  v.  Glaessel,  34  id.  313;  SoothofEv^L. 
I.  R.  Co.,  33  id.  437. 
Who  may  take.    Church  v.  Fanning,  44  Hun,  302. 
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VOLUME  n. 

SALE. 
Page  1. 

Conditional.     Brewer  v.  Ford,  59  Hun,  17;  54  id.  116;  Rodney  H.  M.   Co.  v. 

Stewart,  57  id.  545;  O'Rourke  v.  Hadcock,  114  N.  Y.  541;  Frank  v.  Batten, 

49  Hun,  91 ;  Campbell  P.  P.  Co.  v.  Walker,  43  id.  449;  Moyer  v.  Mclntyre, 

id.  58;  Bohde  v.  Farley,  49  Supr.  43. 
Contract.     Crosby  v.  D..  &  H.  C.  Co.,   119  N.  Y.  334;  Howe  v.   Morehouse,  5 

Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  373;' Van  Gorden  v.  Sackett,  3  id.  583;  Jones  v.  Keynolds, 

130  N.  Y.  313;  O'Douohue  v.  Leggett,  5  id.  601;  Lang  v.  Severence,  id. 
334;  Anderson  v.  Read,  106  N.  Y.  333;  Larrowe  v.  Lewis,  44  Hun,  326; 
Howell  V.  Maas,  13  Daly,  331;  Brady  v.  Cassidy,  104  N.  Y.  147:  Schenec- 
tady S.  Co.  v.  Holbrook,  101  id.  45;  Uhlman  v.  Day,  38  Hun,  398;  Lister 
V.  Windmuller,  53  Supr.  407;  Bechit  v.  Smithers,  50  id.  381;  Brown  v. 
Thurher,  10  Daly,  188 ;  Whitehead  v.  Vanderbilt,  id.  214;  Carter  v.  Wal- 
lace,  33  Hun,  884;  Akron  v.  De  Castro,  4  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  95;  Decker  v. 
Gutta  P.  Co.,  61  Hun,  516. 

Damages.     Almy  v.  Simonson,  -53  Hun,  535. 

Delfveby.     Hall  v.  Stevens,  116  N.  Y.  801;  Ledon  v.  Havemeyer,  47  Hun,  616; 

131  N.  Y.  179;  Arthur  v.  Wright,  57  Hun,  23;  Clark  v.  Fey,  131  N.  Y.  470; 
Puller  V.  Clafliu,  51  Hun,  609;  Gray  v.  Walton,  107  N.  Y.  254;  Pope  v.  T, 
H.  C.  &  M.  Co.,  id.  61;  Tobias  v.  Lissberger,  105  id.  404;  Gutwillig  v. 
Zuberbier,  41  Hun,  361;  Heller  v.  Allentown  M.  Co.,  39  id.  547;  Koon  v. 
BrinkerhofE,  id.  130;  Cunningham  v.  Judson,  100  N.  Y.  179;  Nicholas  v. 
Venable,  2  Mis.  Rep.  109. 

Exchange.     Myers  v  King,  48  Hun,  106. 

ExECDTOKT.     Blossom  V.  Shotter,  59  Hun,  481;  Mason  v.  Smith,  130  N.  Y.  474. 
Acceptance.     Empire  S.  P.  Co.  v.  luman,  59  Hun,  380;  Meagley  v.  Hoyt,  125 

N.  Y.  771;  Studer  v.   Bleisteiu,   115  id.   816;  Pierson  v.   Crooks,  id.   539; 

Jones  V.  Reynolds,  130  id.  313;  Lascelles  v.  Miller,  4  Sil.  (Sup.   Ct.)  404; 

Shaw  V.  Lighthouse,  id.  134;  Cooke  v.   N.  M.  Co.,  57  Hun,  107;  Doerr  v. 

Woolsey,   15  Daly,  884;  Adams  &  Co.  v.  Mayer,  56  Supr.  573;  Studer  v. 

Bleistein,   115  N.   Y.  816;  Brown  v.   Norton,   50    Hun,   848;  Gardiner   v. 

Schwab,  8  Sil.  (a.  App.)  97;  Brown  v.  Foster,  108  N.  Y.  887;  Coplay  I.  Co. 

\.  Pope,  id.  333;  Knowlton  v.  Banigan,  51  Supr.  531;  Brock  v.  Knower,  37 

Hun,  609;  Puffer  v.  Reeve,  35  id.  480;  Gibbons  v.  Luke,  37  id.  576;  Gen- 

tilli  V.   Starace,   133  N.  Y.   140;    Shrimpton  &  Sons  v.  Dworsky,  2  Mis. 

Rep.  133. 
FRATm.     Wheeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Keeler,  65  Hun,  508. 
Implied  sale.     Starr  Cash  Car  Co.  v.  Beinhart,  3  Mis.  Rep.  116. 
Implied  warranty.     Healy  v.  Brandon,  66  Hun,  515. 
Interstate  commerce.     Waterbury  v.  Egan,  3  Mis.  Rep.  355. 
Performance.     Stewart  v.  Marvel,  101  N.  Y.  857;  Bach  v.  Levy,  id.  511;  Win- 

terbotham  v.  Paine.  53  Supr.  186;  Mee  v.  McNider,  89  Hun,  845;  Pope  v. 

Porter,  102  N.  Y.  866. 
Possession  by  trick.     Devlin  v.  Kosel,  3  Mis.  Rep.  40. 
Representation.     Pierson  v.  Crooks,  115  N.  Y.  539. 
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Eescission.  Bridge  v.  Penniman,  51  Supr.  183;  Pardee  v.  Kanady,  100  N.  Y. 
121;  Anderson  v.  Reed,  51  Supr.  326;  Johnson  v.  Frew,  83  Hun,  193;  Reed 
V.  Hayt,  51  Supr.  121. 
Sample.  Mason  v.  Smith,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  346;  Bolles  v.  Valentine  &  Co.,  15 
Daly,  41;  Kent  v.  Friedman,  101  N.  i .  616;  Zabriskie  v.  Central  V.  R.  R. 
Co.,  131  id.  72. 
Statute  of  frauds.  Coe  v.  Tough,  116  N.  Y.  273;  Johnson  v.  Trask,  40  Hun, 
415;  116  N.  Y.  136;  Warren  C.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Holbrook,  118  id.  586;  Vietor 
V.  Stroock,  15  Daly,  329;  Brown  v.  Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co.,  51  Hun,  386; 
Dorsey  v.  Pike,  50  id.  534;  Mentz  v.  Newwitter,  14  Daly,  534 ;  Donnell  v. 
Hearn,  12  Daly,  230;  Weidmann  v.  Champion,  id.  532;  Jackson  v.  Tapper, 
101  N.  Y.  515;  Simmons  v.  More,  100  id.  140;  Matter  of  Hoover,  33  Hun, 
553;  Rankins  v.  Qrupe,  36  id.  481;  Hatch  v.  Collins,  34  id.  314;  Hill  v. 
Blake,  97  N.  Y.  216;  Johnson  v.  Brooks,  93  id.  337;  Pitzpatrick  v.  Wood- 
rufE,  96  id.  561;  Porter  v.  Wormser,  94  id.  431;  Doty  v.  Smith,  63  Hun, 
598;  Dougherty  v.  Stone,  66  id.  498. 
Stoppage  in  transit.     Tuthill  v.  Skidmore,  124  N.  T.  148;  Ainis  v.  Ay  res,  63 

Hun,  379. 
Tender.     Van  Sickle  v.  Nester,  34  Hun,  64;  Cauda  v.  Wick,  100  N.  Y.  127. 
Trial.     Golden  Gt.  C.  Co.  v.  Caplice,  55  Supr.  439. 
Unconditional  acceptance.     Carr  v.  Sullivan,  68  Hun,  346. 
Vendee's  remedies.     Studer  v.  Bleistein,  115  N.  Y.  316;  Riss  v.  Messmore,  58 
Supr.  23;  Taylor  v.  Saxe,  57  Hun,  411;  Winchell  v.  Scott,  114  N.  Y.  640; 
Empire  S.  T.  F.  Co.  v.  Grant,  id.  40 ;  Copley  I.  Co.  v.  Pope,  13  Daly,  144; 
Norton  v.  Dreyfuss,  106  N.  Y.  90;  Pierson  v.  Crooks,  42  Hun,  571;  Strahl- 
heim  v.  Wallach,  13  Daly,  313;  Cauda  v.  Wick,  100  N.  Y.  137 ;  Brigg  v. 
Hilton,  99  id.   517;  Baunerman  v.   Quackenbush,  11  Daly,  529;  Baird  v. 
Mayor,  etc.,  96  N.   Y.   567;    Bechit  v.   Smithers,  50  Supr.  381;  Woolner 
V.  Hill,  93  N.  Y.  576;  Bach  v.  Levy,  50  Supr.  519. 
Vendor's  remedies.     Sawyer  v.  Dean,  114  N.  Y.  469 ;  Hong  K.  &  S.  B.  Corp.  v. 
Cooper,  id.  388;  Griswold  v.  Burroughs,  60  Hun,  588;  Fuller  v.  Negus,  5 
Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  438;  Grossman  v.  Universal  R.  Co.,  57  Supr.  459;  Case  v. 
Simonds,  4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  180;  WindmuUer  v.  Pope,  107  N.  Y.  674;  Sar- 
gent V.  Eureka  S. 'A.  Co.,  46  Hun,  19;  Seixas  v.  Ockershausen,  43  id.  559; 
Equitable  C.  0.  F.  Co.  v.  Hersee,  103  N.  Y.  25;  Bacli  v.  Levy,  101  id.  511; 
Cahill  V.  Smith,  id.  355;  Kent  v.  Friedman,  id.  616;  Lewin  v.  Johnson,  33 
Hun,  408;  Phillips  v.  Wortendyke,  31  id.  193;  Avila  v.  Man.  C.  Co.,  33  id. 
1 ;  Austin  v.  Hartwig,  49  Supr.  356. 
Waiver  of  condition.     Whoeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Keeler,  65  Hun,  508. 
Waiver  of  credit.     Nichols  v.  Scran  ton  S.  Co.,  137  N.  Y.  471. 
Warranty  as  to  identity.     Bach  v.  Levy,  50  Supr.  519. 
Warranty  of  title.     Bechit  v.  Smithers,  50  Supr.  381. 

Warranty  as  to  quality.  Fairbank  C.  Co.  v.  Metzger,  43  Hun,  71;  118  N.  Y. 
360;  Hall  v.  Collyer,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  520;  Moore  v.  King,  57  Hun,  234; 
Wood  M.  &  R.  Co.  V.  Thayer,  50  id.  516;  Maurer  v.  Bliss,  14  Daly,  150; 
Lister  v.  WindmuUer,  53  Supr.  407;  Rich  v.  Smith,  34  Hun,  136;  Briggs 
V.  Hilton,  99  N.  Y.  517;  Kent  v.  Friedman,  17  W.  Dig.  484;  Sprague  v. 
Butterworth,  id.  304;  Sprout  v.  Newton,  48  Hun,  209. 
What  passes  title.     Spinney  v.  Thurber,  33  Hun,  448:  Brown  v.  Bowe,  35  id. 

488;  Carter  v.  Wallace,  id.  189. 
"When  title  passes.     Sanger  v.  Waterbury,  116  N.  Y.  371;  Tinsley  v.  Weidin- 
ger,  15  Daly,  534;  Empire  S.  T.  F.  Co.  v.  Grant,  114  N.   Y.  40;  Campbell 
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P.  P.  &  M.  Co.  V.  Walker,  id.  7;  Mee  v.  McNider,  109  id.  500;  Kennedy  v. 
Porter,  id.  536;  Cornell  v.  Clark,  104  id.  451;  Price  v.  Heath,  41  Hun,  585; 
Uhlman  v.  Day,  38  id.  398;  Prentiss  T.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Schirmer,  136  N.  Y.  305. 

INTEREST. 

Page  137. 

Advancement.    Piatt  v.  Piatt,  43  Han,  593. 

After  payment  of  pkincipal.     McCreery  v.  Day,  119  N.  Y.  1. 

Agreement  to  pay  interest  on  deposit.  McLoghlin  v.  Nat.  Mohawk  Bk.,  65 
Hun,  343. 

Award.  Devliu  v.  -..Hyor,  etc.,  60  Hun,  68;  131  N.  Y.  133;  Donnelly  v.  Brook- 
lyn, 131  id.  9;  Eno.  v.  Met.  E.  E.  Co.,  56  Supr.  95. 

CoMPorrND.    Peyser  v.  Myers,  56  Hun,  175;  Matter  of  Kernochan,  104  N.  Y.  618. 

Computation.     Peyser  v.  Myers,  135  N.  Y.  599. 

Demand.     Lawrence  v.  Church,  138  N.  Y.  334;  Bobbins  v.  Carll,  93  id.  656. 

Demand  note.     Sandford  v.  Crocheron,  8  Civ.  Pro.  146. 

Executor's  bond.     Hood  v.  Hayward,  134  N.  Y.  1. 

Fraud.     Mayor,  etc. ,  v.  Sands,  39  Hun,  519. 

Interest  clause  in  real  estate  contract.     HofEeld  v.  Zeuzius,  68  Hun,  313. 

Legacies.     Matter  of  McGowan,  134  N.  Y.  536;  Lyon  v.  Ind.  S.  Assn.,  137  id.  403. 

Negligence.     Wilson  v.  City  of  Troy,  135  N.  Y.  96. 

On  coupons.     Williamsburgh  Savings  Bk.  v.  Town  of  Solon,  136  N.  Y.  465. 

Eatb.  Wilcox  V.  Van  Voorhis,  58  Hun,  575;  Loos  v.  Wilkinson,  113  N.  Y.  485; 
Wells,  F.  &  Co.  V.  Davis,  105  id.  670;  Genet  v.  Kissam,  53  Supr.  43;  San- 
ders V.  Lake  S.  &  M.  S.  Ey.  Co.,  94  N.  Y.  641;  O'Brien  v.  Young,  95  id. 
438;  Bennett  v.  Bates,  94  id.  354. 

State  tax.     People  v.  Myers,  66  Hun,  1C7. 

Tort.     Duryee  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  96  N.  Y.  477. 

Trust.    Mabie  v.  Bailey,  95  N.  Y.  306. 

Trustee.  Price  v.  Holmau,  135  N.  Y.  134. 

Unliquidated  claim.  Sayre  v.  State,  133  N.  Y.  391;  Chester  v.  Jumel,  125  id. 
337;  Carricarti  v.  Blanco,  131  id.  330;  Ledyard  v.  Bull,  119  id.  63;  Mc- 
Master  v.  State,  108  id.  543;  De  Witt  v.  De  Witt,  46  Hun,  358. 

When  eeoovekablb.  Oliver  v.  Moore,  53  Hun,  473;  Eldred  v.  Eames,  48  id. 
253;  Hood  v.  Hayward,  id.  330;  Matter  of  N.  Y.  E.  E.  E.  Co.,  44  id,  117; 
Hand  v.  Church,  39  id.  303. 

USURY. 

Page  156. 

Accommodation  paper.     Claflin  v.  Boorum,  133  N.  Y.  385. 

After  inception.     Cohu  v.  Husson,  13  Daly,  334. 

Agent.     Baldwin  v.  Doying,  114  N.  Y.  452;    StilJman  v.  Northrup,  109  id.  473; 

O'Brien  v.  Ferguson,  37  Hun,  368;  Bliven  v.  Lydecker,  130  N.  Y.  103. 
Ag:;ebment  to  buy  back  stock  sold.     Phillips  v.  Mason,  66  Hun,  580. 
Alternative  agreement.     Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dunham,  33  Hun,  415. 
Antedating.    Frank  v.  Davis,  33  Abb.  N.  C.  419. 
Burden  of  proof.     Baldwin  v.  Doying,  114  N.  Y.  452. 
Cancellation  of  note.     Dickson  v.  Valentine,  57  Supr.  128. 
Chap.  337,  of  1883.     Stokes  v.  Frost,  55  Supr.  76. 
Commission  as  exchange.     Perkins  v.  Smith,  41  Hun,  47. 
Contract  outside  of  state.    Staples  v.  Nott,  138  N.  Y.  403. 
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Corporations.    Lyceum  v.  Ellis,  57  Supr.  533. 

Counter-claiming.  Pixley  v.  Ingram,  53  Hun,  93. 

Defense,  to  whom  available.    Lewis  v.  Barton,  106  1^.  Y.  70;  Union  D.  S. 

Inst.  V.  Wilmot,  94  id.  221. 
Effect  on  prior  and  subsequent  contracts.      Matter  of  Consalus,  95  N.  Y. 

340;  Allison  v.  Schmitz,  31  Hun,  106. 
Estoppel.     Breunlch   v.  Weselmau,   100  N.  Y.  609;    O'Brien  v.   Ferguson,   37 

Hun,  368;  Union  D.  S.  Inst.  v.  Wilmot,  94  N.  Y.  221. 
Inception.    Miller  v.  Zeimer,  111  N.  Y.  441;  Joy  v.  Diefendorf,  130  id.  6. 
Knowledge.     Bliven   v.  Lydecker,  55   Hun,  171;    130  N.  Y.    102;  Baldwin  v. 

Doying,  114  id.  452;  Stillman  v.  Northrup,  109  id.  473;  O'Brien  v.  Fergu- 
son, 37  Hun,  368. 
Loan  to  firm.    Johnston  v.  Ferris,  14  Daly,  303. 
Pleading.     Moore  v.  Leonard,  52  Supr.  8. 
Previous  aqbkement  to  purchase  security.    O'Brien  v.  Ferguson,  37  Hun, 

368;  Dunham  v.  Cudlipp,  94  N.  Y.    129;    Union  D.    S.    Inst.  v.   Wilmot, 

id.  231. 
Private  bankers.     Perkins  v.  Smith,  41  Hun,  47;  116  N.  Y.  441. 
Profits.    Clift  v.  Borrow,  108  N.  Y.  187. 
Proof.     Morrison  v.  Verdinal,  53  Hun,  63. 

Property  in  addition  to  interest.    Vilas  v.  McBride,  63  Hun,  334. 
Purchase.     Hall  v.  Baker,  33  W.  Dig.  133. 
Recovery  back.    Peyser  v.  Myers,  56  Hun,  175. 


INSURANCE. 
Page  190. 

Acceptance  of  risk.    More  v.  N.  Y.  B.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  537. 

Additional  insurance.     Eddy  v.  London  A.  Corp.,  65  Hun,  307. 

Agents.     Cross  v.  National  F.  Ins.  Co.,  133  N.  Y.  133;  Berry  v.  American  C.  Ins. 

Co.,  id.  49;  Mowry  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.,  64  Hun,    137;  Messelback  v. 

Norman,  133  N.  Y.  587;  Wilbur  v.  Williamsburgh  C.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  id.  439; 

Allen  V.  German-A.  Ins.  Co.,  133  id.  6;  Arffi  v.  Star  F.  Ins.  Co.,  135  id.  57; 

Sanders  v.  Cooper,  115  id.  279. 
Agreement  for.     More  v.  N.  Y.  B.  F.   Ins.   Co.,   55  Hun,  540;    Ruggles  v. 

American  C.  Ins.  Co.,  114  N.  Y.  415. 
Arbitration.     Eosenwald  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  50  Hun,  173. 
Assignment.     Lett  v.  Guardian  F.  Ins.  Co.,  125  N.  Y.  82;  Mahr  v.  Norwich  F. 

Ins.  Co.,  53  Hun,  388. 
Binding  slip.     Earelsen  v.  Sun  F.  Office,  132  N,  Y.  545;  Lipman  v.  Niagara  F. 

Ins.  Co.,  121  id.  454;  Lipman  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.,  48  Hun,  503. 
Cancellation.     Von  Wien  v.  Scottish  U.  &  N.  I.  Co.,  118  N.  Y.  94;  Crown  P. 

L  Co.  V.  iEtnalns.  Co.,  53  Hun,  320;  3Sil.  (Sup.Ct.)15;  Stone  v.  Franklin 

F.  Ins.  Co.,  105  N.  Y.  543;  Hermann  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.,  100  id.  411; 

Knowles  v.  American  Ins.  Co.,  66  Hun,  220. 
Certificate  of  loss.    Jones  v.   Howard  Ins.  Oo.,  117  N.  Y.  103;  Brown  v. 

Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.,  52  Hun,  260. 
Certificate  of  magistrate.     Paltrovitch  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  68  Hun,  304. 
Change  of  interest,  etc.    Walradt  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  375. 
Concealment.     Woodward  v.  Republic  F.  Ins.  Co.,  33  Hun,  365. 
Conditions. 

Builders.     Smith  v.  Oernian-A.  Ins.  Co.,  5  Sil.  (Sup   Ct.)  164. 
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Conditioas. 

CLauge  of  title.     Walton  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.,  116  N".  T.    317;  Roby  v. 

American  C.  Ins.  Co.,  120  id.  510;  Barry  v.   Hamburg-B.   F.  Ins.  Co.,   53 

Supr.  249;  110  N.  Y.  1;  Dresser  v.  United  F.  Ins.  Co.,  45  Hun,  298. 
Foreclosure.     Quiulan  v.  Providence-W.  Ins.  Co.,  133  N.  Y.  356;  Eddy  v. 

London  A.  Corp.,  65  Hun,  307. 
Fraud.     Dresser  v.  United  F.  Ins.  Co.,  45  Hun,  298. 
Incumbrance.     Mowry  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.,  64  Hun,  137. 
Kerosene.     Jones  v.  Howard  Ins.  Co.,  117  N.  Y.  103. 
Levy.  Caraber  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co.,  63  Hun,  82;  Walradt  v.   Phoenis  Ins.   Co., 

64  id.  129. 
Loss.     Griffey  v.  N.  Y.  Central  Ins.  Co.,  100  N.  Y.  417;  Brown  v.   London 

Ass.  Corp.,  40  Hun,  101;  Clover  v.   Greenwich  Ins.   Co.,   101   N.   Y.   277; 

Weed  V.  Hamburg-B.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  133  id.  394. 
Mortgage.     McNierney  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.,  48  Hun,  239. 
Notice  of  loss.     Carpenter  v.  Ger.-Am.  Ins.  Co.,  135  N.  Y.  298. 
Other  insurance.     Allen  v.   German- A.  Ins.   Co.,  123  N.   Y.  6;    Sanders  v. 

Cooper,  115  id.  279;  Caraher  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co.,  63  Hun,  83;  Baumgartel  v. 

P.  W.  Ins.  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  547. 
Ownership.     Messelback  v.  I^orman,  46  Hun,  414;  Dowdv.  American  F.  Ins. 

Co.,  41  id.  139;  Berry  v.  American  C.  Ins.   Co.,   132  N.  Y.  49;  Caraber  v. 

Royal  Ins.  Co.,  63  Hun,  83;  Weed  v.  Hamburg-B.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  133  N.  Y. 

394;  Walradt  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  64  Hun,  139. 
Repairs.     Mack  v.  Rochester  G.  Ins.  Co.,  35  Hun,  75;  106  N.  Y.  560;  National 

F.  0.  Co.  V.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.,  34  Hun,  556. 
Sole  owners.     Carpenter  v.  Ger.-Am.  Ins.  Co.,  135  N.  Y.  298. 
Termination.     Lipman  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.,  48  Hun,  503;  121  N.  Y.  454; 

Griffey  v.  N.  Y.  C.  Ins.  Co.,  100  id.  417. 
Unoccupied.     Halpin  v.  .Sltna  F.  Ins.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  70;  Same  v.  Ins.  Co.  of 

North  America,  id.  73;  Same  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,   118  N.  Y.   165;  Vander- 

hoef  V.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.,  46  Hun,  338;  Bennett  v.  Agriculturallns.  Co., 

106  N.  Y.  243;  Johnson  v.  N.  T.  B.  F.   Ins.   Co.,   39  Hud,  410;  Barry  v. 

Prescott  Ins.  Co.,  35  id.  601;  Caraher  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co.,  63  Hun,  82;  O'Brien 

V.  Prescott  Ins.  Co.,  134  N.  Y.  28. 
Waiver  of  condition.     Forward  v.  Continental  Ins.  Co.,  66  Hun,  546. 
Watchman.  Flyer  v.  Germau-A.  Ins.  Co.,  131  N.  Y.  689;  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  46. 
CONTRlBtTTiON.     Crow  V.  Greenwich  Ins.  Co.,  66  Hun,  54. 
Description  of  pkopbrtt.      Baldwin  v.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.,  60  Hun,  389;  Sanders 

V.  Cooper,  115  N.  Y.  379. 
Extent  of  liability.     Clover  v.  Greenwich  Ins.  Co.,  101  N.  Y.  277. 
Insurable  interest.     Riggs  v.  Com.  M.  I.  Co.,  125  N.  Y.  7;  Berry  v.  American 

C.  I.  Co.,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  243;  Nat.  F.  0.  Co.  v.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.,  34  Hun, 

556 ;  106  N.  Y.  535;  Carey  v.  London  P.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  33  Hun,  315;  Berry  v. 

American  C.  Ins.  Co.,  138  N.  Y.  49;  Cross  v.  National  F.  Ins.  Co.,  id.  133. 
Insuring  own  property.     Pratt  v.  Dwelling-bouse    M.  Ins.  Co.,  53  Hun,  101; 

Pratt  V.  Dwelling-bouse  M.  Ins.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  206. 
Knowledge  of  agent.     Knowles  v.  American  Ins.  Co.,  66  Hun,  320;   Forward 

V.  Continental  Ins.  Co.,  id.  546. 
Mortgaqbe's  benefit.     Weed  v.  Loudon  &  L.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  106;  Arm- 
strong V.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.,  56  Hun,  399;  Lett  v.  Guardian  F.  Ins.  Co., 

53  id.  570;   Thomas  v.  Montauk  F.  Ins.  Co.,  43  id.  218;  Cole   v.  Germanla 

P.  Ins.  Co.,  99  N.  Y.  36. 
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Notice  of  loss.     Carpenter  v.  German-A.  Ins.  Co. ,  52  Hun,  249. 

Policy.  Allen  v.  German-A.  Ins.  Co.,  123  N.  Y.  6;  Kratzenstein  v.  Western  A. 
Co.,  116  id.  54;  Weed  v.  London  &  L.  F.  I.  Co.,  id.  106. 

Proofs  of  loss.     Karelsen  v.  Sun  F.  Office,  122  N.  Y.  545. 

PoWBKS  of  appkaisers.     Eddy  V.  London  A.  Corp.,  65  Hun,  307. 

Renewals.     O'Reilly  v.  Corporations,  etc.,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  216. 

B^.PRESENTATiONS.  Smith  V.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.,  118  N.  Y.  518;  Dresser  v. 
United  F.  Ins.  Co.,  45  Hun,  298;  Schuster  v.  Dutchess  Co.  Ins.  Co.,  103 
N.  Y.  260;  Jackson  v.  St.  Paul's  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  33  Hun,  60. 

Severable.     Pratt  v.  Dwelling-house  M.  Ins.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  206. 

Severable  risks  in  single  policy.  Knowles  v.  American  Ins.  Co.,  66  Hue, 
220. 

Standard  insurance  policy.     Eddy  v.  London  A.  Corp.,  65  Hun,  307. 

Subrogation.  Eddy  v.  London  A.  Corp.,  65  Hun,  307. 

Termination.     Crown  P.  I.  Co.  v.  ^tna  Ins.  Co.,  127  N.  Y.  608. 

Waiver.  Baldwin  v.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.,  60  Hun,  389;  Weed  v.  London  &  L.  F. 
Ins.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  106;  Roby  v.  American  C.  Ins.  Co.,  120  id.  510;  Pratt 
V.  Dwelling-house  M.  Ins.  Co.,  53  Hun,  101;  Pratt  v.  Dwelling-house  M. 
Ins.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  206;  Bishop  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.,  id.  488;  Arm- 
strong V.  Same,  id.  560. 

Warranty.  Cassa  Marittima  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  59  Hun,  361;  Smith  v.  Home 
Ins.  Co.,  47  id.  30. 

FIXTURES. 
Page  226. 

Chattel  mortgage.     Henry  v.  Von  Bradenstein,  12  Daly,  480 
Landlord  and  tenant.     Andrews  v.  Day  Button  Co.,  132  N.  Y.  848. 
Machinery.  McPadden  v.  Van  Buren,  50  Hun,  861;  Watts  C.  Co.  v.  Yuengling, 

51  id.  302;  Hart  v.  Sheldon,  34  id.  38. 
Mortgagor  and  mortgagee.    Davidson  v.  Westchester  G.  Co.,  99  N.  Y.  558; 

Miller  v.  Hart,  82  Hun.  639;  Rowland  v.  West,  62  id.  583. 
Personalty.     Tyson  v.  Port,  108  N.  Y.  217. 
Slate  mantels.     Cottrell  v.  Griffin,  18  W.  Dig.  270. 
Test.     Bigler  v.  Nat.  Bk.,  20  W.  Dig.  77;  Manufacturers'  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Rober,  19 

id.  476;  Rooney  v.  Stearns,  17  id.  322. 
Vendor  and  vendee.     Leonard  v.  Clough,  133  N.  T.  292. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

Page  239. 

Correspondence.    Brown  v.  Norton,  50  Hun,  2i8. 

Debt  op  another.  First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Chalmers,  8  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  1;  Tolhurst 
V.  Powers,  61  Hun,  105;  Dunckel  v.  Dunckel,  56  id.  25;  Higgins  v.  Hal- 
lock,  60  id.  125;  Bayles  v.  Wallace,  56  id.  428;  Wales  v.  Stout,  2  Sil.  (Ct. 
AppS  327;  O'Neill  v.  Howe,  16  Daly,  181;  Barney  v.  Forbes,  118  N.  Y. 
580;  Goodman  v.  Cohen,  16  Daly,  47;  132  N.  Y.  205;  Tighe  v.  Morrison,  116 
id.  263;  Flagler  v.  Lipman,  2  Mis.  Eep.  417. 

Judicial  sales.    Andrews  v.  O'Mahoney,  112  N.  Y.  557. 

Lease.     Wilder  v.  Siace,  61  Hun,  333. 

Memorandum.  c:hittenden  v.  Morris,  52  Hun,  601;  Routledge  v.  Worthington. 
119  N.  Y.  592;  Mentz  v.  Newwitter,  123  N.  Y.  491;  Van  Epps  v.  Clock,  3 
Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  500. 
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Part  perfokmancb.  Herrick  v.  Starkweather,  54  Hun,  532;  Jones  v.  Reynolds, 
130  N.  T.  313;  Springer  v.  Bien,  16  Daly,  275. 

Pleading.     Hamer  v.  Sid  way,  134  N.  T.  538;  Wells  v.  Monihan,  129  id.  161. 

Realty.  Thomson  v.  Poor,  57  Hun,  285;  Smith  v.  Smith,  51  id.  164;  Smith  v. 
Smith,  125  N.  T.  234;  Gould  v.  Gould,  51  Hun,  9. 

Sale.  Brown  v.  Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co.,  51  Hun,  386;  Johnson  v.  Trask,  116  N.  Y 
136;  Dorsey  v.  Pike,  50  Hun,  534;  Vietor  v.  Stroock,  15  Daly,  329;  Brown 
V.  F.  L.  &  T.  Co.,  117  N.  T.  306;  Van  Gordon  v.  Sackett,  3  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.) 
583;  Coe  v.  Tough,  116  N.  T.  373;  Howe  v.  Morehouse,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.) 
272;  Doty  v.  Smith,  62  Hun,  598. 

Waiver.    Hamer  v.  Sidway,  124  N.  Y.  538. 

Within  one  tear.  Blake  v.  Voight,  16  Daly,  398;  134  N.  Y.  69;  Unglish  v. 
Marvin,  55  Hun,  45;  128  N.  Y.  3S0;  Wahl  v.  Barnum,  116  id.  87;  Billiug- 
ton  v.  CahiU,  51  Hun,  132;  Gordon  v.  Niemann,  118  N.  Y.  152;  Cox  v.  Al- 
bany B.  Co.,  2  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  509;  Warren  C.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Holbrook,  118 
N.  Y.  586;  Haines  v.  Thompson,  3  Mis.  Rep.  385. 

Written  contract.     Thomson  v.  Poor,  57  Hun,  385. 
See  Contracts  and  Sales. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

Page  298. 

Action  by  husband  against  wife  tor  conversion.    Mason  v.  Mason,  66 

Hun,  386. 
Agency   of  husband.     Parker  v.  Collins,  127  N.  Y.  185;  Hutchinson  v.  Brook,. 

15  Daly,  486;  Farmillo  v.  Stiles,  52  Hun,  450;  Coddington  v.  Bowen,  3  Sil. 

(Sup.  Ct.)  417;    Sanford  V.  Pollock,  105  N.  Y.  450;    Wronkow  v.  Oakley, 

133  id.  505. 
Dealings  between.     Third  Nat.   Bk.  v.  Quenther,   133  N.  Y.   568;  Smith  v. 

Smith,   135  id.  324;  Nostraud  v.  Ditmas,  137  id.  355;  Dean  v.  Met.  E.  K. 

Co.,  119  id.  540;  Hendricks  v.  Isaacs,  46  Hun,  239;  117  N.  Y.  411;  Ellis  v. 

Myers,  4  Sil.  (Sup.   a.)   323;    Tallinger   v.    Mandeville,    118  N.  Y.  427; 

Woodman  v.  Penfield,   2   Sil.    (Sup.   Ct.)    246;    Kaufman  v.  SchoefEel,  46 

Hun,   571;   Bolen  v.  Bolen,  44  id.  363;  Blaechinska  v.  Howard  M.  &  H., 

130  N.  Y.  497;  Fruhauf  v.  Bendheim,  137  id.  587.     See  chap.  537  of  1887. 
Enticing  away  husband.     Bennett  v.  Bennett,    116  N.  Y.   584;    Jaynes  v. 

Jaynes,  39  Hun,  40;  Schnell  v.  Blohm,  40  id.  378. 
Gift.     Fruhauf  v.  Bendheim,  137  N.  Y.  587. 

Joint  business.    Hook  v.  Kenyon,  55  Hun,  598;  Suau  v.  CafEe,  133  N.  Y.  308. 
Joint  deposit.     Piatt  v.  Grubb,  41  Hun,  447. 
Joint  mortgage.    In  re  Albrecht,  136  N.  Y.  91. 
Liability  of  husband.     Anderson  v.  Cullen,  16  Daly,  15;  Le  Boutillier  v.  Fiske, 

47  Hun,  333. 
Liability  for  necessaries.     Bloomingdale  v.  BrinckerhofE,  3  Mis.  Rep.  49. 
Liability  of  husband  for  wipe's  torts.     Mangam  v.  Peck,  111  N.  Y.  401; 

Fitzgerald  v.  Quann,  109  id.  441.     See  sec.  3,  chap.  51,  of  1890. 
Liability  of  married  woman  for  services.      Cutter  v.   Morris,   116  N.  Y. 

310;  Winkler  v.  Schlager,  64  Hun,  83. 
Liability  op  married  woman  por  supplies.      Von  Mallen  v.  Fuhrmann,  56 

Hun,  403;  Parshall  v.  Smith,  3  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  476;  Edwards  v.  Woods,  131 

N.  Y.  350. 
Liability  op  married  woman  for  torts.     Quilty  v.  Battle,  61  Hun,  164. 
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Liability  of  mabkied  woman  on  contract.    Suau  v.  Cafie,  122  N.  Y.  308; 

Bowery  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Sniffln,  54  Hun,  394;  Queens  Co.  Bk.  v.  Leavitt,  56  id. 

426;  Noel  v.  Kinney,  106  N.  Y.  74;  Liuderman  v.  Farquliarson,  101  id.  434; 

Fairlie  v.  Bloomingdale,  38  Hun,  220. 
Partnership.     Noel  v.  Kinney,  106  N.  Y.  74;  Suau  v.  Cafle,  122  id.  308. 
Separate  business.     Dickerson  v.  Rogers,  114  N.  Y.  405. 
Separate  property.     Stanley  v.  Nat.  Union  Bk.,  115  N.  Y.  122. 
Separation.     Duryea  v.  Bliven,   122  N.  Y.  567;  Zimmer  v.  Settle,   124  id.   37; 

Galnsha  v.  Galusha,  116  id.   635;  Clark  v.  Fosdick,   118  id.   7;  Pettit  v. 

Pettit,  107  id.  677;  Tallinger  v.  Mandeville,  48  Hun,  152;  Mann  v.  Hulbert, 

38  dd,  27. 
Succession.    Tompkins  v.  Rice,  55  Hun,  663. 
Tenancy.     Stetz  v.  Schreck,  128  N.  Y.  263;  Demby  v.  Kingston,  60  Hun,   294; 

O'Connor  v.  McMahon,  54  id.  66;  Cloos  v.   Cloos,  55  id.   450;  Coleman  v. 

Bresnaham,  54  id.  619;  GifEord  v.  Rising,  55  id.  61;  Zorntlein  v.  Bram,  100 

N.  y.  12;  Martin  v.  Rector,  101  id.  77;  Jooss  v.  Fey,  129  id.  17;  Miner  v. 

Brown,  133  id.  308. 
Trusts.     Genet  v.  Hunt,  113  N.  Y.  158. 

Wipe's  earnings.     Coleman  v.  Burr,  93  N.  Y.  17;  Dawson  v.  Troy,  49  Hun,  322. 
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Tenants  in  common.     Burns  v.  Winchell,  44  Hun,  361;  Dear  v.  Reed,  37 id.  594. 
Unquarribd  stone.     Baker  v.  Hart,  133  N.  Y.  470. 
Waiver.     Terry  v.  Muuger,  121  N.  Y.  161. 
What  amounts  to.     McAllaster  v.  Bailey,  127  N.  Y.  583;  Lewis  v.  Ocean  N.  & 

P.  Co.,  125  id.  341;  Stokes  v.  Frost,  55  Supr.  76;  Birdsall  v.  Davenport,  43 

Hun,  552. 
When  action  will  not  lie.     American  Ex.  v.   Robertson,  52  Supr.   44;  Free- 
man V.  Grant,  133  N.  Y.  33. 
Who  may  sub.     Phillips  v.   McNab,   16  Daly,  150;  Chamberlain  v.   Darrow,  46 

Hun,  48;  Burns  v.  Winchell,  44  id.  361;  Serat  v.  Utica,  I.,   etc.,  Co.,  103 

N.  Y.  681;  Moore  v.  Hillabrand,   37  Hun,  491;  Kelsey  v.  Lyon,  97  N.  Y. 

639;  Moore  v.  Prentiss  T.  &  S.  Co.,  133  N.  Y.  144. 
Wrongful  .sale  of  collateral  security.     Griggs  v.  Day,  136  N.  Y.  153. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

Page  585. 

Assumption  of  risk  by  servant.     Coyle  v.  Mangan,  3  Mis.  Rep.  11. 
Blasting.     Benner  v.  Atlantic  D.  Co.,  58  Hun,  359;  Benner  v.  Atlantic  D.  Co., 

134  N.  Y.  156. 
Carrier  of  passengers.     Palmer  v.  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.,  120  N.  Y.  170. 
Car  "WINDOW.     Voorhees  v.  Kings  Co.  E.  R.  Co.,  3  Mis.  Rep.  18. 
Cause.     Daniels  v.  S.  I.  R.  T.  Co.,  125  N.  Y.  407;  Selleck  v.  Langdon  &  Co.,  55 

id.  19;  Ivory  v.  Deerpark,  116  N.  Y.  476;  Read  v.  Nichols,  118  id.  334. 
Collision.     Alexander  v.  R.  C.  &B.  R.  R.  Co.,  138  N.  Y.  13 
Combined  NEGLIGENCE  OF  TWO  RAILROADS.     Gross  V.  Penu.  p.  &  B.   R.   R.   Co., 

65  Hun,  191. 
Contractor.   Charlock  v.  Freel,  135  N.  Y.  357;  Wood  v.  Watertown,  58  Hun,  398. 
Contributory.     Wiwirowski  v.  Lake  S.  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.,  134  N.  Y.  420. 

Child.     Tucker  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  124  N.  Y.  308;  Hooper  v.  J., 

G.  &  K.  R.  R.  Co.,  59  Hun,  121;  Stone  v.  D.  D.  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  R.  Co.,  115 
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N.  Y.  104;  MoCarragher  v.  Rogers,  120  id.  536;  Penton  v.  S.  A.  R.  R.  Co., 
56  Hun,  99;  McCann  v.  S.  A.  R.  R;  Co.,  117  N.  T.  505. 

Crossing  street.     McCIain  v.  B.  C.  R.  R.  Co..  116  N.  T.  459. 

Crossing  track.  Oldenburg  v.  N.  T.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  124  N.  T.  414; 
Swift  V.  S.  I.  R.  T.  Co.,  133  id.  645;  Rodrian  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R. 
Co.,  125  id.  536;  Tucker  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  124  id.  308;  Feeney 
V.  L.  I.  R.  R.  Co.,  116  id.  375;  Brickell  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co., 

130  id.  290. 

Dangerous  act.     Moeller  v.  Brewster,  57  Hun,  537;  Odell  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H. 

R.  R.  R.  Co.,  120  N.  Y.  323;  Moeller  v.  Brewster,  4  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  46; 

Hunter  v.  Cooperstown  &  S.  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  18;  Costikyan  v.  R., 

W.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  59  Hun,  590. 
Dangerous  position.     Bartlett  v.  N.  Y.  &  S.  B.  F.  &  S.  T.  Co.,  57  Supr.  348; 

Miller  v.  Ocean  S.  Co.,  118  N.  Y.  199;  Baker  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  id.  533;  Mur- 
phy V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  id.  527;  Lehr  v.  S.  &  H.  P.  R.  R.  Co., 

id.  556. 
Disobeying  orders.     Skaarup  v.  Stover,  56  Hun,  86. 
Driver.     Brickell  v.  N.  Y.  G.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  290. 
Entering  car.     Moylan  v.  S.  A.  R.  R.  Co..  138  N.  Y.  583. 
Error  in  judgment.     McClain  v.  B.  C.  R.   R.  Co.,   116  N.   Y.  459;  Hoyt  v. 

N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  118  id.  399. 
Imputed.     PMUips  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  137  N.  Y.  657;  3  Sil.  (Ct. 

App.)  467 ;  Williams  v.  Gardiner,  58  Hun,  508;  Weil  v.  D.  D.,  E.  B.  &  B. 

R.  R.  Co.,  119  N.  Y.  147. 
Inattention.     Kelly  v.  Doody,  116  N.  Y.  575. 
Knowledge.     Holloway  v.  Lockport,  54  Hun,  153. 
Official  knowledge.     Taylor  v.  Constable,  57  Hun,  371. 
Passing  over  dangBrous  place.     Piel  v.  Reinbart,  137  N.  Y.  381;  McQuigan 

V.  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  133  id.  618. 
Presumption.     Pettengill  v.  Yonkers,  116  N.  Y.  558 ;  Boyce  v.  Man.  E.  Co., 

118  id.  314. 
Riding  in  baggage  car.     Webster  v.  R.,  W.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  115  N.  Y.  113. 
Test.     Lent  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  467. 
Co-SBEVANT.     Potter  V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  77. 
Ckossing.     Swift  V.  S.  I.  R.  T.  Co.,  133  N.  Y.  645;  Diamond  B.  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  & 

H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  58  Hun,  396. 
DAnaEKOUS  STRUCTTJRE.     Swan  v.  Jackson,  55  Hun,  194;  Ryan  v.  Man.  R.  Co., 

131  N.  Y.  136;  Spooner  v.  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  115  id.  22;  Larkin  v. 
O'Neill,  119  id.  221.. 

Defective  appliance.     Williams  v.  N.  Y.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  2  Mis.  Rep.  30. 
Defeotite  and  d.^ngerous  appliance.     Davies  v.  Pelbam  H.  E.  Co.,  65  Hun, 

573. 
Driver  of  horses.     Moskovitz  v.  Ligbte,  68  Hun,  103. 
Driving.     Barrett  v.  Smith,  138  N.  Y.  607. 
Elevated  raileoad.     Baker  v.  Man.  E.  Co.,  118  N.  Y.  533;  Boyce  v.  Same.  id. 

314. 
Escaping  steam.     Reiss  v.  N.  Y.  Steam  Co.,  138  N.  Y.  103. 
Explosion.     Schmeer  v.  Gas-light  Co.,  65  Hun,  378. 
Express  messenger.    Brewer  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  B.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  134  N.  Y.  59; 

Kenney  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  54  Hun,  143. 
Pike.    Ccsulich  v.  Standard  O.  Co.,  122  N.  Y.  118;  O'Neill  v.  N.  Y.,  O.  &  W.  R. 

R.  Co.,  115  id.  579. 
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FiKE  CAUSED  BY  SPARKS  PEOM  LOCOMOTIVE.     Prace  V.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R. 

Co.,  68  Hun,  335. 
HiQnwAY  COMMISSIONER.     Fiomm  V.  Ide,  60  Hun,  323. 
Hospital.     Harris  v.  Woman's  Hospital,  37  Abb.  N.  C.  37. 
Implements.     Eima  v.  Rossie  I.  Works,  130  N.  Y.  433;  Miller  v.  Ocean  S.  Co., 

118  id.  199. 
Lessor  on  shares.    Marsli  v.  Hand,  130  N,  Y.  315. 
Malpractice.     Link  v.  Sheldon,  136  N.  Y.  1. 
Mutual  negligence,    eicott  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  R.  Co.,  59  Hun,  456. 
No  flagman  at  crossing.     Friess  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  67  Hun,  205. 
Notice  op  defect.     Wilson  v.  City  of  Troy,  135  N.  Y.  96. 
Notice  of  intention.     Curry  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  135  N.  Y.  366. 
Omission  to  sound  bell  or  whistle.    Vande water  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R. 

Co.,  135  N.  Y.  583 ;  Friess  v.  Same,  67  Hun,  305. 
Passenger.     Hickenbottom  v.  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  123  N.  Y.  91. 
Physician.     Becker  v.  Janinski,  37  Abb.  N.  C.  45. 

Presumption  of  duty.    Potter  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  77. 
Proof.     Powers  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  60  Hun,  19. 
Railroad  company.     Whittaker  v.  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.,  126  N.  Y.  544;    Sutherland 

v.  T.  &  B.  R.  R.  Co. ,  135  id.  737;  Flinn  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  58  Han, 

330;  Lentv.  Same,  130  N.  Y.  467;  McDonald  v.  L.  1.  R.  R.  Co.,  116  id.  546; 

Goodrich  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  id.  398;  Murphy  v.  Same,  118  id.  537; 

Smith  V.  Same,  id.  645;  Webster  v.  R.,  W.  &  0.  R.  R.  Co.,  115  id.  112:  Albert 

V.  Sweet,  116  id.  363;  Spooner  v.  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  115  id.  22;  Lehr  v. 

S.  &  H.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  118  id.  556. 
Railroad  crossing.     Moore  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  3 Mis.  Rep.  33;  Petrie 

V.   N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  66  Hun,  383;  Koehler  v.  R.  &  L.  0.  R.  R. 

Co.,  id.  566. 
Safety  gates.     Feeney  v.  L.  I.  R.  E.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  375. 
Ship-owners.     Allan  v.  State  S.  Co.,  133  N.  Y.  91. 
Shopkeepers.    Bunnell  v.  Stern,  113  N.  Y.  539. 
Store.     Hart  v.  Grinnell,  133  N.  Y.  371. 
Stranger.     Cusick  v.  Adams,  115  N.  Y.  55;  Martin  v.  Piatt,  117  id.  118;  Hughes 

v.  Orange  Co.  M.  Assn.  56  Hun,  396. 
Street  railroad.    Craighead  v.  B.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  123  N.  Y.  391;  Silberstein  v. 

Houston,  W.  S.,  etc.  Co.,  117  id.  393. 
Tenement-house.     Piel  v.  Reiuhart,  137  N.  Y.  381;   Brady  v.  Valentine,  3  Mis. 

Rep.  20. 
Two  CAUSES.     Phillips  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  137  N.  Y.  657;  Glazier  v. 

Hebron,  62  Hun,  137. 
Unattended  engine.     Mars  v.  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.,  54  Hun,  625. 
Unblocked  railroad  frog.     Spencer  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co. ,  67  Hun,  205; 

Friess  v.  Same,  id.  305. 
Unusual  accident.     Cleveland  v.  N.  J.  Steamboat  Co. ,  125  N.  Y.  399. 
Violation  of  statute.     Fisher  v.  Cambridge,  57  Hun,  396;  Van  Raden  v.  N.  Y. 

C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  56  id.  96;  Minerly  v.  Union  Perry  Co.,  id.  113. 

FRAUD. 
Page  619. 

Affirmance.     Myers  v.  King,  48  Hun,  106. 
Contemporaneous.     Spaulding  v.  Keyes,  135  N.  Y.  113. 
Credit.     Jex  v.  Strauss,  133  N.  Y.  298. 
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Effect.     Barr  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  125  N.  Y.  263. 

Essentials.     Brackett  v.  Griswold,  112  N.  Y.  454. 

Mere  insolvency.     Hotchkin  v.  Third  Nat.  Bk.,  127  N.  Y.  329;  Morris  v.  Tal- 

cott,  96  id.  107;  Maoullar  v.  MoKinley,  99  id.  353;  Coffin  v.  Hollister,  5  Sil. 

(Sup.  Ct.)  172;  Wheeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Keeler,  65  Hun,  508. 
Preventing  INSPECTION.     Mayer  v.  Dean,  115  N.  Y.  556. 

Reliance.     Hotchkin  v.  Third  Nat.  Bk.,  137  N.  Y.  329;  Kley  v.  Healy,  id.  555. 
Relief.     Bosley  v.  Nat.  M.  Co.,   123  N.  Y.  550;  Vail  v.  Reynolds,  118  id.  297; 

Rothchild  v.  Mack,  115  id.  1. 
Restoration.     Importers  &  T.  National  Bk.  v.  Peters,  133  N.  Y.  272;  Thomson 

V.  Sanders,  118  id.  3.52. 
Sole  inducing  cause.     Kiev  v.  Healy,  127  N.  Y.  555. 

REPLEVIN. 
Page  630. 

Conditional  sale.  Singer  M.  Co.  v.  Hill,  60  Hun,  347;  Payne  v.  Batterson,  23 
W.  Dig.  109. 

Defense.     Siedenbach  v.  Riley,  36  Hun,  211. 

Demand  and  refusal.  Goodwin  v.  Goldsmith,  49  Supr.  101;  Brooks  v.  Con- 
ner, 10  Daly,  188. 

Goods  in  custody  op  law.     Simpson  v.  St.  John,  93  N.  Y.  363. 

Judgment.     Lewisohnv.  Apple,  12Civ.  Pro.  274;  Auerbach  v.  Marks,  10Daly,171. 

Lease.     Nichols  v.  Mase,  94  N.  Y.  160. 

Note.     Brtell  v.  De  Pennevet,  14  Civ.  Pro.  336. 

Possession.  Shattuck  v.  Bascom,  55  Hun,  14;  Guilford  v.  Mills,  57  id.  493; 
Thompson  v.  St.  Nicholas  Nat.  Bk.,  113  N.  Y.  335;  Bisler  v.  Union  T.  &  S. 
Co.,  16  Daly,  456. 

Possession  of  defendant.     Nat.  S.  Co.  v.  Sheahan,  122  N.  Y.  461. 

Requisition.  Howe  v.  Oyer,  50  Hun,  559;  Hopkins  v.  Davidson,  53  Supr.  529; 
Schroeder  v.  Becker,  33  W.  Dig.  361. 

Right  to  reclaim.     Corn  Ex.  Bk.  v.  Blye,  103  N.  Y.  305. 

Title  in  third  person.     Carswell  v.  Alden,  13  Civ.  Pro.  137. 

Tenants  in  common.     Barrowcliffe  v.  Cummins,  66  Hun,  1. 

Undertaking.     Nowell  v.  Gilbert,  49  Hun,  489;  Weber  v.  Manne,  42  id.  557. 

Verdict.     Claflin  v.  Davidson,  8  Civ.  Pro.  46;  Pakas  v.  Racy,  3  How.  (N.  S.)  277. 

CIVIL,  DAMAGE  ACT. 
Page  644. 

Adult  son.     Stevens  v.  Cheney,  36  Hun,  1. 

Beer.  Blatz  v.  Rohrbach,  116  N.  Y.  450. 

Consent  of  claimant.     Elliott  v.  Barry,  34  Hun,  139. 

Damages.     Rawlins  v.  Vidvard,  34  Hun,  305. 

Employer.     Streever  v.  Birch,  63  Hun,  398. 

Exemplary  damages.     Ketcham  v.  Fox,  52  Hun,  284;  Reid  v.  Terwilliger,  43 

id.  310;  New  v.  McKechnie,  95  N.  Y.  633. 
General  guardian's  liability.    Matter  of  Stafford,  3  Mis.  Rep.  106. 
Injury  outside  of  state.    Goodwin  v.  Young,  34  Hun,  353. 
Jury.     De  Puy  v.  Quinn,  61  Hun,  337. 
Landlord's  liability.     O'Rourke  v.  Piatt,  67  Hun,  71. 

Lessor.    Campbell  v.  Schlesinger,  48  Hun,  438;  Hall  v.  Germain,  131  N.  T.  536. 
Pleadings.    McEntee  v.  Spiehler,  12  Daly,  435. 
Proof.    Lovelan  v.  Briggs,  33  Hun,  477. 
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Remote  cause.    Beers  v.  Walhizer,  43  Hun,  354;  New  v.  McKechnie,  95  N.  Y, 
632;  Bacon  v.  Jacobs,  63  Hun,  51. 

See  Chap.  403  of  1893. 
Sepabate  becovbry.     Mullen  v.  Christian,  23  W.  Dig.  59. 
Sbpabate  belease  op  joint  claim.     Comstock  v.  Hopkins,  61  Hun,  189. 
Steamboat.     Rouse  v.  Catskill  &  N.  Y.  S.  Co. ,  59  Hun,  80. 
Third  person.     Dudley  v.  Parker,  55  Hun,  39;  133  N.  Y.  386. 

DEFEASES. 

GENERAL  DENIAL. 
Page  651. 

Breach  of  contract.     Weinberg  v.  Blum,  13  Daly,  399. 

Change  pbom  sale  to  consignment.    Wallace  v.  Blake,  58  Supr.  13. 

Controverting  facts.     Benton  v.  Hatch,  43  Hun,  143;  Weinhauer  v.  Morrison, 

49  id.  498. 
Deduction.     Close  v.  Clark,  16  Daly,  91. 
Illegal  contract.     Carey  v.  W.  U.  T.  Co.,  30  Abb.  N.  C.  333;  Milbank  v.  Jones, 

137  N.  Y.  370. 
Judgment-boll,  when.     Terry  v.  Munger,  49  Huu,  560. 
Pbiob  relations.     Dietrich  v.  Dreutel,  43  Huu,  343. 
Statute  of  limitations,  when.     Thompson  v.  Halbert,  109  N.  Y.  329. 
Wager  contracts.     Heutz  v.  Miner,  58  Huu,  438. 

AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSES. 
Page  656. 

Arbitration.     Varian  v.  Johnson,  108  N.  Y.  645. 

Breach  of  covenant.     Scott  v.  Montells,  109  N.  Y.  1. 

Corporation.     Demarest  v.  Flack,  138  N.  Y.  305. 

Defect  of  parties.     Fairmouut  C.  &  I.  Co.  v.  Hasbrecht,  48  Hun,  206. 

Estoppel.     Kenney  v.  Masemau,  14  Daly,  379. 

Gambling  debt.     Luetchford  v.  Lord,  57  Hun,  573. 

Other  insurance.     Smith  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  47  Hun,  30. 

Partial  payment.     Beaman  v.  Lyon,  27  W.  Dig.  168. 

Pendency  of  action.     Ansorge  v.  Kaiser,  23  Abb.  N.  C.  305. 

Statute  of  frauds.     Hamer  v.  Sidway,  124  N.  Y.  538. 

Title.     Baron  v.  Korn,  127  N.  Y.  334. 

Wrongful  discharge.    Arkush  v.  Hanan,  60  Hun,  518. 

ANOTHER  ACTION  PENDING. 
Page  659. 

Action  in  U.  S.  Court.     Oneida  Co.  Bk.  v.  Bonney,  101  N.  Y.  173;  Utica  C.  D. 

M.  Co.  V.  Otis,  37  Hun,  301. 
Bar.     Briggs  v.  Gardner,  60  Hun,  543;  Coplay  I.  Co.  v.  Pope,  13  Daly,  144. 
Discontinuance.      Butler  v.  Jarvis,  51  Hun,  248;  Hyatt  v.  Ingalls,  134  N.  Y. 

93;  O'Connor  v.  Nat.  Ice  Co.,  56  Supr.  410. 
Proof.     Hoag  v.  Weston,  24  W.  Dig.  91. 
Same  subject-mattbb.     Mandeville  v.  Avery,  124  N.  Y.  376. 
Time  of  commencement.     Blauvelt  v.  Powell,  59  Hun,  179. 

INFANCY. 

Page  662. 

Affirmance.     Beardsley  v.  Hotchkiss,  96  N.  Y.  201. 
Business  contbacts.     Stern  v.  Meikleham,  56  Hun,  475. 
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Chattel  moetgage.     Haugen  v.  Haohemeister,  49  Supr.  34. 

DlSAFFiKMANCE.  Crummey  v.  Mills,  40  Hun,  370;  Pakas  v.  Racy,  3  How.  (N.  S.) 
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Service  of  papers.  Livingston  v.  Miller,  48  Hun,  333;  Snell  v.  Thorp,  16  St. 
Rep'r,  85;  Rosenthal  v.  Grouse,  13  Daly,  530;  Adams  v.  Spelman,  39 
Hun,  85. 

Page  191. 

Proceedings  to  retain  goods.  Morewood  v.  Curtis,  13  Civ.  Pro.  218;  Adler  v. 
Baltzer,  54  Supr.  514. 

Page  198. 

Motion  to  tacatb.     Brewster  v.  Van  Camp,  28  St.  Rep'r,  591 ;  Stein  v.  Levy, 
55  Hun,  381;  Leiser  v.  Rosman,  32  St.  Rep'r,  739;  Buell  v.    Van  Camp,   6 
N.  Y.  Supp.  365;  Appleton  v.  Speer,  57  Supr.   119;  Pach  v.   Orr,   15  Civ. 
Pro.  176;  Lawson  v.  Lawson,  12  id.  437;  Whitney  v.  Hirsh,  89  Hun,  325; 
'Dietlin  v.  Egan,  46  St.  Rep'r,  762;  Brown  v.    Wigton,   45  id.   135;  Sterns 
Paper  Co.  v.  Johnson,  44  id.  916. 
'  By  copartner.     Watts  v.  Nichols,  19  W.  Dig.  165. 
By  one  of  several  defendants.     Watts  v.  Nichols,  32  Hun,  376. 
Debt  not  due.     Vietor  v.  Henlein,  34  Hun,  562;  Muser  v.  Lessner,  67  How. 
509;  Gwalter  v.  N.  Y.  S.  P.  &  T.  Co.,  46  St.  Rep'r,  137. 
Amendment.     Buhl  v.  Ball,  41  Hun,  61. 
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Page  199. 

Judgment  fob  defendant.    Blynn  v.  Smith,  22  St.  Bep'r,  69. 

Page  202. 

Increase  of  security.     Eiggs  v.  Cleveland,  etc.,  Co.,  31  W.  Dig  45. 

Page  203. 

Damages.  •  Sprague  v.  Parsons,  11  Civ.  Pro.  17. 

Page  204. 

Jurisdiction.  Jaynes  v.  Jaynes,  8  Civ.  Pro.  99;  Wilsey  v.  Rooney,  41  St. 
Rep'r,  445. 

When  replevin  libs.     Shattnck  v.  Bascom,  55  Hun,  14. 

Who  may  bring.  Weeks  v.  Martin,  33  St.  Rep'r,  811;  Payne  v.  Batterson,  23 
W.  Dig.  109;  Corn  Ex.  Bk.  v.  Blye,  2  St.  Rep'r,  112;  Pettibone  v.  Drake- 
ford,  37  Hun,  628;  21  W.  Dig.  96;  Harris  v.  Lyman,  19  id.  859. 

What  property.  Ertell  v.  DePennevet,  14  Civ.  Pro.  336;  Nat.  Steamsldp  Co. 
V.  Sheahan,  13  St.  Rep'r,  439;  Nichols  v.  Mase,  94  N.  T.  160;  Simpson  v. 
St.  John,  93  id.  363. 

Possession.     Savall  v.  Wauful,  21  Civ.  Pro.  20. 

Right  to  possession.  Thompson  v.  St.  Nicholas  Bk,  113  N.  Y.  325;  Eisler  v. 
Union  T.  &  S.  Co.,  16  Daly,  456;  Guilford  v.  Mills,  57  Hun,  493;  Wheeler 
V.  Lawson,  103  N.  T.  40;  Loos  v.  Wilkinson,  110  id.  195;  Savall  v.  Wauful, 
21  Civ.  Pro.  20. 

Burden  of  showing  title.     Dillingham  v.  Flack,  43  St.  Rep'r,  810. 

Demand  and  refusal.  Brooks  v.  Conner,  10  Daly,  183;  Goodwin  v.  Goldsmith, 
49  Sapr.  101;  Griswold  v.  Burroughs,  39  St.  Rep'r,  768. 

Page  205. 

Affidavit.  .  MoAdam  v.  Walbrau,  8  Civ.  Pro.  451;  Donald  v.  Rockwell,  19  W. 
Dig.  192. 
Negativing  exceptions.     Paddock  v.  Guyder,  39  St.  Rep'r,  775. 
Special  property.     Donald  v.  Rockwell,  19  W.  Dig.  193. 
Affidavit  necessary  to  jurisdiction  in  replevin.     Jaynes  v.  Jaynes,  8  Civ. 

Pro.  104. 
Value.     Hurd  v.  Birch,  11  St.  Rep'r,  870. 

Page  209. 

Undertaking.     Dale  v.  Gilbert,  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  539  ;  Goff  v.  Bliss,   13  Civ. 

Pro.  99. 
Additional  undertaking.     U.  S.  Land  Co.  v.  Bussey,  53  Hun,  516. 
Liability  on  undertaking.     Bown  v.  Weppner,  63  Hun,  579. 

Page  211. 

Requisition.     Guyon  v.  Rooney,  3  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  535. 

Page  212. 

Execution  of  requisition.     Howe  v.  Oyer,  50  Hun,  559. 
Power  of  constable  in  executing  requisition.    Howe  v.  Oyer,  50  Hun,  560. 
Discharge  of  constable's   liability  as  surety.     Lewis  v.   Stevens,  4  Civ. 
Pro.  334. 

Page  218. 

Affidavit  op  dependant.     Lange  v.  Lewi,  58  Supr.  365. 
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Page  219. 

Depbndast's  duty  as  to  tjndbktakino.    O'Connell  v.  Kelly,  15  Daly,  513. 
Defendant's  undertaking.    Webber  v.  Manne,  42  Hun,  557;  33  Abb.  N.  C. 

151;  Nowell  v.  Gilbert,  49  Hun,  489. 
Effect  of  defendant's  undertaking.    Martin  v.  Gilbert,  119  N.  Y.  398. 

Page  221. 

Title  of  thikd  person.    Carswell  v.  Alden,  13  Civ.  Pro.  137. 
Claimant.    First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Dunn,  97  N.  Y.  158. 

Page  224. 

No  RETURN  TO  requisition.  Guyon  V.  Econey,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  371 ;  17  Civ 
Pro.  172. 

Page  225. 

Custody  of  property.    Commerce  Ex.  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Blye,  123  N.  Y.  136;  Bank 

of  Oswego  V.  Dun,  4  Civ.  Pro.  883. 
Payment  of  constable's  pees.    Nestor  v.  Bischoff,  123  N.  Y.  517. 
Liability  of  constable.    Hopkins  v.  Davidson,  53  Supr.  529;  Schroeder  v. 

Becker,  33  W.  Dig.  261. 

Page  22S. 

Defense.    Siedenbach  v.  Riley,  36  Hun,  311. 

Effect  of  discontinuance.    Rosenberg  v.  Flack,  33  St.  Rep'r,  449. 

Page  229. 

Verdict.     Claflin  v.   Davidson,  8  Civ.  Pro.  46;  Pakas  v.  Racy,  3  Hovir.  (N.  S.) 

377;  Soria  v.  Davidson,  9  Civ.  Pro.  33;  Mitchell  v.  Mitchell,  33  St.  Rep'r,  70. 

Recovery  of  damages  or  depreciation.    Schoonmaker  v.  Kelly,  43  Hun,  399. 

Page  230. 

Judgment.     Auerbach  v.  Marks,  10  Daly,  171;  Wolf  v.  Farley,  40  St.  Rep'r,  808. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff.  Lewisohn  v.  Apple,  13  Civ.  Pro.  374;  Wolf  v.  Far- 
ley, 40  St.  Rep'r,  811;  Hammond  v.  Morgan,  101 N.  Y.  186;  Soria  v.  Davidson, 
9  Civ.  Pro.  33;  Keeney  v.  Swan,  3  St.  Rep'r,  316. 

Depreciation  in  value  after  judgment.  Commerce  Ex.  Bk.  v.  Blye,  133  N, 
Y.  132. 

Recovery  for  talue  of  unreplbyied  property.  Thompson  v.  Fuller,  41  St. 
Rep'r,  337;  S.  C,  28  id.  5;  Hammond  v.  Morgan,  101  N.  Y.  186. 

Judgment  for  defendant.  Brady  v.  Beadleston,  63  Hun,  548;  Bown  v.  Wepp- 
ner,  id.  579. 

Page  231. 

Execution.    Section  1373  of  Code. 

Page  232. 

Appearance.     Syracuse  M.  Co.  v.  Squires,  61  Hun,  48;  Peck  v.  Hayes,  14  Civ. 

Pro.  110;  Rickey  v.  Christie,  40  Hun,  378;  Crown  P.  I.  Co.  v.  Fitzgerald, 

14  St.  Rep'r,  487. 
Waiting  one  hour.    Dunn  v.  O'Keefe,  31  St.  Rep'r,  311;  Knight  v.  Wilson,  55 

Hun,  659. 
Calling  case  before  time.    Horton  v.  Hawkins,  30  W.  Dig.  17. 
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Page  235. 

Non-appearance  of  plaintiff.    Todd  v.  Boremus,  60  Hun,  386;  TrafEam  v. 
Getman,  19  St.  Rep'r,  397. 

Pag-e  236. 

No  APPEARANCE.     McCarthy  v.  Crowley,  24  St.  Eep'r,  815. 
Subdivision  3.    Doty  v.  Campbell,  1  How.  (N.  S.)  101. 

Page  23§. 

Subdivision  8.    See  sections  3  and  4  of  chap.  473  of  1889,  vol.  I,  p.  178. 

Page  241. 

Appearance  by  attorney.  Peck  v.  Hayes,  14  Civ.  Pro.  110;  Rickey  v.  Christie, 
40  Hun,  378. 

Page  243. 

Authority  to  appear.     Syracuse  M.  Co.  v.  Squires,  61  Hun,  48. 

Sufficient  statement  of  authority  in  return.     Syracuse  M.  Co.  v.  Squires, 

61  Hun,  48. 
Ratification  of  authority  to  appear,     Rickey  v.  Christie,  40  Hun,  378. 
Proof  OF  authority.     Rickey  v.  Christie,  40  Hun,  381;    Syracuse   M.    Co.   v. 

Squires,  61  Hun,  48. 
Waiver  of  proof.     Rickey  v.  Christie,  40  Hun,  378;   Peck  v.  Hayes,  14  Civ. 

Pro.  110. 

Page  263. 

Offer  of  judgment.  Fowler  v.  Haynes,  91  N.  T.  346;  Mock  v.  Saile,  53  id.  198. 

Page  267. 

Same  transaction,  etc.  Qrunshaw  v.  Woolfall,  40  St.  Rep'r,  399;  Lamming  v. 
Galusha,  63  Hun,  33;  Heigle  v.  Willis,  50  id.  590. 

Page  272. 

In  tort.     Qans  v.  Hughes,  41  St.  Rep'r,  106. 

Consistent.     Whittemore  v.  Judd  L.  &  S.  O.  Co.,  16  Daly,  390. 

Page  2§3. 

Must  affect  all  the  parties.  Whittemore  v.  Judd  L.  &  S.  0.  Co.,  16  Daly, 
390. 

Page  277. 

Election.  Rothschild  v.  Mack,  115  N.  T.  1;  Wood  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  73  id.  556; 
Bank  of  Dallas  v.  Nat,  Park  Bk.,  33  id.  105;  Harway  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  1  Hun. 
628. 

Page  2§0. 

Form  op  pleading.  Button  v.  Lusk,  33  St.  Repr',  531;  Green  v.  Waite,  33 
Hun,  193. 

Page  281. 

Issue  before  adjournment.    Duel  v.  Sykes,  59  Hun,  117;  Todd  v.  Doremus, 

60  id.  386. 
Facts  to  be  stated.     Loeb  v.  Chur,  25  St.  Rep'r,  996;   Bailey  v.  Richmond,  49 

Supr.  519. 
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Pa^e  283. 

Conclusion  op  law.  Town  of  Ontario  v.  First  Nat.  Bk,  59  Hun,  39;  Price  v. 
Brown,  98  N.  Y.  388;  Sprague  v.  Parsons,  14  Abb.  N.  C.  330;  Supervisors, 
etc.,  V.  Seabury,  11  id.  468;  Thayer  v.  Gile,  43  Hun,  368;  Schroeder  v. 
Becker,  33  W.  Dig.  361. 

Page  884. 

Conclusions  of  fact.  Hansen  v.  Langan,  30  St.  Rep'r,  838;  Thompson  v.  Best, 
31  id.  103;  McCorkle  v.  Hermann,  33  id.  519;  Kenney  v.  N.  T.  C.  &  H.  R. 
B.  R.  Co., 49  Hun,  535;  Savings  Assn.  v.  O'Brien,  51  id.  45. 

Page  288. 

Legal  presumptions.  Berrian  v.  Southack,  36  St.  Rep'r,  933;  Denning  v.  Kane, 
id.  973;  Stearns  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  31  id.  645. 

Page  297. 

Legal  effect.  Taylor  v.  McLee,  19  Civ.  Pro.  439;  Black  v.  Homoeopathic  M. 
L.  Ins.  Co.,  47  Hun,  310;  Thayer  v.  Gile,  43  id.  378;  Hemmingway  v. 
Poucher,  99  N.  Y.  381. 

Page  298. 

Written  agreement.     Green  v.  Waite,  33  Hun,  193. 

Facts  admitted.  Flanagan  v.  Mitchell,  16  Daly,  333;  Ramsey  v.  Barnes,  id. 
478. 

Page  300. 

Facts  admitted  cannot  be  disproved.      Grouse  v.  Rowley,  19   St.  Rep'r,  387. 

Page  302. 

Special  damages.     Gumb  v.  Twenty-third  St.  R.  Co.,  114  N.  Y.  411. 

Page  S04. 

Construction  of  pleadings.  Moores  v.  Lehman,  53  Supr.  383;  Clark  v.  Dillon, 
97  N.  Y.  370;  Berney  v.  Drexel,  33  Hun,  34;  Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Scofield, 
16  Abb.  N.  C.  373;  Ford  v.  Ames,  36  Hun,  571;  Marie  v.  Garrison,  83  N.Y.  14. 

Liberal  construction  of  pleadings.  Griffin  v.  Jackson,  36  St.  Rep'r,  110; 
Van  Curen  v.  Switzer,  33  id.  733. 

Page  306. 

Names  of  parties.    Fink  v.  Man.  Ry.  Co.,  15  Daly,  479. 

Page  SOr. 

Administrator,  etc.    Knox  v.  Met.  E.  B.  Co.,  58  Hun,  517. 

Page  308. 

Complaint.    Griffin  v.  Jackson,  36  St.  Rep'r,  110. 

Contract.    Rouget  v.  Haight,  57  Hun,  119;  Denning  v.  Kane,  36  St.  Rep'r,  973. 

Page  309. 

Inducement.    Bosworth  v.  Higgins,  36  St.  Rep'r,  474. 

Page  312. 

Demand.    Moore  v.  Craig,  34  St.  Rep'r,  111. 

Breach  of  agreement.    Tracy  v.  Tracy,  35  St.  Rep'r,  167. 
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Page  313. 

Damages.    Qumb  v.  Twenty-third  St.  R.  Co.,  114  N,  T.  411. 

Page  314. 

Sbvbkal  counts.    Rothchild  v.  G.  T.  Ry.,  30  St.  Rep'r,  643. 

Page  320. 

Negligence.  Fromm  v.  Ide,  60  Hun,  333;  Downs  v.  C.  V.  B.  Co.,  38  St.  Rep'r, 
338;  Mele  v.  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.,  59  Supr.  867. 

Page  321. 

Fraud.  Adams  v.  Robeson,  19  W  Dig.  468;  1  How.  (N.  S.)  101;  Aultman  v. 
Hacker,  38  St.  Rep'r,  738. 

Page  321. 

Verified  complaint.  MacMullin  v.  Mackey,  6  N.  T.  Supp.  885;  Hoffman  v. 
Barton,  47  Hun,  409;  Fort  v.  Milligan,  49  St.  Rep'r,  307. 

Page  326. 

Verification  of  answer  by  agent.    Rude  v.  CraudeU,  1'  Civ.  Pro.  11;  chap. 

473  of  1889. 

Page  328. 

Proof  under  general  denial.  Bryant  v.  Randolph,  34  St.  Rep'r,  835;  Wem- 
pie  V.  McManus,  59  Supr.  418;  ClafEy  v.  O'Brien,  16  Daly,  304;  Potter  v. 
Gates,  3  Silv.  (Sap.  Gt.)  389;  Elwell  v.  Fabre,  37  St.  Rep'r,  353;  Hentz  v. 
Miner,  58  Hun,  438;  Bien  v.  Abbey,  36  St.  Rep'r,  791;  Millbank  v.  Jones, 
137  N.  T.  370;  Benton  v.  Hatch,  123  id.  333;  Gilmanv.  Gilman,  111  id.  365. 

What  defenses  must  be  pleaded.  Read  v.  Bank  of  Attica,  55  Hun,  154; 
Burke  v.  N.  Y...  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  59  Supr.  569;  Toop  v.  Mayor,  etc., 
36  St.  Rep'r,  724;  Wallace  v.  Blake,  58  Supr.  13;  Ward  v.  Deane,  33  St. 
Rep'r,  370;  Beamau  v.  Lyon,  37  W.  Dig.  168. 

Page  329. 

Counterclaim  not  connected  with  stibject-Mattbr.  Adams  v.  Loomis,  4 
SO.  (Sup.  a.)  558  ;  Hinckley  v.  Troy  &  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  43  St.  Rep'r,  383. 

Matter  pleaded  simply  as  a  defense.  Green  v.  Waite,  33  Hun,  193;  Equit- 
able L.  A.  Soc.  V.  Cuyler,  13  id.  247;  affirmed,  75  N.  Y.  511;  Bates  r.  Rose- 
krans,  37  id.  407;  Burke  v.  Thome,  44  Barb.  363;  Burrall  v.  De  Groot,  5 
Duer,  379. 

Page  331.  * 

Answer  of  title.  Shaver  v.  Eldred,  40  St.  Rep'r,  891;  Gould  v.  Patterson,  63 
Hun,  575;  Lane  v.  Young,  66  id.  563;  Van  Etteu  v.  Van  Etten,  52  St. 
Rep'r,  624. 

How  title  to  land  to  be  set  up.  Ashley  v.  Lamb,  15  Civ.  Pro.  313;  Martin  v. 
Cope,  35  N.  Y.  180;  Heath  v.  Barmore,  50  id.  302. 

Page  333. 

Discontinuance  of  action.  Gould  v.  Patterson,  63  Hun,  575;  Sperling  v. 
Isaacs,  13  Daly,  378;  Van  Etten  v.  Van  Etten,  53  St.  Rep'r,  634. 

Page  335. 

Undertaking.  Shaver  v.  Eldred,  40  St.  Rep'r,  891;  Gould  v.  Patterson,  63 
Hun,  575. 
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Page  337. 

Prkclttded  fbom  drawing  title  in  question.    Gould  V.  Patterson,  63  Hun, 

575;  Smith  v.  Bingham,  39  St.  Rep'r,  613. 
Claim  of  title  upon  the  plbadings.    Lynk  v.  Weaver,  128  N.  Y.  178. 
Title  upon  plaintiff's  own  showing.    Lynk  v.    Weaver,  128  N.  Y.  178; 

Gould  V.  Patterson,  63  Hun,  675. 
New  action.     Fox  t.  Erie  P.  Co.,  93  N.  Y.  54;  Adams  v.  Lamson  S.  Co.,  59 

Hun,  128;  Wiggins  v.  Tallmadge,  7  How.  405;  Tuthill  v.  Clark,  12  Wend. 

207;  People,  ex  rel.  Proctor,  v.  Albany  C.  P.,  19  id.  123;  Hill  v.   Edie,  24 

W.  Dig.  125;  McGinnis  v.  Murphy,  23  id.  216. 
Court  in  which  new  action  to  be  brought.     Section  2953  of  the  Code. 

Page  339. 

Omission  op  formal  allegations.  Laney  v.  Laney,  33  St.  Rep'r,  673;  Marie 
V.  Garrison,  83  N.  Y.  14;  Lorillard  v.  Clyde,  86  id.  384. 

No  CAUSE  OF  action.  Hyues  v.  Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co.,  31  St.  Rep'r,  136;  Gray  v. 
Rothschild,  112  N.  Y.  668:  Nichols  v.  Drew,  94  id.  22. 

Page  340. 

No  demurrer  on  ground  of  misjoinder  of  parties.    Lord  v.  Lord,  35  St. 

Rep'r,  753;  Paxton  v.  Patterson,  26  Abb.  N.  C.  389. 
By  one  or  more  op  several  defendants.     AUeson  Bros.  Co.  v.  Hart,  56  Hun, 

282;  Hynes  v.  Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co.,  31  St.  Rep'r,  136. 

Page  341. 

Proper  form  of  relief.  Phoenix  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Cleveland  Co.,  34  St.  Rep'r,  498; 
Hemmingway  v.  Poucher,  98  N.  Y.  281;  Hall  v.  Hall,  38  How.  97. 

Page  342. 

Imperfect  or  informal  allegations.    Farmers  &  M.  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Rogers,   15 

Civ.  Pro.  250;  Milliken  v.  W.  U.  T.  Co.,  110  N.  Y.  403;  Marie  v.  Garrison, 

83  id.  14. 
Joint  demurrer.     Oakley  v.  Tugwell,  33  Hun,  357. 
Cause  op  action  against  non-demurring  defendant  is  no  answer.    Berford 

v.  N.  Y.  Iron  Mine,  56  Supr.  236. 
Insufficiency   op  complaint  is  answer  to  demurrer  to  counterclaim. 

Williams  v.  Williams,  35  Abb.  N.  C.  217;  People  v.  Booth,  33  N.  Y.  397; 

Parsons  V.  Hayes,  58  Supr.  29;  Corning  v.  Roosevelt,  25  Abb.  N.  C.  320. 
Effect  OF  DEMURRER.     Phoenix  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Cleveland  Co.,  34  St.  Rep'r,  498; 

Milliken  v.  W.  TJ.  T.  Co.,  110  N.  Y.  403;  Lorillard  v.   Clyde,   86  id.   384; 

Marie  v.  Garrison,  83  id.  14;  Masterton  v.  Townshend,  133  id.  458;  Savage 

V.  Buffalo,  59  Hun,  606;  Talcott  v.  Same,  125  N.  Y.  280;  Beethoven  P.  O. 

Co.  V.  McEwen,  59  Supr.  7;  Rothschild  v.  Whitman,   57  Hun,   135;  Clark 

V.  Dillon,  97  N.  Y.  370;  Bogardus  v.  N.  Y.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  101  id.  328. 

Page  345. 

Adjournment.  Hannaman  v.  Muokle,  30  Civ.  Pro.  296;  Bonney  v.  Paul,  39  St. 
Rep'r,  596;  Todd  v.  Doremus,  60  Hun,  385;  Duel  v.  Sykes,  59  id.  117;  Brown 
v.  Niagara  M.  Co.,  37  St,  Rep'r,  70;  Rogers  v.  Edmonds,  23  St.  Rep'r,  749. 

In  summary  proceedings.  GofE  v.  Vedder,  13  Civ.  Pro.  358;  Boiler  v.  Mayor, 
etc.,  40  Supr.  523;  Kiernan  v.  Reming,  7  Civ.  Pro.  311. 
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Page  346. 

On  motion  op  the  justice.     Hannaman  v.  Muckle,  30  Civ.  Pro.  399;  Duel  v. 

Sykes,  59  Hun,  117. 
No  ADjouRNMEKT  BEFORE  JOINDER  OF  ISSUE.     Duel  V.  Sykes,  59  Huu,  117;  Todd 

V.  Doremus,  60  id.  386. 

Page  347. 

On  APPLICATION  OF  PLAINTIFF.     Bedford  V.  Snow,  46  Hun,  370;  Hannaman  v. 

Muckle,  30  Civ.  Pro.  399;  GofE  v.  Vedder,  13  id.  363. 
Adjournment  on  application  of  plaintiff  in  case  of  commission.    Redford 

V.  Snow,  46  Hun,  371 . 

Page  350. 

On  application  of  defendant.  Pennoyer  v.  Phillips,  10  St.  Eep'r,  783;  Mon- 
roe V.  Washbon,  33  W.  Dig.  575;  Hayes  v.  Maytham,  30  id.  337. 

Adjournment  on  application  by  defendant  in  case  of  commission.  Dryer 
V.  Sexsmitli,  40  Hun,  343. 

Page  353. 

Undertaking  on  adjoitknment.     Hutchinson  v.  Grout,  40  Hun,  207. 
Extent  of  liability  of  surety.     Id. 

Page  354. 

Adjournment  by  consent  discharges  defendant  pbom  arrest.    Section 

2964  of  the  Code. 
Undertaking  to  discharge  defendant  from  custody  on  adjournment. 

Section  2963  of  the  Code. 

Page  362. 

Examination  of  plaintiff's  witnesses.     Livingston  v.  Murray,  6  Civ.  Pro.  28. 

Page  364. 

Adjournment,  affidavit  for.     Prussia  v.  Guenther,  16  Abb.  N.  C.  330. 

Page  370. 

Verbal  stipulation  to  adjoubn  case.     Bonney  v.  Paul,  39  St.  Eep'r,  596. 

Page  372. 

Effect  of  adjournment  before  issue.    Duel  v.  Sykes,  59  Hun,  117. 

Second  adjournment  by  justice  without  consent  of  defendant.    Case  v. 

Davis,  16  W.  Dig.  315. 
Judgment,  when  case  out  of  court.     Redford  v.  Snow,  46  Hun,  370. 
Irkegular  adjournment.     Young  V.  Conklin  3  Mis.  Rep.  133. 
Inconsistent  defenses.    Marx  v.  Gross,  58  Supr.  331;  Mclntyre  v.  Wiegand, 

30  St.  Rep'r,  386. 

Page  373. 

Objections  not  waived  by  subsequently  pleading.  Hannaman  v.  Muckle, 
20  Civ.  Pro.  299;  Dewey  v.  Greene,  4  Denio,  93;  Avery  v.  Slack,  17  Wend. 
36;  Fanning  v.  Trowbridge,  5  Hill,  438;  Weeks  v.  Lyon,  18  Barb.  530. 
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EVIDENCE.    JUDICIAL  NOTICE. 
Page  377. 

Court's  own  order.     Matter  of  Nesmith,  14  St.  Rep'r,  375. 

Extent  of  corporate  business.     People,  ex  rel.  W.  U.  T.  Co.,  v.  Tierney,  57 

Hun,  357. 
Foreign  law.     Matter  of  Huss,  30  St.  Rep'r,   359 ;  Hynes  v.   McDermott,  82 

N.  Y.  41. 
Height  of  human  body.    Hunter  v.  N.  Y.,  O.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  615. 
Intoxicating  liquors.     Blatz  v.  Rohrbacb,  116  N.  Y.  450;  Killip  v.  McKay,  13 

St.  Rep'r,  5. 
Location.     People,  ex  rel.  Burns,  v.  Bloedel,  43  St.  Rep'r,  453. 
Market  price.     Almy  v.  Simonson,  52  Hun,  535. 
J  OflBcers.     People,  ex  rel.  Burns,  v.  Bloedel,  42  St.  Rep'r,  453. 
Population.     Mertz  v.  Brooklyn,  33  St.  Rep'r,  577  ;  affirmed,   138  N.  Y.  617; 

Enair  v.  Same,  35  St.  Rep'r,  1014;  note  in  10  Abb.  N.  C.  116  ;  Kernitz  v. 

Long  I.  City,  50  Hun,  438. 
Relation  of  employes.     Seaman  v.  Koehler,  133  N.  Y.  646. 
Revised  Statutes.     Matter  of  Kavanagh,  135  N.  Y.  418. 
Supreme  Court  justice.     Matter  of  Gorry,  48  Hun,  39. 
Times  and  seasons.     Case  v.  Perew,  46  Hun,  57. 
Use  of  certain  books.     Slocovich  v.  Orient  M.  Ins.  Co.,  108  N.  Y.  56. 

COMPETENCY  OF  WITNESSES. 

Page  3§1. 

Section  839.  Assignee.    Holcomb  v.  Campbell,  118  N.  Y.  46. 
Co-maker.     Wilcox  v.  Corwin,  117  N.  Y.  500. 
Devisee.     Hard  v.  Davison,  53  Hun,  113. 
Execution.     N.  Y.  Smelting,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Lieb,  56  Supr.  308. 
Explaining  letter.     Weston  v.  Reich,  28  St.  Rep'r,  81. 
Grantee.     Miller  v.  Davis,  60  Hun,  198;  Brooks  v.  Wilson,  53  id.  173. 
Grantor.     Brooks  v.  Wilson,  53  Hun,  173. 
Husband.     Whitman  v.  Foley,  135  N.  Y.  651;  Olcott  v.  Kohlsaat,  37  St.  Rep'r, 

900  ;  Devinney  v.  Corey,  1  id.  148. 
Husband  of  devisee.     Bowen  v.  Sweeney,  63  Hun,  234. 
Husband  of  specific  legatee.     Bellinger  v.  Potter,  36  St.  Rep'r,  601 
Independent  fact.     Hill  v.  Woolsey,  113  N.  Y.  391. 
Indorser.     Sallade  v.  Gerlach,  17  Civ.  Pro.  430. 
Interested  in  event.     Eisenlord  v.  Clum,  136  N.  Y.  553;  Mills  v.  Davis,  113 

id.  343. 
Legatee.     Loder  v.  Whelpley,  111  N.  Y.  239;  Brown  v.  Klock,  5  N.  Y.  Supp. 

245;  Matter  of  Eysaman,  113  N.  Y.  63. 
Mortgagor.     Luetchford  v.  Lord,  57  Hun,  573;  Booth  v.  Wilson,  36  St.  Rep'r, 

173. 
Mother  of  heir.     Devinney  v.  Corey,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  148. 
Mother  of  illegitimate  child.     Connelly  v.  O'Connor,  117  N.  Y.  91. 
Nominal  party.     Davis  v.  Gallagher,  55  Hun,  593. 
Opening  door.     Blankman  v.  McQueen  37  St.  Rep'r,  601;  Heyne  v.  Doerfler, 

33  id.  960:  DeVerry  v.  Schuyler,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)73;  Sidway  v.  Sidway, 

id.  134 ;  Mitchell  v.  Cochran,  33  St.  Rep'r,  374;  Cleft  v.  Moses,  113  N.  Y. 

436;  Nay  v.  Curley,  113  id.  575;  Bowers  v.  Smith,  19  St.  Rep'r,  926;  Egan 

V.  Powers,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  593;  Lewis  v.  Merritt,  113  N.  Y.  388. 
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Owner  of  equity  of  redemption.     Clark  v.  McNeal,  114  N.  T.  287. 

Part  of  conversation.  Davis  v.  Gallagher,  55  Hun,  593;  Merritt  v.  Campbell, 
79  N.  Y.  625;  Nay  v.  Oarley,  113  id.  575. 

Participation  in  interview.  Matter  of  Bartholick,  35  St.  Rep'r,  730  ;  Matter 
of  Brown,  38  id.  130  ;  Devlin  v.  Greenwich  S.  Bk.,  125  N.  Y.  756  ;  Petrie 
V.  Petrie,  126  id.  683;  Matter  of  Dunham,  121  id.  575;  Conolly  v.  O'Connor, 
17  St.  Rep'r,  261  ;  Stern  v.  Eisner,  51  Hun,  324 ;  Petrie  v.  Petrie,  6  N.  T. 
Supp.  831. 

Party.     Kelsey  v.  Cooley,  33  St.  Bep'r,  775 

Personal  transaction  or  communication.  Heyne  v.  Doerfler,  124  N.  Y.  506; 
Gregory  v.  Fichtner,  27  Abb.  N.  C.  86;  Herrington  v.  Winn,  60  Hun,  235; 
Myers  v.  Hunt,  88  St.  Rep'r,  739;  Rittenhouse  v.  Creveling,  id.  380;  Mills 
V.  Mills,  30  St.  Rep'r,  165;  Doolittle  v.  Stone,  5  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  412;  Parks  v. 
Andrews,  56  Hun,  391;  Matter  of  Budlong,  54  id.  131;  Erwiu  v.  Erwin,^d. 
166;  Hard  v.  Ashley,  117  N.  Y.  606;  Clift  v.  Moses,  112  N.  T.  426;  Sager 
V.  Dorr,  21  St.  Rep'r,  635;  Sallade  v.  Gerlach,  4  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)74. 

Principal  debtor.  Beakes  v.  Da  Cunha,  126  N.  Y.  293;  Wallace  v.  Strauss, 
113  N.  Y.  238. 

Proponent.     N.  Y.  Smelting,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Lieb,  56  Supr.  308. 

Son  of  party.     Id. 

Subscribing  witnesses.  Matter  of  Bysaman,  113  N.  Y.  62;  Loder  v.  Whelp- 
ley,  111  id.  239. 

Surviving  partner.     Adams  v.  Morrison,  113  N.  Y.  152. 

Test  of  interest.     Connelly  v.  O'Connor,  117  N.  Y.  91. 

Trustee.     Mason  v.  Prendergast,  120  Tf.  Y.  536. 

Wife.     Erwin  v.  Erwin,  54  Hun,  166;  Porter  v.  Dunn,  131  N.  Y.  314. 


Page  390. 

Husband  and  wife;  adttltkkt.     Fowler  v.  Fowler,  19  Civ.  Pro.  282;  StefEens 
V.  ateffens,  id.  267;  Woods  v.  Gledhill,  56  Hun,  220. 
Alienation  of  affection.     Smith  v.  O'Brien,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  174. 
Confidential.     Parkhurst  v.  Berdell,  110  N.  Y.  393. 
Divorce.     Stevens  v.  Stevens,  54  Hun,  490. 
Objection.     People  v.  Wood,  126  N.  Y.  249. 
Separation.    De  Meli  v.  De  Meli,  120  N.  Y.  485. 

Page  395. 

Admissions;  account  books.     Adams  v.  Olin,  61  Hun,  318. 

Against  interest.     Brennan  v.  Hall,  131  X.   T.   100;  Clason  v.  Baldwin,  56 

Hun,  326. 
By  administrator.     Davis  v.  Gallagher,  55  Hun,  593. 
By  agent.     Wise  v.  Grant,  59  Hun,  46C;  Bergholz  v.  Gilder,  25  St.  Rep'r, 

745;  Whalen  v.  Standard  G.  Co.,  33  id.  48;  Lowery  v.  Erskine,  113  N.  Y. 

52;  Tripp  v.  Kirmes,  16  St.  Rep'r,  600;  Clarke  v.  Anderson,  14  Daly.  464. 
By  assignor.      Morris  v.  Wells,  4  Sil.  (Sup.   Ct.)  34;  Pease  v.   Batten,  31 

St.  Rep'r,  57;  Kennedy  v.  Wood,  52  Hun,  46;  Jacoby  v.   Stephenson  S.  M. 

Co.,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  371. 
By  attorney.     Breck  v.  Ringler,  36  St.  Rep'r,  617;  Anderson  v.  McAleenan, 

15  Daly,  444. 
By  chattel  mortgagor.     Spaulding  v.  Keyes,  125  N.  Y.  113. 
By  co-executor.     Potter  v.  Greene,  51  Hun.  6. 
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By  conspirator.     Kutherford  v.  ScUattman,  119  N.  Y.  604;  People  t.  Pavlik, 

7  N.  Y.  Cr.  30  ;  People  v.   McQuade,  110  N.  Y.   284  ;  Train  v.  Taylor,  51 

Hun,  215. 
By  deceased  person.     Hard  v.  Ashley,  44  St,  Rep'r,  792. 
By  donor.     Hurlburt  v.  Hurlburt,49  Hun,  189;  Matter  of  Hicks,  14  St.  Rep'r, 

320. 
By  employe.     McCabe  v.  D.  D.,  E.  B.  &  B.  E.  E.  Co.,  15  Daly,  504;  Clarke 

V.  Anderson,  14  id.  464. 
By  engineer.     Ballard  v.  Hitchcock  Mfg.  Co.,  89  St.  Rep'r,  843. 
By  finding  of  fact.     Mayor,  etc.  v.  Fay,  53  Hun,  558. 
By  grantee.     Titus  v.  Perry,  18  St.  Rep'r,  287. 
By  grantor.     Baldwin  v.  Short,  125  N.  Y.   553  ;  McKay  v.   Lasher,  121  id. 

477;  Scofleld  v.  Spaulding,  54  Hun,  523;  Noyes  v.  Morris,  56  id.  501;  Ship- 
man  V.  French,  15  Daly,   151  ;  Mclntyre  v.   Costello,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  397; 

Bingham  v.  Hyland,  id.  75 ;  Loos  v.   Wilkinson,  110  N.  Y.   195  ;  Todd  v. 

Union  D.  S.  Inst.,  20  Abb.  N.  C.  270. 
By  guardian.    Buffalo  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Knights  T.  &  M.  M.  A.  Assn.,  126  N. 

Y.  450. 
By  highway  commissioner.     Stone  v.  Poland,  58  Hun,  21. 
By  injured  person.     Olp  v.  Gardner,  48  Hun,  169;  West  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  56 

Supr.  590;  Kane  v.  Troy,  16  St.  Rep'r,  341;  Lewke  v.  D.  D.,  B.  B.  &  B.  R. 

R.  Co.,  46  Hun,  283;  Kennedy  v.  R.  C.  &  B.  R.  R.  Co.,  3  Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  591. 
By  insured.     Steinhausen  v.   Preferred  M.  A.  Assn.,  59  Hun,  336;  Smith  v. 

Nat.  B.  Soc,  51  id.  575;  Grossman  v.  Supreme  Lodge,  etc.,  6  N.  Y.  Supp. 

821. 
By  lessee.     Ayer  v.  Getty,  46  Hun,  287.  • 

By  mortgagor.     Man  v.  Snow,  Si  St.  Rep'r,  356. 

By  one  jointly  interested.     Harvey  v.  Walker,  59  Hun,  114;  Flagler  v.  New- 
combe,  36  St.  Rep'r,  739;  Matter  of  Baird,  47  Hun,  77. 
By  partner.    Griggs  v.  Smith,   35  St.  Rep'r,   577;  Whitney  v.   Wardell,  59 

Hun,  95. 
By  party.     Slingerland  v.  Norton,  58  Hun,  578;  Matthews  v.  Herdtfelder,  60 

id.  531;  Whitman  v.  Foley,   26   St.    Rep'r,    878;  Booth  v.    Wilson,    3  id. 

;  Larrison  v.  Payne,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  232;  Kennedy  v.  Wood,  53  Hun. 

46;  Brice  v.  Bauer,  108  N.  Y.  438;  Bobbins  v.  Downey,  45  St.  Rep'r,  279. 
By  party  in  possession.     Wallace  v.  Nodine,  57  Hun,  239;  Baird  v.  Slaight, 

4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  314. 
By  payee.     Willson  v.  Law,  113  N.  Y.  536. 
By  pleading.     Mayor,  etc. ,  v.  Fay,  53  Hun,  553;  Smith  v.  Pelott,  44  St.  Rep'r, 

343. 
By  president  of  corporation.     Post  E.  P.  Co.  v.  Coursey,  33  St.  Rep'r,  748; 

Hartnett  v.  Westcott,  56  Supr.  313. 
By  prior  holder  of  chose  in  action.     Benjamin  v.  Rogers,  136  N.  Y.  60. 
By  purchaser.     Griswold  v.  Burroughs,  60  Hun,  558. 
By  railroad  guard.     De  Soucey  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  39  St.  Eep'r,  79. 
By  release.     Baldwin  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  18  St.  Rep'r,  958. 
By  silence.     Varnnm  v.  Hart,  47  Hun,  18. 
By  stranger.  Townley  v.  Fall  B.  C.  Co.,  35  St.  Rep'r,  975;  Parsons  v.  Ramsey, 

4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)68;  Morris  v.   Wells,  id.   34;  Lowery  v.    Erakine,   113 

N.  Y.  53;  People,  ex  rel.  Kunse,  v.  Woodman,  33  St.  Eep'r,  88. 
By  street  commissioner.     Sherman  v.  Oneonta.  59  Hun,  294. 
By  subscribing  witness.     Matter  of  Hesdra,  119  N.  Y.  615. 
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By  testator.     Hurlburt  v.  Hurlburt,  128  N.  Y.  420,  Hymes  v.  Van  Cleef,  39 

St.  Rep'r,  810;  Walters  v.  Mayhew,  30  id.  46;  Mason  v.  Williams,  53  Hun, 

398;  Hogle  v.  Hogle,  49  id.  313. 
By  vendor.     Flannery  v.  Van  Tassel,  3  Silv.  (Ct.  App.)  456;  Bush  v.  Roberts, 

lllN.  Y.  278. 
In  compromise.     Brlce  v.  Bauer,  108  N.  Y.  428;  Smith  v.   Satterlee,  3  Silv. 

(Ct.  App.)  682. 
Own  declarations.     Davis  v.  Gallagher,  124  N  Y.  487;  Bittenhouse  v.  Crev- 

eling,  38  St.  Rep'r,  280;  Schwab  v.  Heindel,  10  Daly,  164. 

Page  420. 

Res  gbst^,  what  are.  Smith  v.  Nat.  B.  Soc,  123  N.  Y.  85;  Davie  v.  Gallagher, 
124  id.  487;  Schumaker  v.  Mather,  38  St.  Rep'r,  542;  Winters  v.  Judd, 
59  Hun,  32;  Koetter  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  36  St.  Rep'r,  611;  Smith  v.  Dittman, 
16  Daly,  427;  People  v.  Driscoll,  107  N.  Y.  414. 

Contemporaneous  instrument.     Burke  v.  Jackson,  57  Hun,  320. 

Declarations  of  brakeman.     Sherman  v  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  106  N.  Y.  542. 

Declarations  of  deceased  owner.     Partridge  v.  Russell,  18  St.  Rep'r,  685. 

Declarations  of  former  holder  of  mortgage.  Holcomb  v.  Campbell,  42  Hun, 
398. 

Declarations  of  injured  party.  Martin  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  103 
N.  Y.  626;  Ten  Broeck  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  6  St.  Rep'r,  100. 

Directions  of  mortgagee  not  to  sell.     Simis  v.  Hodge,  50  Hun,  410. 

Letters  of  third  persons.     Frank  v.  Brewer,  4  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  155. 

Memorandum.     Nat.  Ulster  Co.  Bk.  v.  Madden,  114  N.  Y.  280. 

PriorTrepresentations  to  another  party.    First  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Warner,  55  Hun,  120. 

Proofs  of  loss.     People  v.  O'Neill,  112  N.  Y.  355. 

Statement  accompanying  act.     Holcomb  v.  Campbell,  118  N,  Y.  46. 

Page  421. 

Presumptions.     Agency.     O'Laughlin  v.  Hammond  &  Co.,  21  St.  Rep'r,  645. 
Carriers.     Roth  v.  Hamburgh  A.  P.  Co.,  59  Supr.  49. 
Consideration.     HoUister  v.  Kolb,  35  St.  Rep'r,  885;  Norton  v.  Norton,  17 id. 

487;  Hawxhurst  v.  Eitch,  2  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  499;  Bruyn  v.  Russell,  52  Hun, 

17;  Foote  v.  Valentine,  48  id.  475;  Fargis  v.  Walton,  107  N.  Y.  398. 
Continuance  of  fact.     Horey  v.  Haverstraw,  124  N.  Y.  273;  Carter  v.  Beck- 

with,  128  id.  312;  Emmerick  v.  HefEeran,  58  Supr.  217;  Berg  v.  Carroll,  16 

Daly,  73. 
Convicted  persons  are  competent  witnesses.     People  v.  Chapleau,  121  N.  Y. 

276;  People  v.  O'Neill,  109  id.  251. 
Corporate  dealings.     Beardsley  v.  Johnson,  121  N.  Y.  224. 
Death.     Vought  v.  Williams,  120  N.  Y.  253;  Matter  of  Miller,  30  St.  Rep'r, 

212;  Matter  of  Allen,  24  id.  251;  section  841  of  Code;  People,  ex  rel  Miller, 

V.  Ryder,  124  N.  Y.  504. 
Delivery.     Crager  v.  Reis,  16  Daly,  450,  McMurray  v.  Ennis,  36  St.  Rep'r,  93. 
Foreign  law.     N.  Y.  L,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Aitkin,  125  N.  Y.  660;  Cashman  v.  Henry, 

75  id.  103;  Trebilcox  v.  McAlpine,  46  Hun,  469. 
Guilt.     People  v.  Weldon,  111  N.  Y.  569. 

Holder  of  note.     Nat.  State  Bk.  v.  Richardson,  20  St.  Rep'r,  53. 
Identity.     Trebilcox  v.  McAlpine,  46  Hun,  469 
Indebtedness.     Foote  v.  Valentine,  48  Hun.  475. 
Innocence.     Blatz  v.  Bohrbach,  116  N.  Y.  450 
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Assn.,  126  N.  Y.  450;  56  Hun,  303. 
Recitals.     Kingsland   v.  Mayor,   etc.,  60  Hun,   489;  Smith  v.  Crego,  54  id. 

32;,  Edwards  v.  Schoharie  Co.  Nat.  Bk  ,  47  id.  469-    Gilman  v.  Healy,  46 

id.  310;  People  v.  Johnson,  110  N.  Y.  134. 
Surrogate's  decree.     Nanz  v.  Oakley,  60  Hun,  431. 
Testimony,  incompetent  since  given.     Matter  of  Budlong,  54  Hun,  131. 
Testimony  of  adverse  party.     McPhillips  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  39 

St.  Rep'r,  50. 
Testimony  on  former  trial.    Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Anthony,  50  Hun,  101;  Odell 

V.  Solomon,  55  Supr.  410. 
Transcripted  judgment.     Belgard  v.  McLaughlin,  44  Hun,  557 
Transcript  of  justice's  docket.     Agar  v.  Tibbets,  46  Hun,  53. 
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Pabol.    Acceptance  op  draft.     Schmittler  v.  Simon,  114  N.  Y.  176. 

Ambiguities.'      Chase  v.  Senn.  36  St.  Rep'r,  36;  Griswold  v   Sawyer,  125  N. 

Y.  411;  Greenwood  v.  Marvin,  111  id.  428;  Thomas  v.  Scutt,  52  Hun,  343. 
Application.     DeCamp   v.  Mclntyre,  115  N.  Y.  258;    Lynch  v.  Hunnoke,  46 

St.  Rep'r,  868. 
Capacity  of  party.     Rogers  v.  Wendell,  54  Hun,  540. 
Collateral.     Daniels  v.  Smith,  8  Silv.  (Ct.  App.)  672. 
Collateral  agreement.     Weil  v.  Eahn,  16  Daly,  386;  Ferguson  v.  Baker,  116 

N.  Y.  357. 
Complete  contract.     Boehm  v.  Lies,  46  St.  Rep'r,  26;  Lamson  C.  S.  S.  Co.  v. 

Hartung,  id.  191;  Engelhorn  v.  Reithinger,  132  N.  Y.  76. 
Consideration,     Brockman  v.  Meyers,  36  St.  Rep'r,  650;  affirmed,  128   N.  Y. 

683;  Woolsey  v.  Funke,  121  id.  87;  Dnrfee  v.  Knowles,  18  St.  Rep'r,  583. 
Contemporaneous  agreement.     Read  v.  Bk.  of  Attica,  55    Hun,  154;    124  >f. 

Y.  071;   Costello  v.  Eddy,  34  St.  Rep'r,  565;  Cleningham  v.  McFarland,  16 

Daly,  403;    Gordon  v.  Niemann,  118  N.  Y.   153;  Richards  v.  Day,  45   St. 

Rep'r,  733. 
Contemporaneous   warranty.      Hungerford  Co.  v.  Rosenstein,  46  St.  Rep'r, 

195;  Lamson   C.  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Hartung,  45  id.  50;    Williams  v.  Aylesworth, 

4  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  44. 
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Custom.    O'Donohue  v.  Leggett,  5  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)601;  Hopper  v.  Sage, 

112  N.  Y.  530;  McKay  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  50  Hun,  563;  Dever- 

eaux  V.  Sun  F.  Office,  51  id.  147;  Magee  v.  Troy,  48  id.  383;  Durant  v. 

Abendrotlx,   15  St.  Rep'r,  339;  Wright  v.  Boiler,  43  Hun,  77;  Barse  v. 

Morton,  43  id.  479;  Atkinson  v.  Truesdell,  137  N.  Y.  230;  Cassidy  v.  Fon- 

tham,  38  St.  Rep'r,  177;  Whitney  v.  Hop  Bitters  Mfg.  Co.,  18  id  891. 
Date  of  bond.     Town  of  Clierry  Creek  y.  Becker,  18  St.  Rep'r,  485. 
Defining  terms.     Smitli  v.  Clews,  114  N.  Y.  190;  Newliall  v.  Appleton,  id. 

140;  Atkinson  v.  Truesdell,  57  Supr.  226. 
Delivery.     Blewitt  v.  Boornum,  59  Supr.  321. 
Error     N.  Y.  h.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Aitkin,  135  N.  T.  660. 
Explanation.     Smith  v.  Crego,  54  Hun,  23;  NewLall  v.  Appleton,  57  Supr. 

343;  Waecliterhausen  v.  Smith,  31  St.  Repr,  552. 
Explaining  signature.     Ramsay  v.  Barnes,  16  Daly,  478. 
For  whose  benefit  deed  taken      Johnston  v.  Donvan,  50  Hun,  315. 
Fraud.     Mayer  v.  Dean,  115  N.  Y.  556. 

Incomplete  contract.     Thomas  v.  Scutt,   137  N.  Y.  133;  Andrews  v.  Brew- 
ster, 134  id.  433;  Moores  v.  Glover,  37  St  Rep'r,  396;  Applebee  v.  Duke, 

id.  446;  Round  L.  Assn.  v.  Kellogg,  34  id.  405;  Van  Gorden  v.  Sackett,  3 

Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)583;  Doty  v,  Thomson,  116  N.  Y.  515;  Woodward  v  Foster, 

64  Hun,  147. 
Intention  of  parties.     Humphreys  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co  ,  131  N.  Y. 

435;  Sanders  v.  Cooper,  115  id.  379;  Hadden  v.  Waring,  22  St.  Rep'r,  689. 
Limiting  liability  on  note.     Isaacs  v.  Jacobs,  15  Daly,  490. 
Memorandum.     Crosby  v.   D.  &  H.  C.  Co.,    138  N.  Y.  641;    Routledge   v. 

Worthington  Co.,  119  id.  593;  Hurd  v.  Bovee,  4  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  186. 
Nature   of  instrument.     Woodworth  v.  Hodgson,  35  St.  Rep'r,  964;  Barry  v, 

Coville,  53  Huu,  630. 
Omissions.     Case  v   Phoenix  B.  Co.,  58  Supr.  435;  Doty  v.  Thomson,  116  N 
I  Y.  515;  Briggs  v.  Groves,  30  St.  Rep'r,  958;  Ward  v.  Cowdrey,  21  id.  373; 

Van  Gordon  v.  Sackett,  2  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  583. 
Papers  read  together.     Barney  v.  Forbes,  118  N.  Y.  580;  Coe  v.  Tough,  116 

id.  373. 
Prior  negotiations.     Breck  v.  Ringler,  36  St.  Rep'r,  617;  Bopp  v.  Askins,  31 

id.  555;  Bunnell  v.  Empire,  etc.,  Co.,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  591. 
Prior  oral  agreement.     Walton  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  317. 
Receipt  in  full.     Skenandoa  C.  Co.  v.  Lefferts,  36  St.   Rep'r,  63;  Juillard  v. 

Chaffee,  93  N.  Y.  535;  Marsh  v.  McNair,  99  id.  174;  Thomas  v.  Scutt,  53 

Hun,  343. 
Recitals  in  foreign  judgment.     Latham  v.  Delany,  59  Supr.  37. 
Record.     Lorillard  v.  Clyde,  132  N.  Y.  41. 
Secret  understanding.     Peck  v.  Doran  &  N.  Co. ,  57  Hun,  343. 
Subsequent  agreement.     Smith  v.  Halligan,  17  St.  Rep'r,  303. 
Subsequent  conversations.     Nightingale  v.  Eiseman,  131  N.  Y.  388. 
Third  person.     Condit  v.  Cowdrey,  133  N.  Y.  463. 
Waiver  of  performance.     Grange  v.  Palmer,  56  Hun,  481  ;  Mead  y.  Parker, 

111  N.  Y.  259. 
Writing  signed  by  one  party.     Routledge  v.  Wurthington,  119  N.  Y.   592; 

Curtis  V.  Soltau,  16  Daly,  490;  Tocci  v.  Arata,  id.  494;  Wise  v.  Rosenblat, 

id.  496. 
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Opinions.    Abbreviations.    Dresler  v.  Hard,  127  N.  T.  235. 

Ability  to  perform  duty.     Eldridge  v.  Atlas  S.  Co.,  58  Hun,  96 

Amount  of  loss.     Sclilessinger  v.  Springfield  F.  &  M.  I.  Co.,  58  Supr.  113. 

Apparent  suffering.     McSwyny  v.  B.  &  S.  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  4  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  495. 

Belief.     Preston  v.  Soutliwick,  115  N.  Y.  139. 

Blood  stains.     People  v.  Deacons,  109  N.  Y.  374. 

Care.    McCarragher  v.  Rogers,  120  N.  Y.  526. 

Cause  of  accident.    Ckamberiaiu  v.  Wheatland,  5  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  169;  Bailey 

V.  R.,  W.  &  0.  R.  R.  Co.,  55  Hun,  509. 
Cause  of  injury.     Turner  v.  Newburg,  109  N.  Y.  301;  People  v.  Willson  id. 

345. 
Competency  of  expert.     Jefferson  v.  N.  Y.  E.  R.  R  Co.,  33  St.  Bep'r,  916  ; 

Slaepard  v.  Same,  39  id.  430  ;  Doyle  v.  Man    (R.  Co.,  87  id.  604  ;  Johnston 

V.  Same,  39  id.   227 ;  People  v.  Fish,  125  N.  Y.  136  ;   People  v.  Kemmler, 

119  id.  580;  Chamberlain  v.  Dunlop,  5  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  98;  Carter  v.  N.  Y. 

E.  R  R.  Co.,  57  Supr.  279;  Thompson  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  15  Daly,  438;  Moore 

V.  Baylies,  33  St.  Rep'r,  79;  Roe  v  Mayor,  etc.,  56  Supr.   298;  Conklin  v. 

Man.  R.  Co.,  36  St.  Rep'r,  124;  Sherwood  v.  Met.   E.   R.   Co.,  id.  195; 

affirmed,  138  N.  Y.  624 ;  Gregory  v.  Fichtner,  27  Abb.  N.  C.  86  ;  Hook  v. 

Kenyon,  55  Hun,  598  ,  James  v.  Ford,  16  Daly,  126  ;  Phillips  v.  McNab, 

id.  150  ,  Sixth  A.   R.  R.  Co.  v.  Met.  E.  R.  Co.,  56  Hun,  183 ;  Hangen  v. 

Hachemei.ster,  114  N.  Y.  566;  Buehler  v.  Reich,  44  SL   Rep'r,  498  ;  Hoch- 

strasser  v.  Martin,  62  Hun,  165. 
Conclusions.    Austin  v.  Rappelye,  45  St.   Rep'r,  489;  Holler  v.  Apa,  43  St. 

Rep'r,  529;  Reynolds  v.  Lawton,  (12  Hun,  596;  Harnickell  v.  Parrot,  etc., 

Co.,  1  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)  76;  Doty  v.  Stanton,  18  St   Rep'r,  427. 
Consequences  from  injuries.     Wallace  v.  Vacuum  O.  Co.,  128  N.  Y.  578;  De 

Soucey  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  89  St.  Rep'r,  79;  O'Brien  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  R. 

R.  Co.,  86  id.  801;  Forde  v.  Nichols,  id.  729;  Stouter  v.  Man.   R.  Co.,  127 

N.  Y.  661;  Griswold  v.  N.  Y  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  115  id.  61;  McClain  v. 

B.  C.  R.  B.  Co.,  116  id.  459;  Gregory  v.  N.  Y.,  L.   E.  &  W.  B.  R.  Co.,  55 

Hun,  303;  Ney  v.  Troy,  30  St.  Rep'r,  321 . 
Construction  of  foreign  law.    Molson's  Ek.  v.  Boardman,  47  Hun,  135. 
Credit.     Maher  v.  Wilson,  19  St   Bep'r,  813. 
Custom.     Hugg  V   Shank,  17  Civ.  Pro.  128. 
Damages.     McGean  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  117  N.  Y.  219. 
Defect  of  title.     Moser  v.  Cochrane,  107  N.  Y.  35. 
Defining  terms.     Petrie  v  Phoenix  I.  Co.,  32  St.  Rep'r,  965. 
Effect  of  act  complained  of.     Avery  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  B.  R.  Co.,  121  N. 

Y.  31;  Van  Wycklen  v.  Brooklyn,  118  id.  424. 
Emission  of  sparks  from  engine.     Collins  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  B.  R.  Co.,  109 

N.  Y.  243. 
Force  to  inflict  wound.     People  v.  Fish,  125  N.  Y.  136. 
Future  profits      Ellsler  v.  Brooks,  54  Supr.  73. 
Hypothetical  questions      People  v.  Smiler,  125  N    Y.  717;  People  v.  McEl- 

vaine,  121  id.  250,  Matter  of  Mason,  60  Hun,  46;  Gregory  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E. 

&  W.  R.  R.  Co..  55  id.  803;  Page  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  57  id.  123;  Thompson  v. 

Knickerbocker  I.  Co. ,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  7. 
Impressions,     Sisson  v.  Yost,  35  St.  Rep'r,  136. 
Intent.     Schroeder  v.  Frey,  60  Hun,  68;  Dwlght  v.  Badgley,  id.  144;  Dobson 

V.  Warner,  33  St  Rep'r,  947;  Morris  v.  Wells,  4  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  84;  Manu- 
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facturers,  etc.,  Bk.  v.  Koch,  105  N.  T.  630;  Phoenix  Mills  v.  Miller,  4  St. 

Kep'r,  787;  People  v.  Sharp,  107  N.  Y.  437. 
Intoxication.     People,  ex  rel.  Kelly,  v.  MacLean,  37  St.  Rep'r,  628;  McCarty 

V.  Wells,  51  Hun,  171. 
Lay  witness.     White  v.  Davis,  43  St.  Rep'r,  901. 
Lay  witness  as  to  mental  capacity.     Paine  v.   Aldrich,   38  St.   Eep'r,   408; 

Matter  of  McArthur,  36  id.  393;  Matter  of  McCarthy,  55  Hun  7;  Yeandle 

V.  Yeandle,  13  St.  Rep'r,  586. 
Main  question  in  issue.     McDonald  v.  State,  127  N.  Y.  18. 
Manner  of  death.  •  Washburn  v.  JSlat.  A.  Soc.  32  St.  Rep'r,  34. 
Mental  capacity.     Matter  of  Mason,  60  Hun,  46;  Fiero  v.  Paulding,  6  N.  Y. 

Supp.  133. 
Miscarriage.     Gibbons  v.  Phoenix,  39  St.  Rep'r,  658. 
Mode  of  eliciting.      Connelly  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  60   Hun,  495;    Wrauskyv.  D. 

D.,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  R.   Co.,  37  St.  Rep'r,  543;  Matter  of  Mason,  60  Hun,  46; 

Atkins  V.  Man.  R.  Co.,  57  Hun,  102. 
Motive  of  witness.     Moore  v.  N.  Y.  E.  R.  R.  Co. ,  15  Daly,  510. 
Necessity  of  repairs.     Ivory  v.  Deerpark,  116  N.  Y.  476. 
Non-expert  evidence.     People  v.  Webster,  59  Hun,  398. 
Official  capacity.     Applebee  v.  Albany  Brewing  Co.,  34  St.  Rep'r,  671. 
Opinion  as  to  testimony.     Loveless  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  57  Supr.  3. 
Payment  on  account.     Ramsay  v.  Barnes,  80  Civ.  Pro.  84. 
Pregnancy.     Young  v.  Johnson,  183  N.  Y.  886;  46  Hun,  164. 
Rational  appearance.     People  v.  Packenham,  115  N.  Y.  200;  People  v.  Con- 

roy,  97  id.  63. 
Safety  of  apparatus.    Oties  v.  Cowles  E.  S.  &  A.  Co.,  4  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  874. 
Sanity.     People  v.  Barber,  115  N.  Y.  475. 
Single  transaction.     Frear  v.  Sweet,  118  N.  Y.  454. 
Subsequent  statements.     Griesheimer  v.  Tanenbaum,  124  N.  Y.  650. 
Terms  of  contract.     Koehler  v.  Schneider,  16  Daly,  865. 
Understanding.     Newhall  v.  Appleton,  134  N.  Y.  668;  Sperry  v.  Baldwin,  46 

Hun,  180. 
Unexpressed  mental  condition.      Metz  v.  Luckemeyer,  59  Supr.  53;  affirmed, 

188  N.  Y.  683. 
Value.     Sistare  v.  Olcott,  15  St.  Rep'r,  248;  Todd  v.  Haeger,  13  id.  633. 
Weight  of  expert  testimony.     Matter  of  Lyddy,  17  St.  Rep'r,  2;  GoU  v.  Man. 

R.  Co.,  57  Supr.  74. 
Witness'  own  publication.     Mix  v.  Staples,  44  St.  Rep'r,  399. 
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Witnesses.  Credibility.  Zust  v.  Smitheimer,  58  Supr.  583;  Wrausky  v.  D. 
D.,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  R.  Co.,  37  St.  Rep'r,  543;  People  v.  Chapleau,  121  N.  Y. 
866;  Murphy  v.  R.,  W.  &  0.  R.  R.  Co.,  32  St.  Rep'r,  381;  Copp  v.  Hollins, 
30  id.  286;  Cleveland  v.  N.  J.  S.  Co. ,  8  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  98;  Graves  v.  Graves, 
5  id.  539;  Olcott  v.  Kohlsaat,  27  St.  Rep'r,  900;  Bank  of  Attica  v.  P.  &  S. 
Mfg.  Co.,  17  St.  Rep'r,  327. 

Cross-examination.  Kingsland  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  60  Hun,  489;  Gregory  v. 
Fichtner,  31  Civ.  Pro.  1;  Francis  v.  R.,  W.  &  0.  R.  R.  Co.,  36  St.  Rep'r, 
745;  Hatch  v.  Attrill,  118  N.  Y.  383;  Ensign  v.  Ensign,  14  St.  Rep'r,  181; 
Deen  v.  Milne,  13  id.  464;  Prescott  v.  Tousey,  50  Supr.  18;  Breck  v.  Ring- 
ler,  36  St.  Eep'r,  617.   ' 

Explanation.     Wemberg  v.  Kram,  44  St.  Rep'r,  126. 
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Impeachment.     Arrest.     Spiegal  v.  Hayea,  3  Silv.  (Ct.  App.)  428;  Loewer's  G. 
B.  Co.  V.  Bachman,  45  St.  Rep'r,  48. 
Arrest  and  conviction.     WolkofE  v.  TefEt,  59  Supr.  53;  People  v.  Rose. 

53  Hun,  33. 
Basis  for  contradicting.     Doud  v.  Donnelly,  35  St.  Rep'r,  834;  Palmeri 

V.  Man.  E.  R.  Co.,  39  id.  33. 
Bias.     Effray  v.  Masson,  45  St.  Rep'r,  396;  People  v.  Brooks,  39  id.  827; 
Matter  of  Mason,  60  Hun,  48;    Matter  of   Mellen,  56  id.  553;   Schles- 
singer  v.  Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  58  Supr.  112. 
Character.     Healy  v.   Terry,   16  Daly,   117;    People  v.  Watson,  37  St 

Rep'r,  78. 
Collateral  and  irrelevant  matter.     Morris  v.  Atlantic  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  116 

N.  Y.  553. 
Contradiction.     Hill  v.  Froehlich,  38  St.  Rep'r,  34;  Surdam  v.  Ingraham, 
36  id.  769;    People  v.  Cassidy,  89  id.  27;    Masterton  v.  Boyce,  6  N.  Yt 
Supp.  65. 
Conviction  of  crime.     Nuggins  v.  State,  118  N.  Y.  660;  Spiegal  v.  Hays, 

3Sil.  (Ct.  App.)  438. 
Corroboration.     Matter  of  Hesdra,  3  Silv.  (Ct.  App.)  488;  Young  v.  John- 
son, 133  N.  Y.  336;  Hine  v.  Gushing,  53  Hun,  519. 
Form  of  questions  to  contradict.     Cont.    Nat.  Bk.   v.  Koehler,  17  St. 

Rep'r,  33. 
Guilty  of  crimes.     Gilpin  v.  Daly,  30  Civ.  Pro.  91. 
Habitual  litigant.     Palmeri  v.  Man.  E.  R.  Co.,  39  St.  Rep'r,  33. 
Hostility.     Cornwell  v.  Cagwin,  44  St.  Rep'r,  12;  People  v.  Brooks,  39  id. 

827;  Hamilton  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  58  Supr.  17. 
Improper  question.     Morris  v.  Wells,  4  Silv.  (Slip.  Ct.)34. 
Indictment.     Sullivan  v.  Nevpman,  43  St.  Rep'r,  893;  Van   Bokkelen  v, 

Berdell,  130  N.  Y.  141;  Spiegal  v.  Hays,  2  Silv.  (Ct.  App.)  438. 
Indictment  and  conviction.     Morenus  v.  Crawford,  51  Hun,  89. 
Larceny.     Zopfl  v.  Smith,  55  Hun,  547. 
Kefarious  occupation.     People  v.  Giblin,  115  N.  Y.  196. 
Offer  to  settle.     Matter  of  Mason,  60  Hun,  46. 
Record  of  conviction.     Sisson  v.  Yost,  35  St.   Rep'r,   136;  WolkofE  v. 

Tefft,  59  Supr.  53. 
Truth  and  veracity.     National  Bk.  v.  Scriven,  63  Hun,  375. 
Leading  questions.     Hoyt  v.  Cline,  39  St.  Rep'r,  937;  Robinson  v.  Smith,  3 

Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  490. 
Privilege.     Gilpin  v.  Daly,  59  Hun,  413;  Same  v.   Appleby,    36  St.  Rep'r, 

671;  People  v.  Sharp,  107  N.  Y.  427. 
Privilege  from  arrest.     Section  760  of  Code;  Scofield  v.  Kreiser,  40  St.  Rep'r, 

759. 
Refreshing  memory.     Woodman  v.  Penfleld,  3  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  346. 
To  test  witness'  recollection.     Stodder  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.   R.    Co.,  50 

Hun,  331. 
Vouching  for.     Fitzgerald  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  B.  Co.,  59  Hun,  235;  Thal- 
heimer  v.  Klapetsky,  36  St.  Rep'r,  116;  De  Meli  v.  De  Meli,  130 N.  Y.  485; 
Matter  of  Mellen,  56  Hun,  553. 
Weight  of  contradictory  statements.     Klyer  v.  German  A.  Ins.  Co.,  131  N. 

Y.  689. 
Weight  of  testimony  of  interested  witnesses.     Bookheim  v.  Alexander,  64 
Hun,  458. 
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CONFIDENTIAL  COMMUNICATIONS. 
Page  em. 

Attobnby  and  client.   Acknowledgment.   Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Corey,  54  Hun, 

493. 
Acting  as  subscribing  witness.     Matter  of  Coleman,  111  N.  Y.  320. 
Both  parties.     Greer  v.  Greer,  58  Hun,  251;  Hurlburtv.  Hurlburt,  128  N.  Y. 

420;  Sheldon  v.  Sheldon,  33  St.  Rep'r,  754;  Smith  v.  Crego,  54  Hun,  23; 

Hard  v.  Ashley,  44  St.  Rep'r,  792;  Brennan  v.  Hall,  42  id.  748. 
Commission.     Matter  of  Whitlock,  51  Hun ,  351. 
Conducting  suit.    Martin  v.  Piatt,  51  Hun,  429. 
Delivery   of  papers.     Chellis  v.  Chapman,  29  St.  Rep'r,  953;  Rousseau  v. 

Bleau,  131  N.  Y.  177. 
Drawing  deed.     Mclntyre  v.  Costello,   6  N.  Y.  Supp.  397;  Barry  v.  Coville, 

53  Hun,  630. 
Instructions  for  drawing  will.     Loder  v.  Whelpley,  111  N.  Y.  239. 
Made  to  be  communicated.     Bartlett  v.  Bunn,  56  Hun,  507. 
Not  acting  in  professional  capacity.     Haulenbeek  v.  McGibbon,  60  Hun,  26; 

Brennan  v.  Hall,  20  Civ.  Pro.  434. 
Presence  of  subscribing  witnesses.    Matter  of  Smith,  61  Hun,  101;  Matter  of 

McCarthy,  55  id.  7. 
Professional  employment.     Richards  v.  Moore,  37  St.  Rep'r,  953;  McClure  v. 

Goodenough,  19  Civ.  Pro.  191;  People,  ex  rel.  Updyke,  v.  Gillon,  18  id.  109; 

Barry  v.  Coville,  53  Hun,  630;  Ney  v.  Troy,  30  St.  Rep'r,  331. 
Relation  terminated.     Wadd  v.  Hazleton,  43  St.  Rep'r,  686. 
Waiver.     Smith  v.  Crego,  54  Hun,  33;  Masterton  v.  Boyce,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  65. 

Page  617. 

Physician.     Relation.     Henry  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  19  Civ.  Pro.  188. 
At  request  of  another  physician.     Henry  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  57 

Hun,  76. 
Burden.     Henry  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  19  Civ.  Pro.  188;  57  Hun,  76. 
Certificate   of  death.     Buffalo,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Knights  T.  &  M.  M.  A.  Assn.,  136 

N.  Y.  450. 
Explanation.     Herriugton  v.  Winn,  60  Hun,  335. 

Fact  of  attendance.     Numrich  v.  Supreme  Lodge,  etc.,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  553. 
Friendly  visits.     Matter  of  Darragh,  53  Hun,  591;  Brigham  v.  Qott,  30  St. 

Rep'r,  430;  Fisher  v.  Fisher,  43  id.  100. 
In  connection  with  another  physician.     Grossman  v.  Supreme  Lodge,  etc.,  6 

N.  Y.  Supp.  831. 
Mental  capacity.     Van  Orman  v.  Van  Orman,  34  St.  Rep'r,  834;    Matter   of 

Connor,  37  id.  905;  Matter  of  Coleman,  111  N.  Y.  330;  Loder  v.  Whelpley, 

id.  389;  Hoyt  v.  Hoyt,  113  id.  493. 
Necessary  to  enable  physician  to  act.     Feeney  v.  Long  I.  R.   R.   Co. ,  116  N. 

Y.  375;  Matter  of  Darragh,  52  Hun,  591-  People  v.  Brower,  53  id.  317. 
Not  employed.     Heath  v.  B.  &  S.  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  57  Supr.  496. 
Proof  of  professional  capacity.     Stowell  v.   American,   etc.,  Assn.,    1   Sil. 

(Sup.  Ct.)  346. 
Sent  by  district  attorney.     People  v.  Kemmler,  119  N.  Y.  580. 
Services  of  nurse.     Pandjiris  v.  McQueen,  37  St.  Rep'r,  603. 
Waiver  by  attorney.     Alberti  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  118  N.  Y.  77. 
Waiver  by  patient.     Marx  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  56  Hun,  575;  Treanor  v.  Man.  R. 

Co.,  41  St.  Rep'r,  614. 
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Waiver  by  personal  representatives.    Chap.  514  of  1892,  amending  section 
836  of  Code. 
Telegrams.    People,  ex  rel.  Sabold,  v.  Webb,  23  St.  Rep'r,  324. 

Page  647. 

CiKCUMSTANTiAi.    Adultery.    Allen  v.  Allen,  101  N.  Y.  658. 
Bribery.    People  v.  O'Neill,  5  N.  Y.  Cr.  303. 
Conviction.     People  v.  Stokes,  2  N.  T.  Cr.  382. 
Fire  on  line  of  railroad.     Billings  v.  FitchburgR.  E.  Co.,  34  St.  Rep'r,  382; 

afi'd,  138  N.  Y.  644. 
Loan.     Matter  of  Babzer,  23  W.  Dig.  305;  Corning  v.  Walker,  100  N.  Y.  547. 
Misappropriation.     N.  Y.  &  B.  P.  Co.  v.  Moore,  1  Silv.  (Ct.  App.)  52. 
Ownership.     Seaman  v.  Koehler,  133  N.  Y.  646. 
Possession  of  stolen  property.     Molloy  v.  Long  I.  E.  R.   Co.,  59  Hun,  424; 

People  v.  Weldon,  111  N.  Y.  569. 
Eenunciation  of  executor.     Fleming  v.  Burnham,  100  N.  Y.  1. 
Sale.     Schmidt  v.  Schanzlin,  53  Supr.  498. 
Title.     Segelke  v.  Pinan,  6  St.  Bep'r,  683. 
Violation  of  excise  law.     Comrs. ,  etc. ,  v.  Merchant,  103  N.  Y.  143. 

Page  665. 

Fees  of  expert.    Wright  v.  Reusens,  39  St.  Rep'r,  802. 

Page  666. 

Punishment  op  defaulting  witness.  People,  ex  rel.  McDonald,  v.  Keeler,  32 
Hun,  592. 

Page  679. 

Commission,  a  substantial  right.     Dryer  v.  Sexsmith,  40  Hun,  242. 
Power  to  issue  discretionabt.     Dryer  v.  Sexsmith,  40  Hun,  342. 

Page  6§7. 

Commission  upon  oral  questions.     Grissen  v.  South  worth,  64  Hun,  488. 

Page  698. 

Judgment  of  nonsuit  on  non-appearance  op  plaintiff.  Todd  v.  Doremus, 
60  Hun,  386;  Wilcox  v.  Clement,  4  Denio,  160;  TrafEam  v.  Getman,  19  St. 
Rep'r,'295. 

Nonsuit  on  ground  op  misjoinder  of  parties.    Lord  v.  Lord,  33  St.  Rep'r,  752. 

Page  700. 

When  noiisuit  p^ioper.     Dill  v.  Voshall,  40  St.  Eep'r,  887;  Bennett  v.  Knapp, 

31  id.  24;  Glavin  v.  Savarese,  25  id.  1016. 
When  nonsuit  improper.     Forbes  v.  Chichester,  135  N.  Y.  769;  Fox  v.  Onon- 
daga Co.  Sav.  Bk.,  3  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  397;  Graves  v.  Santway,  2  id.  67;  Hart 

V.  Eyan,  3  id.  415. 
Nonsuit  denied,  where  evidence  presents  question  of  fact.    Costen  v. 

Decker,  25  W.  Dig.  231. 
What  assumed  on  motion  for  nonsuit.    Byrnes  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  B.  &  W.  E.  R. 

Co.,   113   N.  Y.  351 ;    Galvin  v.  Mayor,  etc.,   112  id.  223;   Valentine  v. 

Eichardt,  39  St.  Eep'r,  38;  Darling  v.  Howe,  38  id.  706;  Weil  v.  D.  D.,  E. 

B.  &  B.  E.  E.  Co.,  119  N.  Y.  147;   Bulger  v.  Eosa,  63  Hun,  239;  Schneider 

V.  Second  A.  R.  E.  Co.,  59  SupT.  536. 
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EviDBNCB  VIEWED  IN  MOST  FAVORABLE  LIGHT.  Wickham  V.  Terhune,  28  St. 
Rep'r,  350;  Wells  v.  Sibley,  31  id.  40;  Martin  v.  Manfrs.  A.  I.  Co.,  60 
Hun,  535. 

Page  704. 

Default.     Dunn  v.  O'Keefe,  31  St.  Rep'r,  311;  TrafEarn  v.  Qetman,  19  id.  295. 

Proof  upon  default.     GritBn  v.  Jackson,  36  St.  Rep'r,  110. 

Plaintiff  must  establish  case  by  legal  evidence  in  defendant's  absence. 

Hawley  v.  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  Co.,  30  W.  Dig.  143;  Sheban  v.  Johnson,  id. 

157. 
Proof  of  cobpokate  existence  on  default.     Crown  P.  I.  Co.  v.  Fitzgerald, 

14  St.  Rep'r,  437. 

Page  705. 

Party  must  demand  a  jury  trial  at  joining  op  issue.  Section  8990  of  the 
Code;  Lord  v.  Lord,  33  St.  Rep'r,  753. 

Page  709. 

Judgment  not  rendered  within  pour  days.     Flynn  v.  Hancock,  46  Hun,  368. 

Page  710. 

Jury,  a  matter  of  right.     Blumburg  v.  Briggs,  10  St.  Rep'r,  343. 

Page  710. 

Jurt  waived  unless  demanded  at  joining  op  issue.     Section  3990  of  Code; 

Lord  v.  Lord.  35  St.  Rep'r,  753. 
Drawing  jury.     Bergman  v.  WolfE,  33  St.  Rep'r,  499. 

The  mode  of  drawing  a  jury  was  changed  by  the  amendments  of  1889  to  sec- 
tions 2990,  2991,  3993,  2993,  2995  and  3996,  and  the  amendment  of  1893  to 
section  3997  of  the  Code. 

Form  of  Venire. 
State  of  New  York,  ^      . 

County  of  Fulton,     ) 
To  any  constable  of  said  county,  greeting  : 

The  people  of  the  State  of  New  York  command  you  to  summon  (here  insert  the 

names  of  the  jurors  drawn)  to  attend  before  me,  as  justice  of  the  peace,  at , 

in  the of  ,  in  said  county,  on  the day  of ,  18 — ,  at  —  o'clock  in 

the noon,  to  form  a  jury  for  the  trial  of  a  civil  action  between , 

plaintifE,  and ,   defendant;  and  you  are  also  required  to  indorse  upon 

this  venire  a  return,  certifying  that  you  have  served  it,  as  required  by  law,  upon 
each  of  the  jurors  whose  names  are  herein  inserted,  or,  if  any  have  not  been 
served,  stating  the  reason  for  such  omission. 
Given  under  my  hand  and  seal,  the day  of ,  18 — . 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 
Jury,  prom  what  list  drawn.     Cargain  v.  Everett,  42  St.  Rep'r,  618. 

The  form  of  venire  in  actions  between  two  towns,  etc.,  has  not  been  changed. 
The  form  given  on  page  710  can  be  readily  adapted  to  this  purpose. 
New  venire.     Section  3997  of  the  Code. 
Talesmen.     Section  2997  of  the  Code. 

Page  711. 

Objection  to  constable.     Prussia  v.  Guenther,  16  Abb.  N.  C.  230. 
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Page  ri2. 

Congtable's  retwm. 
I  certify  that,  by  virtue  of  the  within  precept,  I  have  personally  summoned  as 
jurors  the  several  persons  named  therein,  except  (here  insert  the  names  of  those 
not  served),  and  that  the  reason  why  they  were  not  served  is . 

Constable. 

Page  715. 

Procedtirb  where  sufficient  nttmbee  kot  drawn.     Section  2997  of  the  Code. 

For  mode  of  drawing  a  jury,  see  section  2995  of  the  Code. 
ExECTTTiON  OF  NEW  VENIRE,  WITHIN  WHAT  TIME.     Section  2997  of  the  Code. 

Page  T16. 

"Waiver.     Bergman  v.  WolfE,  33  St.  Eep'r,  499;  Salisbury  v.  McClaskey,  26  Hun, 

262;  Ayers  v.  Hammondsport,  11  St.  Rep'r,  706. 
Relationship.    Butler  v.  G.  P.,  S.  H.  &  F.  E.  St.  R.  R.  Co.,  121  N.  Y.  112. 

Page  719. 

Age.     Magee  v.  Troy,  48  Hun,  383. 

SuBPCBNAED  AS  WITNESS.     Rankin  V.  Nelson,  10  St.  Rep'r,  337. 
Resident  of  city.     Hildreth  v.  Troy,  101  N.  Y.  234. 

Impression.  Young  v.  Johnson,  123  N.  Y  226-  Halstedv.  Man.  R.  Co.,  58  Supr. 
270. 

Page  723. 

Objection  availaple  only  upor  challenge.  Stedman  v.  Batchelor,  49  Hun, 
390. 

Page  724. 

Peremptory.    Dorman  v.  B.  R.  Co.,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  769. 

Right  to  open  and  close.  Heaton  v.  Tracy,  56  Hun,  327;  Lake  O.  Nat.  Bk.  v. 
Judson,  3  Silv.  (Ct.  App.)  90;  Same  v.  Same,  id.  105;  122  N.  Y.  279;  Tall- 
madge  v.  P.  P.  Co.,  39  St.  Rep'r,  29;  Clarkson  v.  Meyer,  39  id.  188;  Red- 
mond V.  Tone,  32  id.  260;  Beck  v.  Reese,  21  id.  401;  Conselyea  v.  Swift, 
103  N.  Y.  604;  Plenty  v.  Bendle,  43  Hun,  568. 

Page  725. 

Improper  statement  op  counsel  in  opening  case.    Brusie  v.  Peck  Bros.  & 

Co.,  42  St.  Rep'r,  801. 
LmrriNG  number  of  witnesses.     Reynolds  v.  Port  Jervis,  etc.,  32  Hun,  64. 
Cumulative.    Abenheim  v.  Samuels,  22  St.  Rep'r,  636. 

Page  726. 

Order  op  proof.  American  E.  T.  Co.  v.  Reich,  35  St.  Rep'r,  579;  Neil  v.  Thorn, 
88  N.  Y.  270;  Briggs  v.  Gardner,  60  Hun,  543;  Aukersmit  v.  Tuoh,  114  N. 
Y.  51;  Smith  v.  Dodge,  19  St.  Rep'r,  292;  Rogers  v.  Murray,  110  N.  Y. 
658;  Lange  v.  Man.  E.  Co.,  46  St.  Rep'r,  868. 

Witnesses  retiring.    Friedman  v.  Myers,  39  St.  Rep'r,  192. 

Page  729. 

Instruction  to  jury.  McCusker  v.  Carlson,  20  W.  Dig.  424;  Blumburg  v. 
Briggs,  10  St.  Rep'r,  243;  Heath  v.  Kyles,  17  id.  470. 
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Page  731. 

Opening  cash.    Van  Dusen  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.  Co.,  13  St.  Rep'r,  351. 

Page  734. 

Misconduct  of  jukors.    Bruswitz  v.  Netherlands  A.  S.  N.  Co.,  64  Blub,  862. 

Page  735. 

Limitation  of  time.     Gaylord  v.  Karst,  37  St.  Rep'r,  688, 

Ierelbvant  matter.     Williams  v.  B.  E.  E.  R.  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  96. 

Reading  law  to  jury.  Williams  v.  B.  E.  R.  R.  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  96;  Ryan  v.  Por. 
ter  M.  Co.,  57  Hun,  353;  Lesser  v.  Perkins,  39  id.  343;  Reich  v.  Mayor,  etc., 
13  Daly,  73;  Vosper  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  49  Supr.  396.  The  authorities  apply  to 
the  practice  in  courts  of  record,  but  probably  are  not  applicable  to  justices' 
courts. 

Withdrawal  of  erroneous  statement  op  law.  Smith  v.  Ruggles,  31  St. 
Rep'r,  331. 

Reading  from  opinion.     Panama  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  44  St.  Rep'r,  383. 

Reading  pleadings.  Tisdale  v.  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  416;  Holmes  v.  Jones, 
131  id.  461. 

Page  740. 

Justice  entering  jury-room.  Valentine  v.  Kelley,  54  Hun,  78;  Gibbons  v. 
Van  Alstyne,  39  St.  Rep'r,  461. 

Page  743. 

Justice  cankot  direct  verdict.     Blumburg  v.  Briggs,  10  St.  Rep'r,  343. 

Page  744. 

Receiving  verdict  in  absence  of  plaintiff.     Ripley  v.  McCann,  19  W.  Dig, 

133.     The  trial  in  this  case  took  place  in  1879. 
Inaccurate  verdict.     Morehead  v.  Brown,  33  St.  Rep'r,  766. 

Page  745. 

Remitting  part  of  verdict.     Allen  v.  Swan,  83  Hun,  364. 

Page  747. 

Questions  op  pact  for  jury.     See  note  in  4  Sil.  (Sup.  Ct.)336. 

Page  753. 

General  objection.     Turner  v.  Newburgh,  109  N.  Y.  301;  People  v.  Willaon, 

id.  345;  N.  J.  S.  Co.  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  id.  631;  Amadou  v.  IngersoU,  34  Hun, 

133;  Wertz  v.  Singer  M.  Co.,  35  id.  116;  Bier  v.  Cooke,   37  id.  38;  Brown 

v.  Wakeman,  45  St.  Rep'r,  671. 
Objections  must  be  definite.     Stouter  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,   137  N.  Y.  661;  Kerno- 

chau  V.  N.  Y.  E.  R.  R.  Co.,  138  id.  559;  Wallace  v.  Vacuum  0.  Co.,  id.  579; 

Enos  V.  Enos,  58  Hun,  45;  Matter  of  N.  Y.  E.  R.  R.  Co.,  35  St.  Rep'r,  947; 

Silberstein  v.  H.,  etc.,  Co.,  117  N.  Y.  393;  Case  v.  Case,  49  Hun,  83;  Case 

V.  Perew,  46  id.  57;  Abell  v.  Clark,  33  W.  Dig.  559. 

Page  755. 

Objection  on  same  grounds.     Koehler  v.  Scheeder,  16  Daly,  335. 

When  general  objection  sufficient.  Tozer  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co., 
1  Silv.  ^Ct.  App.)  450;  People  v.  Dimick,  41  Hun,  616;  Boughton  v.  Bogardus, 
35  id.  198;  Riggs  v.  American  H.  M.  Soc'y,  id.  656;  Bergmann  v.  Jones,  94 
N.  Y.  51. 
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Page  756. 

When  objection  to  be  taken.    People  v.  Grouse,  51  Hun,  489. 
Premature  objection.    Matter  of  Morgan,  104  N.  Y.  74. 
Answer  by  yes  or  no.     People  v.  Chaon,  1  Sllv.  (Ct.  App.)  38. 
Offer,  including  improper  evidence,  excluded.    Riley  v.  N.  Y.,  L,  E.  & 
W.  R.  R.  Co.,  34  Hun,  97. 

Page  75§. 

Irresponsive  answer.     Hare  v.  Mahony,  87  St.  Rep'r,  653. 

Reasons  for  rulings.    Tallmadge  v.  P.  P.  Co.,  39  St.  Rep'r,  29. 

Curing  error.     Holmes  v.   Moffat,  130  N.   Y.   159;  Chase  v.  Nichols,  33  St. 

Rep'r,  88;  Manu  v.  Barrows,  14  id.   10;  Lister  v.   Windmuller,  53  Supr. 

407;  Byrnes  v.  Byrnes,  103  N.  Y.  4;  Geneva,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Sage,  35  Hun,  95; 

People  V.  Elmore,  3  N.  Y.  Cr.  264;  Wing  v.  Raplee,  17  W.  Dig.  415;  Bean 

V.  Tonnele,  94  N.  Y.  381. 
Motion  to  strike  out.     Hickenbottom  v.  D;,  L.  &  W.  R.  B.  Co.,  133  N.  Y.  91; 

Whitman  v.  Foley,  135  id.  651;  Cowan  v.  Third  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  81  St.  Rep'r, 

145;  Larrison  v.  Payne,  1  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  383;  Matter  of  Palmer,   id.  335; 

Parsons  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  113  N.  Y.  355;  Gall  v.  Gall,  114  id. 

109;  Turner  V.  Newburgh,  109  id.   301;  People  v.  Driscoll,   107  id.  414; 

Denise  v.  Denise,   110  id.  562;  Crosier  v.  Craig,  47  Hun,  83;  Matter  of 

Morgan,  104  N.  Y.  74;  Fowler  v.  Howe  M.  Co.,  20  W.  Dig.  531. 
Direction  to  disregard  improper  evidence.    Enos  v.  Enos,  58  Hun,  45. 

Page  759. 

Admissions  in  answer.     Jones  v.  Jones,  1  How.  (N.  S.)  510. 

Questions  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal.     See  note  in  5  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.) 

143. 
Assumption  of  existence  of  fact.    Kilpatrick  v.  Dean,  19  St.  Rep'r,  887;  Todd 

V.  Nelson,  109  N.  Y.  816. 

Page  761. 

Objection  by  all  pabties.  Varnum  v.  Ha^t,  3  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  348;  Doyle  v.  In- 
firmary, 80  N.  Y.  631. 

Proof  offered  against  all  the  defendants.    Betse  v.  Burger,  110  N.  Y.  644. 

Offers  to  prove.  Lehigh  S.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Colby,  120  N.  Y.  640;  Coulson  v. 
Whiting,  14  Abb.  N.  C.  60. 

Page  762. 

Objection,  once  TAKEN,  SUFFICIENT.    Matter  of  W.  S.,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Lang,  33 

Hun,  331. 
Waiver  of  objection.    People  v.  Weldon,  111  N.  Y.  569;  Brayton  v.  Sherman, 
1  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)430;  Martin  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  103 N.  T.  626; 
Bate  V.  McDowell,  49  Supr.  106. 

» 

Page  763. 

Limiting  number  of  witnesses.    See  page  75. 

Opening  door.    Hollender  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  B.  Co.,  19  Abb.  N.  C.  18; 

Scattergood  v.  Wood,  79  N.  Y.  268. 
Order  of  proof.     See  page  75. 
Reading  pleadings,  etc.    See  page  76. 
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Page  764. 

Avowed  pukpose  of  evidence.     Jones  v.  Jones,  41  Hun,  163. 

Objection  to  apparently  irrklevant  question.    Ackersloot  v.  S.  A.  R.  R. 

Co.,  30  St.  Eep'r;  146. 
Exclusion  of  question  already  answered.    Moyer  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R. 

Co.,98N.  Y.  645. 

Page  765. 

Punishment  op  defaulting  jurors.     Sections  2993  and  2996  of  the  Code. 

Page  770. 

General  peinciplb.     Davidson  S.  P.  Co.  v.  Peerless  M.  Co.,  36  St.  Rep'r,  863; 

Drucker  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  106  N.  Y.  157. 
When  rights  of  parties  determined.     Barnes  v.  Denslow,  30  St.  Rep'r,  315; 

Behrman  v.  Linde,  1  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  459. 

Page  772. 

Nominal  damages.  Horton  v.  Childs,  37  St.  Rep'r,  637;  Whitmark  v.  Lorton, 
15  Daly,  548;  McEweu  v.  Northern  N.  Y.  Mfg.  Co.,  30  St.  Rep'r,  680. 

Exemplary.  Wallace  v.  Williams,  37  St.  Rep'r,  813;  Purdy  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  36 
id.  43;  Powers  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  178;  Farnsworth  v.  W.  U.T.  Co., 
6  N.  Y.  Supp.  735;  Chellis  v.  Chapman,  135  N.  Y.  314. 

Page  773. 

Consequential.     Compton  v.  Heissenbuttal,  41  St.  Rep'r,  346. 
Proximate  and  remote.     Meylert  v.  Gas  C.  B.  Co.,  26  Abb.  N.  C.  363. 
Remote.     Eagle  S.  M.  Co.  v.  Andrew,  33  St.  Rep'r,  133;  Thomson  v.  McCaldin, 

5  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)   57;  Bagley  &  S.  Co.  v.  S.  R.  P.  &  P.  Co.,   41  St.  Rep'r, 

864. 

Page  774. 

Anticipated  profits.  Kelly  v.  Miles,  58  Supr.  495;  Warren  C.  &  M.  Co.  v. 
Holbrook,  118  N.  Y.  586. 

Page  775. 

Speculative.     Bean  v.  Carleton,  36  St.  Rep'r,  134. 

Page  776. 

Special.     Yoang  v.  Scheu,  56  Hun,  307;  Hymau  v.  B.  C.  Mfg.  Co.,  59  Supr.  116. 
Breach  of  covenant.     Hyman  v.  Boston  C.  M.  Co.,  58  Supr.  282;  Hymes  v. 

Van  Cleaf,  39  St.  Rep'r,  810. 
Agreement  to  will.     Andrews  v.  Brewster,  134  N.  Y.  433:  Porter  v.  Dunn,  61 

Hun,  310. 

Page  7§0. 

Services.     Metz  v.  Luckemeyer,  59  Supr.  53;  afi'd,  138  N.  Y.  683. 
Telegraph  company.     Pearsall  v.  W.  U.  T.  Co.,  13  N.  Y  256. 

Page  784. 

Brokers.     Allen  v.  McConihe,  134  N.  Y.  343;  Rogers  v.  Wiley,  38  St.  Rep'r,  331; 

Campbell  v.  Wright,  118  N.  Y.  594. 
Interest.     Chamberlain  v.  Uunlop,  5  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  98;  White  v.  Miller,  78  N. 

Y.  393;    Riss  y.  Messmore,  58  Supr.  33;    Mansfield  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 

R.  Co.,  114N,  Y.  331. 
Shrinkage.     Clark  v.  Stewart,  3  Silv.  (Ct.  App.)  510, 
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Page  785. 

Sales.  Zabriskie  v.  Central  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  36  St.  Rep'r,  661;  Eagle  Sq.  M.  Co.  v. 
Andrew,  33  id.  123. 

Page  TSr. 

Contract  to  dklivbb,  ■where  payment  is  made.  Barnes  v.  Seligman,  55 
Hun,  339. 

Page  790. 

Special  warranty.     Wait  v.  Borne,  133  N.  Y.  592;  Swain  v.  SchiefEelin,  34  St. 

Rep'r,  888;  Beeman  v.  Banta,  118  N.  T.  538;  Moore  v.  King,  57  Hun,  324. 
Stock.     Barnes  v.  Seligman,  55  Hun,  339;  Allen  v.  McConike,  124  N.  Y.  343; 

Pitt  V.  Kellogg,  33  St.  Rep'r,  894. 
Vendor  and  purchaser.     Wetmore  v.  Bruce,  118  N.  Y.  319;  Walton  v.  Meeks, 

130  id.  79;  Northridge  v.  Moore,  118  id.  419;  Van  Brocklen  v.  Smeallie,  64 

Hun,  467. 
Warranty.     Wood  v.   Carleton,  3  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  509;  Hunt  v.  Van  Deusen,  19 

St.  Rep'r,  824;  Bagley  &  S.  Co.  v.  S.  R.  P.  &  P.  Co.,  41  id.  864. 

Page  792. 

Warranty  of  title.    Finton  v.  Eggleston,  61  Hun,  246. 

Page  794. 

Principal  and  agent.     Warren  C.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Holbrook,  118  N.  Y.  586. 

Page  795. 

Landlord  and  tenant.  Clenighan  v.  McFarland,  16  Daly,  402;  Russell  v. 
Giblin,  id.  258;  Dodd  v.  Hakes,  114  N.  Y.  260;  Bruce  v.  Welch,  52  Hun, 
524;  EnglesdorfE  v.  Sire,  64  id.  209;  Scott  v.  Haverstraw  C.  &  B.  Co.,  42  St. 
Rep'r,  804;  Kelly  v.  Miles,  58  Supr.  495. 

Page  796. 

Carriers.     Buck  v.  Webb,  58  Hun,  185. 

Page  799. 

Liquidated  damages.     Tode  v.  Gross,  127  N.  Y.  480. 

Page  805, 

CONTBRSION.    Leoncini  v.  Post,  37  St.  Rep'r,  255;  Heald  v.  Van  Sicklen,  33  id. 

187;  aff'd,  128  N.  Y.  612;  Whitmark  v.  Lorton,  15  Daly,  548;  Redmond  v. 

American  M.  Co.,   121  N.  Y.  415;    Heald    v.  MaoGowan,  15    Daly,  333; 

Baker  v.  Hart,  52  Hun,  363;  Lovell  v.  Shea,  45  St.  Rep'r,  574. 
Deceit.     Vail  v.  Reynolds,  118  N.  Y.  297;  White  v.  Mowbray,  21  St.  Rep'r,  961; 

Powell  V.  Plechter,  45  id.  294;  Rabinowitz  v.  Cohen,  44  id.  123;  Pryor  v. 

Foster,  130  N.  Y.  171. 
Discharging  water.     Murray  v.  Archer.  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  326. 
Diverting  stream.    Van  Buren  v.  Fishkill  &  W.  M.  Co.,  50  Hun,  448. 

Page  811. 

Replevin.    Davis  S.  M.  Co.  v.  Best,  50  Hun,  76. 

Page  814. 

Trespass  upon  real  estate.  Mortimer  v.  Man.  R.  Co.,  57  Supr.  509;  Nixon  v, 
StiUwell,  52  Hun,  353;  Dwight  v.  Elmira  C.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  132  N.  Y.  199. 
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Page  Sir. 

Aggravated  injury.    Poels  v.  Tonawanda,  59  Hun,  567;  Pollock  v.  B.  C.  T.  E. 

R.  Co.,  39  St.  Rep'r,  568. 
Capitalization  OF  EABNENGs.    Gregory  v.  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,   55 

Hun,  303. 
FuTUBB  CONSEQUENCES.     Elsas  V.  Second  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  56  Hun,  161;  McSwyny 

V.  B.  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  4  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)495;  Gainard  v.  R.  C.  &  B.R.  R.  Co., 

18  St.  Rep'r,  693;  Crank  v.  Forty-second  St.,  etc.,  53  Hun,  425. 
Loss  OF  EARNINGS.     BlaecMuska  V.  Howard  M.  &  H.,  56  Hun,  323;  Seltz  v.  D. 

D.,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  R.  Co.,  16  Daly,  264. 
Loss  OF  TIME,  ETC.     Lockwood  V.   Twenty-third  St.  R.  R.   Co.,   15   Daly,   374; 

Wood  V.  Valentine,  58  Hun,  298. 
MENTAL  ANGUISH.     O'Neill  V.  D.  D.,  E.  B.  &  B.  R.  R.  Co.,  59  Supr.  133;  Wul- 

stein  V.  Mohlman,  57  id.  50. 
Pain  and  suffering.     Koetter  v.  Man.  E.  R.  Co.,  36  St.  Rep'r,  611;  Feeney  v. 

Long  L  R.  R,  Co.,  116  N.  T.  375. 
Parent's  action  for  personal  injuries  to  child.     Lang  v.   N.  Y.,   L.  E.  & 

W.  R.  R.  Co.,  51  Hun,  603;  Walker  v.  Second  A.  R.  Co.,  57  Supr.  141. 
Prospective  loss  of  service.     Dollard  v.  Roberts,  5  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  435. 

Page  818. 

Trespass.  Steam  v.  McGinty,  55  Hun,  101;  Farnsworth  v.  W.  H.  T.  Co.,  6  N. 
T.  Supp.  735. 

Page  822. 

Interest.     Wilson  v.  Troy,  60  Hun,  183. 

Page  826. 

Proof  upon  default.     Griffin  v.  Jackson,  36  St.  Rep'r,  110. 

Must  prove  case.    Griffin  v.  Jackson,  36  St.  Rep'r,  111. 

Plaintiff  must  establish  cask  by  legal  proof  in  defendant's  absence. 

Hawley  v.  Pittsburgli,  etc.,  Co.,  20  W.  Dig.  142;  Shehan  v.  Johnson,  id.  157. 
Proof  of  corporate  existence  on  default.     Crown  P.  I.  Co.  v.  Fitzgerald,  14 

St.  Rep'r,  427. 

Page  827. 

Proof  on  default  in  case  of  verified  complaint.  Oulman  v.  Schmidt,  85 
Hun,  345;  Thomas  v.  Jones,  47  id.  81;  Lansing  v.  Stevens,  20  St.  Rep'r, 
320;  but  see  chap.  473  of  1889.     McMullen  v.  Peart,  23  St.  Eep"r,  333. 

Page  829. 

Judgment  of  nonsuit  on  non-appearance  of  plaintiff.  Todd  v.  Doremua, 
60  Hun,  386;  Wilcox  v.  Clement.  4  Denio,  160;  TrafEarn  v.  Getman,  19  St. 
Rep'r,  297. 

Page  830. 

Judgment  on  answer  of  title.  Ashley  v.  Lamb,  15  Civ.  Pro.  213;  Gould  v. 
Patterson,  63  Hun,  575. 

Page  831. 

When  judgment  to  be  entered  on  withdrawal.     Kucklo  ,v.  Kleis,  15  Civ. 

Pro.  431. 
When  .iudgment  to  be  entered  upon  verdict.     Allen  v.  Swan,  33  Hun,  364; 

Putnam  v.  Van  Allen,  40  id.  493. 
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When  JTrDGMENT  to  be  entered  in  trial  without  jury.    Gillingham  v.  Jen- 
kins. 40  Hun,  595. 
Stipulation  extending  time  for  decision.    Flynn  v.  Hancock,  46  Hun,  368. 

Page  832. 

Rendition  op  judgment.  Tracey  v.  Frost,  32  St.  Rep'r,  907;  Kucklo  v.  Kleis,  15 
Civ.  Pro.  431;  Putnam  v.  Van  Allen,  46  Hun,  493;  Gillingham  v.  Jenkins, 
40  id.  594;  TrafEarn  v.  Getman,  19  St.  Rep'r,  395. 

Page  835. 

Where  some  defendants  were  not  served.  Sternberger  v.  Bernbeimer,  131 
N.  Y.  194;  Priessenger  v.  Sharp,  59  Supr.  315;  Staples  v.  Gokey,  34  Hun, 
390;  Bannerman  v.  Quackenbusb,  3  How.  (N.  S.)  294.  See  section  3030  of 
the  Code. 

Page  836. 

Remitting  portion  op  verdict.     Allen  v.  Swan,  33  Hun,  364. 
Entry  of  judgment.     Beuerlin  v.  Hodges,  31  St.  Rep'r,  759. 

Page  842. 

Reducing  judgment.    Allen  v.  Swan,  33  Hun,  363. 

Page  843. 

Confession  op  judgment.  Adams  v.  Tator,  57  Hun,  302;  TrafEarn  v.  Getman, 
19  St.  Rep'r,  395;  Crouse  v.  Johnson,  65  Hun,  337. 

Page  844. 

No  confession  foe  contingent  liability.    Adams  v.  Tator,  57  Hun,  304. 

Page  845. 

Confession  for  tort,  qu^sire  ?    Adams  v.  Tator,  57  Hun,  305. 

Page  846. 

Judgment  op  county  court.     Bolt  v.  Hanser,  57  Hun,  568;  Billington  v.  Bil- 

lington,  16  Civ.   Pro.  57;  Bergman  v.   Noble,   45  Hun,  135;  Mclntyre  v. 

Allen,  43  id.  126;  DiefEenbach  v.  Roch,  112  N.  Y.  624;  Ithaca  A.  Works  v. 

Eggleston,  107  id.  375. 
Statute  of  limitations.    Bolt  v.  Hauser,  57  Hun,  567;  DiefEenbach  v.  Roch, 

112  N.  Y.  621. 
By  whom  filed.     Cunningham  v.  Eiseman,  4  Civ.  Pro.  320. 
Piling  of  transcript.     Davidson  v.  Horn,  47  Hun,  53;  Rose  v.  Henry,  37  id. 

397;  Harris  v.  Clark.  65  Hun,  361. 

Page  847. 

Where  some  op  the  defendants  were  not  served.  Priessenger  v.  Sharp, 
59  Supr.  315. 

Page  848. 

Mistake- IN  date  in  transcript.    Rogers  v.  Edmonds,  28  St.  Rep'r,  749. 

Page  854. 

Amount  of  costs.     Grif&n  v.  Norton,  5  St.  Rep'r,  815. 

Page  861. 

Execution  against  person.    Bergman  v.  Noble,  45  Hun,  133. 
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Page  862. 

Where  some  of  the  defendants  were  not  served.    Bannerman  v.  Quacken- 
bush,  2  How.  (N.  S.)  294. 

Page  864. 

Death  of  plaintiff  does  not  suspend  execution.    Jones  v.  Newman,  30 

Hun,  634. 
Execution  on  transcriptbd  judgment.    Townsend  v.  Tolhurst,  57  Hun,  40. 
Execution  issued  by  county  clerk.     Merritt  v.  Judd,  18  Civ.  Pro.  160;  Veeder 

Lansing,  44  Hun,  590;  Mclntyre  v.  Allen,  48  id.  126. 

Page  866. 

Efbect  of  delivering  execution  to  constable.     Pach  V.  Gilbert,  124  N.  Y. 

618;  Wheeler  v.  Lawson,  108  id.  47;  Osborn  v.  Alexander,  40  Hun,  325. 
Exceptional  cases.     Osborn  v.  Alexander,  40  Hun,  325. 

Page  868. 

Meal.     Lashaway  v.'  Tucker,  39  St.  Kep'r,  680. 
Wheat.     Salsbury  v.  Parsons,  36  Hun,  12. 

Page  869. 

Householder.     Chamberlain  v.  Darrow,  46  Hun,  48;  Pink  v.  Fraenkle,  39  St. 
Rep'r,  194. 

Page  870. 

Team.     Knapp  v.  O'Neil,  46  Hun,  317. 
Wagon.     Wolf  v.  Parley,  40  St.  Rep'r,  808. 

Page  871. 

Bounty.     Spaulding  v.  Keyes,  1  Silv.  (Sup.  Ct.)  303. 

Pensions.     Yates  Co.  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Carpenter,  49  Hun,  40;  119  N.  Y.  550;  Matter 
of  Kennedy,  18  St.  Rep'r,  993;  Matter  of  Winans,  5  Dem.  138. 

Page  872. 

Claim  to  exemption.     Wilcox  v.  Howe,  59  How.  268. 

Page  874. 

Waiver  of  exemption.     Bishop  v.  Johnson,  15  St.  Rep'r,  579. 

Estoppel.     Wilder  v.  Stewart,  21  W.  Dig.  93. 

Page  876, 

Products  of  land.     Salsbury  v.  Parsons,  36  Hun,  12;  Schroeppel  v.  Dingman, 
17  W.  Dig.  257. 

Page  877. 

Joint  property.    Kaufman  v.  SchoefEel,  46  Hun,  571. 

Right  of  chattel  mortgagor.     Bryan  v.  Smith,  13  Daly,  331 ;  Powers  v.  Elias, 
53  Supr.  480;  Lyman  v.  Bowe,  5  Civ.  Pro.  157. 

Page  878. 
,  PiRM  PROPERTY.    Davis  v.  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.,  109  N.  Y.  47;  Saunders  v.  Reilly,  105 
id.  12. 
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Page  879. 

Business  stock.    Hayes  v.  Reilly,  49  Supr.  834. 

Interest  of  lessee  fob  term  of  tears.    O'Rourke  v.  Henry  P.  C.  Co.,  11  Civ. 

Pro.  331. 
Legacies  of  personal  property.    Baskin  v.  Hays,  35  St.  Rep'r,  963-  affd  138 

N.  Y.  631. 
Machinery.    Axt  v.  Shankey,  37  St.  Rep'r,  897. 
Property  delivered  under  conditional  sale.     Savall  v.  Wauful    31  Civ 

Pro.  18. 
Replevied  property.     Tremaine  v.  Mortimer,  57  Supr.  340;  First  Nat    Bk.  v 

Dunn,  97  N.  T.  149. 

Page  §§2. 

What  included.     Toungs  v.  Williams,  31  W.  Dig.  349. 
Joint  property.     Kaufman  v.  ScliwefEel,  46  Hun,  571. 
Test.     Powers  v.  Elias,  53  Supr.  480. 

Page  S§6. 

Liability  of  sureties  on  constable's  bond.     Hampton  v.  Boylan,  46  Hun,  153. 

Page  §89. 

Must  indorse  time  of  levy.     Hunt  v.  Barry,  16  Civ.  Pro.  364. 
Posting  notices.     Schmidt  v.  Barry,  39  St.  Rep'r,  403. 

Page  891. 

Improperly  posted  notices  render  sale  void.     Sctmidt  v.  Barry,  39  St, 

Rep'r,  403. 
Lots  and  parcels.     Welch,  v.  Woodruff,  30  St.  Rep'r,  840;  Shimer  v.   Mosher, 

39  Hue,  155. 
Property  must  be  present.     Welch  v.  Woodruff,  30  St.  Rep'r,  840;  Shimer  v 

Mosher,  39  Hun,  155;  Citizens'  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Alleson,  33  W.  Dig.  335. 

Page  898. 

Discharge  from  imprisonment.     Ryan  v.  Parr,  40  St.  Rep'r,  947. 

Page  902. 

Priority.     Martin  v.  Mallery,  60  Hun,  345. 

Page  904. 

Dormant.     Childs  v.  Latham,  38  St.  Rep'r,  853. 

Return  of  execution.     Hunt  v.  Barry,  16  Civ.  Pro.  366;  Hampton  v.  Boylan, 

46  Hun,  151. 
Where  justice  leaves  the  county.    Hampton  v.  Boylan,  46  Hun,  151. 

Page  905. 

WiTHi:^  WHAT  TIME.     Hampton  v.  Boylan,  46  Hun,  153. 

Page  912. 

Amendment  of  complaint.    Coles  v.  Burns,  31  Hun,  246;  Cargain  v.  Everett, 
43  St.  Rep'r,  618. 

Amendment.     Hatch  v.  Central  Nat.  Bk.,  78  N.  Y.  487;  Reeder  v.  Sayre,  70  id. 
180;  Knickerhocker  I.  Co.  v.  Nelson,  78  id.  137;  Harris  v.  Tumhridge,  83, 
id.  98;  Price  v.  Brown,  98  id.  388;  Avery  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co., 
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106  id.  143;  Davis  v.  N.  T.,  L.  B.  &  W.  R.  K.  Co.,  110  id.  din;  Benson  v. 

McNamee,  13  St.  Rep'r,  503;  DeWitt  v.  Greener,  11  Civ.  Pro.  337;  Eighmie 

V.  Taylor,  30  Hun,  366;  Nicholson  v.  Paston,  33  St.  Rep'r,  496;  Bnright  v. 

Seymour,  8  id.  357. 
Variance.     Enright  v.  Seymour,  8  St.  Rep'r,  357;  Schuyler  v.  Ross,  37  id.  807. 
Amendment  to  VBEiriED  answer.     Vaughn  v.  Lego,  15  Civ.  Pro.  164. 

Page  913. 

Justice  not  to  voluntkbb.     Enright  v.  Seymour,  8  St.  Rep'r,  357. 
Transcrifi'.     Rogers  v.  Edmonds,  28  St.  Rep'r,  749. 

Pag^e  914. 

Amendment  op  undertaking  on  attachment.  Riley  v.  Skidmore,  24  St. 
Rep'r,  724. 

Page  915, 

Only  mode  of  review.     Kimball  v.  Rich,  30  St.  Rep'r,  154. 
Who  mat  appeal.     Comrs.,  etc.,  v.  Van  Allen,  32  Hun,  61;  Alpangh  v.  Bennett, 
59  id.  45;  People  v.  Carr,  54  id.  443;  People  v.  Norton,  33  id.  277. 

Page  917, 

From  what  judsment.     Countryman  v.  Lightrill,  24  Hun,  405. 
Void  judgment  will  support  appeal  on  questions  op  law  only.    Gilling- 
ham  V.  Jenkins,  40  Hun,  595;  Pearce  v.  Nester,  50  id.  551. 

Page  919. 

Appeal  before  entry  of  judgment.     O'Conner  v.  Schmitz,  36  St.  Rep'r,  317. 

From  final  order  in  summary  proceedings.  Moench  v.  Tung,  18  Civ.  Pro. 
260;  Murray  v.  Hathaway,  36  St.  Rep'r,  53;  Everall  v.  Lassen,  13  Daly,  10; 
Broadwell  v.  Holcombe,  4  Civ.  Pro.  163;  Lewis  v.  Hoffman,  5  id.  143:  Har- 
rison V.  Swart,  id.  259;  Brown  v.  Cassady,  id.  56. 

Time  within  which  to  appeal.  Bagley  v.  Jennings,  58  Hun,  57;  Beuerlin  v. 
Hodges,  31  St.  Rep'r,  759;  Lewis  v.  HofEman,  5  Civ.  Pro.  143;  Dorsey  v. 
Pike,  46  Hun,  113. 

Extending  time  by  stipulation.     Bagley  v.  Jennings,  58  Hun,  56. 

"Waiver  op  appeal.     Jaynes  v.  Jaynes,  8  Civ.  Pro.  94. 

Page  92». 

Supply  omissions.  Thorn  v.  Roods,  47  Hun,  434;  Gutbrecht  v.  Park  P.  &  C. 
I.  R.  R.  Co.,  38  id.  497;  Chatfield  v.  Reynolds,  18  Civ.  Pro.  378;  Andrews 
v.  Snyder,  6  id.  333;  Ross  v.  Markham,  5  id.  81. 

Page  921. 

How  tasbn.     Kimball  v.  Rich,  20  St.  Rep'r,  154. 

Payment  of  fees.  Mann  v.  Dennis,  30  St.  Rep'r,  195;  Lewis  v.  HoSman,  5  Civ. 
Pro.  141. 

Page  925. 

Not  subscribed,  but  indorsed.  Horr  v.  Seaton,  18  W.  Dig.  510;  Gutbrecht  v. 
Prospect  P.  &  C.  I.  R.  R.  Co.,  28  Hun,  497. 

Page  926. 

When  county  court  vested  with  jurisdiction.  Dudley  v.  BrinkerhofiE,  13 
Civ.  Pro.  96. 
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Page  927. 

Amendment  of  notice  of  appeal.  Horr  v.  Seaton,  18  W.  Dig.  510;  Lewis  v. 
HofEman,  5  Civ.  Pro.  141;  Lavalle  v.  Skelly,  90  N.  Y.  547;  Piper  v.  Van 
Buren,  27  Hun,  384;  Ostrander  v.  People,  39  id.  513,  519;  Thorn  v.  Boods, 
47  id.  434;  Chatfield  v.  Reynolds,  18  Civ.  Pro.  378;  McCarthy  v.  Crowley' 
5  N.  Y.  Sapp.  675. 

Service  of  notice  of  appeal.    Gray  v.  Wolcott,  5  St.  Rep'r,  139. 

Upon  whom  served.     Clark  v.  Snyder,  40  Hun,  830. 

Service  of  notice  of  appeal  after  death  of  judgment  creditor.  Clark  v. 
Snyder,  40  Hun,  330. 

Service  of  notice  of  appeal,  ■where  respondent  is  resident.  Andrews  v. 
Snyder,  6  Civ.  Pro.  333. 

Service  upon  attorney.    Andrews  v.  Snyder,  6  Civ.  Pro.  383. 

Page  929. 

TTNDERTAKiNa  Oil  APPBAL  FOR  NEW  TRIAL.    Slattery  V.  Haskins,  43  Hun,  86; 

Ross  V.  Markham,  5  Civ.  Pro.  81. 
Statins  proceedings.    Wells  v.  Dawson,  43  Hun,  510. 
Liability  of  sureties  upon  appeal.     Lowry  v.  Tew,  35  Hun,  357. 

Page  930. 

Service  of  copy  undertaking.     Wells  v.  Dawson,  43  Hun,  509. 

Page  931. 

Approval.     Slattery  v.  Haskin,  43  Hun,  509;  Ross  v.  Markham,  5  Civ.  Pro.  83. 
Upon  whom  served.    Wells  v.  Dawson,  43  Hun,  510;    Slattery  v.  Haskin,  43 
id.  87. 

Page  936. 

Amendment  to  undertaking.    Robinson  v.  Moran,  33  W.  Dig.  336;    Ross  v. 

Markham,  5  Civ.  Pro.  84. 
Liability  of  surbtees.    Janeway  v.  Haft,  46  St.  Rep'r,  917. 
Effect  of  insolvency  or  death  of  surety  in  undertaking  on  appeal. 

Bonnett  v.  Townsend,  63  Hun,  45. 

Page  937. 

Justification.  Slattery  v.  Haskin,  43  Hun,  88;  Wells  v.  Davidson,  43  id.  511; 
Ross  V.  Markham,  5  Civ.  Pro.  83. 

Effect  of  failure  to  justify.  Slattery  v.  Haskin,  43  Hun,  88;  Ross  v.  Mark- 
ham, 5  Civ.  Pro.  84. 

Waiver  of  justification.    Slattery  v.  Haskin,  43  Hun,  88. 

Page  938. 

Offer  of  judgment  before  issue,  in  case  of  new  trial.    Section  8070,  as 

amended  by  chap.  583  of  1885. 
Either  party  to  make  offer.     Section  3070,  as  amended  by  chap.  533  of  1885. 
Party  refusing  to  accept  is  liable  for  costs,  unless  recovery  is  more  favorable 

than  offer.     Section  3070;  Birdsall  v.  Keyes,  66  Hun,  333. 
If  neither  party  makes  offer,  party  recovering  is  entitled  to  costs.     Section 
3070. 

Page  940. 

Time  of  filing  return.    ZoUer  v.  Smith,  45  Hun,  319 
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Page  941. 

Return  on  appeal.  Knight  v.  Wilson,  55  Hun,  559;  Valentine  v.  Kelley,  54 
id.  78;  VaJlen  v.  MoQuire,  49  id.  594;  Larooque  v.  Harvey,  57  id.  366; 
Griffin  v.  Norton,  5  St.  Rep'r,  812;  Hoffman  v.  Barton,  14  id.  506;  Gibbons 
V.  Van  Alstyne,  29  id.  461;  Young  v.  Conklln,  3  Mis.  Rep.  133. 

Return,  where  no  new  trial  is  demanded,  must  contain  all  the  proceedings. 
Pearce  v.  ^Tester,  50  Hun,  551;  Kimball  v.  Rich,  30  St.  Rep'r,  156. 
What  bbtubn  is  to  contain,  where  new  trial  is  demanded.    Kimball  v. 
Rich,  30  St.  Rep'r,  156. 

Page  942, 

Presumption  in  absence  op  return  on  subject.  Crown  P.  I.  Co.  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 14  St.  Rep'r,  427, 

Page  950. 

Affidavits,  when  ebroe  in  pact  is  assigned.  Larocque  v.  Harvey,  57  Hun, 
866;  Vallen  v.  McGuire,  49  id.  594;  Griffin  v.  Norton,  5  St.  Rep'r,  812; 
Bonney  v.  Paul,  39  id,  597;  Gibbons  v.  Van  Alstyne,  29  id.  464;  Jourdan  y. 
Healy,  46  id.  198. 

Page  951. 

Proceedings  on  attachment.  Matter  of  Swenarton  v.  Shupe,  40  Hun,  43; 
Sandford  v.  Sandford,  id.  541;  Cleary  v.  Christie,  41  id.  569;  King  v.  Flynn, 
37  id.  331;  Naylor  v.  Naylor,  33  id.  229;  People,  ex  rel.  DufEns,  v.  Brown, 
46  id.  321;  People,  ex  rel.  Steitz,  v.  Rice,  57  id.  66;  Matter  of  Sims,  id. 
485-9;  People,  ex  rel.  Post,  v.  Grant,  13  Civ.  Pro.  311;  Daly  v.  Amberg, 
36  St.  Rep'r,  715;  Dinsmore  v.  Com.  T.  Assn.,  38  id.  636. 

Page  959. 

Amendment  of  return.     Warren  v.  Campbell,  37  St.  Rep'r,  763;  Persons  v. 

Same,  id. 
Power  of  justice  to  amend  return.    Zabriskie  v.  Wilder,  13  Daly,  537. 
Alternative  order  for  amended  return.     Thomas  v.  Whitelegge,  39  St. 

Rep'r,  89. 
Vacating    order    for   amended    return.     Thomas  v.    Whitelegge,   39   St. 
Rep'r,  89. 

Page  970. 

When  action  deemed  at  issue  in  case  op  new  trial.  Watson  v.  Benz,  34 
St.  Rep'r,  338;  Zoller  v.  Smith,  45  Hun,  331;  Simpson  v.  R.,  W.  &  O.  R.  R. 
Co.,  48  id.  114;  Pearce «v.  Nester,  50  id.  551;  White  v.  Place,  40  id.  483; 
Gillingham  v.  Jenkins,  id.  596. 

Page  971. 

Dismissal  op  appeal.     Jaynes  v.  Jaynes,  8  Civ.  Pro.  94. 

When  appeal  to  be  dismissed.    Kucklo  v.  Kleis,  15  Civ.  Pro.  432. 

Power  to  open  limited  to  cases  of  failure  to  appear.     Brown  v.    Niagara 

M.  Co.,  37  St.  Rep'r,  70;    Larocque  v.  Harvey,  57  Hun,   367;    Thomas  v. 

Keeler,  53  id.  330. 

Page  972, 

What  constitutes  a  default.     Thomas  v.  Keeler,  53  Hun,  318. 
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Page  975. 

Matter  of  discretion.    Larocque  v.  Harvey,  57  Hun,  367;  Thomas  v.  Keeler, 

53  id.  319. 
Excusing  default.    Bates  v.  Gorman,  8  Civ.  Pro.  181. 

Page  980. 

Manifest  injustice.  Bates  v.  Gorman,  8  Civ.  Pro.  183;  Young  v.  Conklin,  3 
Mis.  Rep.  133. 

Page  983. 

Facts  not  within  knowledge  op  justice.     Larocque  v.  Harvey,  57  Hun,  367; 

Jourdan  v.  Healey,  46  St.  Eep'r,  198;    Gibbons  v.  Van  Alstyne,  39  id.  464; 

Valleu  V.  McGuire,  49  Hun,  594. 
Jurisdiction.     Larocque   v.    Harvey,   57  Hun,   367;    GriflBn  v.  Norton,   5   St. 

Rep'r,  815. 
NoN-SERTiCE  OF  summons.     Tracy  v.  Shannon,  33  Abb.  N.  C.  136. 

Page  984. 

Infancy.     Bonney  v.  Paul,  39  St.  Rep'r,  597. 

Page  985. 

Improper  conduct  op  justice.  Gibbons  v.  Van  Alstyne,  39  St.  Eep'r,  464; 
Vallen  v  McGuire,  49  Hun,  594. 

Page  986. 

"  With  or  without  costs."    ZoUer  v.  Smith,  45  Hun,  330. 

Page  987. 

VThen  made.     Watson  v.  Benz,  34  St.  Rep'r,  338;    McKuskie  v.  Hendrickson, 

id.  901;  ZoUer  v.  Smith,  45  Hun,  330. 
When  appeal  foe  new  trial  deemed  at  issue.    Watson  v.  Benz,  34  St. 

Rep'r,  338. 

Page  996. 

Fixing  date  op  new  trial  in  court  below.    Velsey  v.  Velsey,  40  Hun,  471. 

Page  1000. 

New  trial  in  appellate  court.  Kimball  v.  Ritch,  30  St.  Rep'r,  153;  Thorn 
V.  Roods,  47  Hun,  433;  Brooks  v.  St.  John,  35  id.  540;  Harvey  v.  Van 
Dyke,  66  How.  396;  Royce  v.  Gibbons,  50  Hun,  341;  Moore  v.  Trimmer,  17 
Civ.  Pro.  99;  Dudley  v.  Brinckerhoff,  13  id.  98;  Cook  v.  Waterford,  6  id. 
616;  Hinkley  v.  Troy,  etc.,  Co.,  43  Hun,  381;  Reynolds  v.  Swick,  35  id. 
378;  Green  v.  Waite,  33  id.  191;  Carr  v.  Smith,  14  id.  466. 

When  new  trial  in  county  court.    40  Hun,  481. 

No  NEW  trial  in  summary  proceedings.     Brown  v.  Cassady,  34  Hun,  55. 

New  trial  dependent  upon  demand.     Pearce  v.  Nester,  50  Hun,  550. 

Right  determined  by  amended  pleadings.  Hinkley  v.  Troy  &  A.  R.  R.  Co., 
43  Hun,  384. 

Issue  must  be  joined  to  entitle  to  new  trial.     Thorn  v.  Roods,  47  Hun,  434. 

Improper  counterclaim  not  basis  for  new  trial.  Hinkley  v.  Troy  &  A  R. 
R.  Co.,  i3  Hun,  381;  Denniston  v.  Trimmer,  37  id.  393. 

Void  judgment  furnishes  no  basis  for  such  appSal.  Gillingham  v.  Jenkins, 
40  Hun,  594. 
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Counterclaim  without  demand  for  judgment.    Dudley  v.  Brinckerhofi,  13 

Civ.  Pro.  9ft;  Royce  v.  Gibbons,  50  Hun,  341. 
Countekclaim  beyond  |200.     Heigle  v.  Willis,  50  Hun,  588. 
Counterclaim  interposed  simply  as  a  defense.  Royce  v.  Gibbons,  50  Hun,  341. 
How  value  fixed  in  replevin.     Reynolds  v.  Swick,  35  Hun,  S78. 
Pleadings  amended  on  appeal  give  no  right  to  new  trial.    Longville  v. 

Downey,  37  St.  Rep'r,  51. 
Issue  op  title  in  appellate  court.     Gould  v.  Patterson,  63  Hun,  575;  Shaver 

v.  Bldred,  38  id.  633;  rev'd  in  114  N.  Y.  236,  on  another  point. 

Page  1001. 

Practice  in  case  of  new  trial  improperly  taken.    Hinkley  v.  Troy  &  A. 

R.  R.  Co.,  43  Hun,  281;  Kimball  v.   Rich,  30  St.   Rep'r,  153;    Harvey  v. 

Van  Dyke,  66  How.  396;  Denniston  v.  Trimmer,  27  Hun,  393;  Dudley  v. 

BrinkerhofE,  37  W.  Dig.  140. 
Improper  appeal  for  new  trial  can  Be  heard  as  appeal  on  questions  of 

LAW  only.     Gillingham  v.  Jenkins,  40  Hun,  597. 

Page  1002. 

Upon  what  issues  case  tried  in  appellate  court.     Becker  v.   Bamum,  19 

W.  Dig.  94. 
What  irregularities  are  waived  by  appeal  for  New  trial.   Pearce  v.  Nes- 

ter,  50  Hun,  546. 
Whether  jurisdiction  as  to  amount  can  be  raised  on  new  trial,  qu^^re  ? 

White  V.  Place,  40  Hun,  483;  Crannell  v.  Comstock,  12  id.  393;  Burns  v. 

Howard,  9  Abb.  N.  C.  321;  O'Donnell  v.  Brown,  3  Lans.  474;  Robertson  v. 

Brink,  13  W.  Dig.  109. 
Erroneous  decision  as  to  jurisdiction,  reviewable.    Milbanks  v.  Coonley, 

17  St.  Rep'r,  533. 
Question  of  title  to  real  estate  on  new  trial  in  appellate  court. 

Gould  V.  Patterson,  63  Hun,  575;  Shaver  v.  Eldred,  40  St.  Rep'r,  889. 
Amendment.     Dows  v.  Morrison,  2  Mis.  Rep.  54. 

Page  1003. 

Amendment  in  appellate  court.     Cramer  v.   Lovejoy,  41  Hun,  581;  Arger- 

singer  v.  Levor,  54  Hun,  613;  Button  v.  Lusk,  32St.  Rep'r,  531;  Simpson  v. 

W.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  48  Hun,  113;  Van  Sickle  v.   Nester,  34  id.   66;  Latte- 

man  v.  Fere,  11  Civ.  Pro.  318. 
Amendment  on  appeal.     Button  v.  Lusk,  32  St.  Rep'r,  531;  Argersinger  v. 

Levor,  54  Hun,  618;  Schork  v.  Moritz,  34  St.  Rep'r,  898;  Cook  v.  Waterford, 

35  id.  90. 
Amendment  op  answer,  to  obtain  new  trial.     Longrill  v.  Downey,  7  N.  T. 

Supp.  503;  Kimball  v.  Rich,  3  id.  248. 

Page  1004. 

Modification  of  judgment  on  appeal.    Haested  v.  Bliss,  42  St.  Rep'r,  78. 

Page  1008. 

Judgment  according  to  justice  of  the  case.  Purdy  v.  Dinkle,  6  N.  T.  Supp. 
158;  Sanford  v.  Shafer,  18  St.  Rep'r,  665;  Rickey  v.  Christie,  40  Hun,  285; 
Snyder  v.  Sehram,  59  How.  409;  Bort  v.  Snell,  39  Hun,  393;  Earl  v.  Lefler, 
46  id.  11;  Rundell  v.  Bentley,  53  id.  273;  Tuttle  v.  Dennis  58  id.  39;  More- 
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head  v.  Brown,  35  St.  Rep'r,  766;  Piatt  v.  Thomas,  23  W.  Dig,  530;  Brooks 
V.  Farmers'  C.  Assn.,  31  id.  58;  Angell  v.  Hill,  45  St.  Rep'r,  84;  Brewer  v. 
Delafleld,  id.  89;  Davison  v.  Luckman,  id.  739;  Jackson  v.  Collins,  41  id. 
693;  Strawbridge  v.  Vandenburgh,  32  id.  493;  Lockwood  v.  Lockwood,  38 
id.  600;  Bump  v.  Dahenj,  38  id.  114;  Richards  v.  Derrick,  17  id.  966;  San- 
ford  V.  Shafer,  18  id.  665. 

DiBBEGABD  BKBORS  NOT  AFPECTING  MERITS.  Rundell  V.  Bentley,  53  Hun,  272; 
Purdy  V.  Dinkle,  25  St.  Rep'r,  155;  TrafEarn  v.  Getman,  19  id.  295;  More- 
head  V.  Brown,  35  id.  766;  Cambeis  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  R.  Co.,  48  St.  Rep'r, 
709. 

Rbyersai,  of  void  judgment.     Jaynes  v.  Jaynes,  8  Civ.  Pro.  99. 

StiBSTANTiAL  JUSTICE  DONE.     Davison  V.  Luckman,  45  St.  Rep'r,  727. 

Reversal  For  slight  errors.     Strawbridge  v.  Vandenburgh,  32  St.  Rep'r,  493. 

Reversal.  Strawbridge  v.  Vandenburgh,  33  St.  Rep'r,  493;  Cady  v.  Bradshaw, 
116  N.  T.  188;  Hathaway  v.  Fitchburg  R.  R.  Co.,  49  St.  Rep'r,  466. 

When  judgment  not  disturbed.     Kelly  v.  Weiss,  32  St.  Rep'r,  690. 

Justice's  decision  on  conflicting  evidence  conclusive.  Boone  v.  Kalb,  20 
W.  Dig.  26;  Purdy  v.  Bean,  17  id.  143. 

No  reversal  for  error  in  refusing  to  vacate  attachment.  Bump  v.  Da- 
heny,  36  St.  Rep'r,  114. 

Effect  of  vacating  attachment  on  appeal.  Bump  v.  Daheny,  36  St.  Rep'r, 
114. 

Page  1023. 

Objections  raised  for  first  time  on  appeal.  45  St.  Rep'r,  87;  Lindsay  v. 
Tansley,  44  id.  653. 

Page  1025. 

Reversal  for  want  of  proof.    Houghtaling  v.  Lloyd,  39  St.  Rep'r,  580. 
Admitting  incompetent  evidence.    Mason  v.  Wedderspoon,  43  Hun,  31 ;  Earl 

V.  Lefler,  46  id.  11;  Piatt  v.  Thomas,  23  W.  Dig.  530;  Angell  v.  Hill,  45 

St.  Rep'r,  84;  Davison  v.  Luckman,  id.  739;  Lockwood  v.  Lockwood,  38 

id.  600;  Sanford  v.  Shafer,  18  id.  665. 
Effect  of  admission  of  incompetent  evidence.    Lockwood  v.  Lockwood,  38 

St.  Rep'r,  600;  Earl  v.  Leffler,  46  Hun,  9;  Nicolay  v.  linger,  80  N.  Y.  54; 

Shehan  v.  Johnson,  20  W.  Dig.  157;  Jackson  v.  Collins,  41  St.  Rep'r,  590. 

Page  1026. 

Intendment  in  favor  of  judgment.  Rickey  v.  Christie,  40  Hun,  278;  Hayes 
V.  Maytham,  20  W.  Dig.  337;  TrafEarn  v.  Getman,  19  St.  Rep'r,  298; 
Fowler  v.  Haynes,  91  N.  Y.  350. 

Presumption  as  to  decision.     Stearns  v.  McGinty,  55  Hun,  101. 

Assumption  in  coubt  below.    Winters  v.  McMahon,  23  W.  Dig.  119. 

Page  1027. 

Restitution.    Haebler  v.  Myers,  133  N.  Y.  363. 

Page  1032. 

Costs  in  actions  commenced  before  Sept.  1,  1880.  Pruyn  v.  Lynch,  44  Hun, 
587;  Atkin  v.  Ritcher,  31  id.  352;  Matter  of  Weston,  91  N.  T.  501;  Garling 
V.  Ladd,  37  Hun,  112. 
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Costs  on  appeal.     Harding  v.  Ellston,  19  Civ.  Pro.  353;  Horning  v.  Smith,  id. 

143;  Munson  v.  Curtlss,  43  Hun,  314;  Sheehan  v.  Buller,  34  W.  Dig.  168; 

Balcom  v.  Terwilliger,  43  Hun,  170;  Earl  v.  Collins,  33  W.  Dig.  108;  Van- 

derwerken  v.  Brown,  38  Hun,  334;  Compton  v.  Long  I.  R.  E.  Co.,  1  St. 

Rep'r,  554;  Goodenough  v.   Billings,  31  W.  Dig.  405. 
Costs  upon  appeal  in  action  against  mtjnicipai  cobpoeation.    Marsh  v. 

Lansingburgh   81  Hun,  514. 
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On  appeal  on  questions  op  law  only.     Homing  v.  Smith,  19  Civ.  Pro.  143; 

Taylor  v.  Seely,  4  How.  314;   O'Callaghan  v.  Carroll,  16  id.  337;    Horton 

V.  Hawkins,  30  W.  Dig.  17;  Canton  S.  &  D.  Co.  v.  Webb,  43  St.  Eep'r,  188. 
Disbuksembnts.     Sherwood  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  3  Civ.  Pro.  381;  13  Daly,  138. 
On  appeal  in  summaet  proceedings.     Harris'on  v.  Swart,  34  Hun,  359. 
On  dismissal  of  appeal.     Clark  v.  Snyder,  40  Hun,  331. 
Costs  on  offer  of  judgment  upon  appeal.     Watson  v.  Benz,  57  Hun,  398; 

McKuskie  v.  Hendrickson,  138  N.  Y.  555;  Zoller  v.  Smith,  45  Hun,  319; 

Adolph  V.   De  Cen,  id.  130:  Pruyn  v.  Lynch,  44  id.  587;  HoUenback  v. 

Knapp,  43  id.  307. 
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The  words  "ten  dollars"  omitted  prom  section  3070  by  amendment  op 
1885. 

Where  no  offer  is  made.  Balcom  v.  Terwilliger,  43  Hun,  173;  Munson  v. 
Curtis,  43  id.  314;  Sheehan  v.  Buller,  34  W.  Dig.  168. 

Effect  of  offer  in  court  below.     Mock  v.  Saile,  53  Hun,  198. 

No  costs  to  party  not  accepting  offer  under  section  3070,  itnless  re- 
covery is  more  favorable  and  exceeds  $50.  McKuskie  v.  Hendrick- 
son, 138  N.   Y.  555;  rev'g  34  St.  Rep'r,  901;    Zoller  v.  Smith,  45  Hun,  331. 

Right  of  party  accepting  to  costs.     HoUenback  v.  Knapp,  43  Hun,  307. 
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Costs  to  party  refusing  offer  under  section  3073.     Watson  v.  Benz,  57 

Hun,  398. 
Rule  op  comparison.     Kelly  v.  Bonesteel,  39  Hun,  549;  Vanderwerken  v.  Brown, 

38  id.  335;  Adolph  v.  De  Cen,  45  id.  131;  Goodenough  v.  Billings,   31  W. 

Dig.  405;  Pruyn  v.  Lynch,  44  Hun,  590. 
Taxation.     Adolph  v.  De  Cen,  45  Hun,  133. 
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Section  1319  not  applicable.     Ryan  v.  Parr,  40  St.  Rep'r,  946. 
Power  of  appellate  court  to  open  its  judgment.     Armstrong  v.    Sanford, 
60  Hun,  356. 


